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ABSTRACT 

The current Social Democratic Party caucus in the 

West German Bundestag is reputed to contain a left and 

right wing. The left wing is called the Leverkusener Kreis 

and the right wingers are labelled the Kanalarbeiter. 

Despite the alleged existence of the two wings, no major 

voting rebellion has occurred in the SPD caucus. We first 

attempted to determine whether wings do indeed exist in the 

Fraktion. Then we tried to ascertain why no rebellion has 

occurred by examining variables which should be related to 

the maintenance of caucus unity. Most of our data were 

derived from interviews of 2 8 SPD deputies. 

We were able to identify a left wing, with the re

maining deputies in our sample probably belonging to the 

mainstream of the Fraktion. Out of the eight variables we 

examined, five were .able to help us account for the absence 

of rebellion. Through smallest space analysis and factor 

analysis we also discovered some clues as to why the left 

wing has not rebelled. 

The three variables which were not strongly asso

ciated with the absence of open voting rebellion are: party 

versus individually oriented goals in seeking candidacy, 

role norms within the caucus concerning the binding 

x 



character of Fraktion decisions, and deputies' feelings of 

influence. 

Individually oriented goals were found to predomi

nate among our respondents. Deputies believed caucus 

decisions were not binding under three circumstances: on 

issues involving the conscience, on urgent constituency 

matters, and if the leaders were informed before th6 vote 

concerning the deputies' feelings. 

The left wing deputies did not feel influential as 

indicated by such factors as equality of representation and 

openness of the caucus to various viewpoints. Yet these 

feelings of powerlessness did not seem to discourage the 

left wingers sufficiently so as to rebel. 

The factors which were found to be strongly asso

ciated with explaining the absence of open voting rebellion 

are: Fraktion identification, career advancement rewards 

for Fraktion loyalty, influences in the nomination process, 

and perceived absence of viable electoral support to under

take independent political action. Additionally, the lack 

of cohesiveness in the left wing was also discovered to be 

a factor. 

We conclude that parliamentary party unity can come 

about without the presence of strong party-unity role norms; 

factors such as identification with one's colleagues and 

members' career motives appear to be more responsible for 

the very high unity maintained by the SPD Fraktion; and we 



finally conclude that the absence of politically feasible 

alternatives outside the SPD Fraktion for left wing members 

and underlying dissidence within the left wing help to 

explain why the entire caucus has been able -co retain its 

high degree of unity. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Despite large differences in the homogeneity of 

political parties, most national legislative parties.exhibit 

high degrees of internal cohesion. Even in the United 

States, with its catch-all type of political parties, the 

Congressional parties maintain unity at slightly lower than 

the 70 percent level (Schwarz ana Shaw 2976, p. 120). How

ever, the usual measures of unity, typically based on roll 

call votes, are not equally applicable to every legislature. 

For example, how useful is a measure based upon roll call 

votes where such voting seldom occurs; or where the parlia

mentary votes are more or less ritualistic; or where party 

discipline is almost totally effective at the final voting 

stage? Furthermore, is a measure of voting agreement in 

the Congress comparable to parliamentary settings where the 

defeat of the government may be at stake? 

Levels of unity on roll call votes are not always 

indicative of the degree of consensus or divisiveness within 

a legislative party. While it is true that the final voting 

result is the one that counts in so far as legislative 

output is concerned, there are compelling reasons for in

vestigating factors antecedent to the final outcome. The 
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following enumeration is not exhaustive, but does indicate 

the major reasons for probing behind roll call votes: first, 

nascent dissensus that could later eventuate in an open 

break within the parliamentary party might become detect

able; second, the techniques used by the caucus leaders to 

contain and diminish differences can be discovered; third, 

comparison among the many legislatures where roll call 

voting is not prevalent and party unity or votes that do 

occur is mainly always perfect (the West German Bundestag 

and the SPD are but two examples) could be improved with a 

measure not dependent upon roll call data; finally, the 

policy stands a caucus takes and upon which voting depends 

can be anticipated better if the nature and extent of 

internal division is known. 

Objectives of This Research 

The main objective of this research is to explain 

why no open rebellion has occurred in the West German Social 

Democratic Party (SPD) parliamentary delegation (Fraktion) 

and to do so by way of methods that enable us to discern any 

dissensus that is beneath outward party unity. When we 

refer to rebellion we mean voting opposition to party 

policy or actually bolting the party and joining another 

group (for a similar definition of rebellion, see Jackson 

1968, p. 19). The SPD was selected as a test case for two 

reasons: first, the Fraktion experiences very high voting 
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unity in the parliament (Loewenberg 1966, pp. 357-359; 

Schwarz and Shaw 1976, p. 153); second, two major wings 

within the parliamentary delegation appear to be thriving. 

Explaining how these apparently contradictory phenomena can 

exist concurrently, and perhaps into the future, coincides 

with the purposes of our research. 

The investigation is based upon a survey of 

selected deputies of the SPD Bundestag Fraktion. The re

search is supplemented by insights from other studies on the 

SPD as well as other legislatures. Before describing the 

research approach, several aspects of party unity will be 

discussed. 

The degree of unity within national political 

parties varies across a wide spectrum. The nature and 

extent of consensus exhibited within any political party can 

be one of considerable variation across time. Several 

reasons may lie behind changing levels of party unity. For 

example, differing perspectives on issues sometimes arise as 

a consequence of the varying roles performed within the 

party organization. One can point to the usual tension 

between the party in the electorate, party activists, and 

the legislative party. Although these tensions persist, 

there must ultimately be some connection between the party 

or deputy and electoral support in democratic systems. In 

political systems where the relationship between the deputy 

and the local party organization is close, one could 
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speculate that factors which influence the local party also 

considerably affect the deputy. 

Party leaders may decide, in their efforts to gain 

more electoral support, to cast their appeals to groups not 

customarily supportive of the party. A question then arises 

as to how a political party, in appealing to additional 

groups in the electorate, can avoid divisiveness in the 

parliamentary delegation. One would expect that the more 

heterogeneous the sources of support for a party, the 

greater the strain upon the maintenance of unity. Wellhofer 

and Hennessey (1974, p. 159) found, in their study of the 

Argentine Socialist Party, that increased electoral support 

for the party was generally followed by schisms. We might 

speculate that as political parties have successfully 

broadened their electoral appeals, there follows a diminu

tion of internal unity. For another example, Rueckert and 

Crane (1962, pp. 477-521) observed that when the CDU/CSU 

coalition in Western Germany attempted to improve its 

ability to attract more than a third of the popular vote, it 

experienced greater deviation in the Bundestag. Yet, the 

SPD increased its support steadily throughout the 1960's 

and still managed to avoid any manifestation of rebellion 

within the parliamentary party. Why this was so lies at 

the heart of our research. 

Party leaders may hope to augment electoral support 

by de-emphasizing ideology. Again, however, one result of 



such a strategy might be decreased unity in the party, 

Ideology long served as one of the strongest unifying agent 

for some political parties. The experience of the British 

Parliamentary Labour Party (PLP) can be cited in this 

context. After the First World War the Labour Party 

decided to de-emphasize ideology, even though programmatic 

commitments remained prominent at least until the 1960's. 

The reduced role of ideology, added to'changing views of 

party members and entry of new members, presented the PLP 

organization with new disciplinary problems (Holt and 

Turner 1969, pp. 23-116). In fact, the threat to party 

cohesion became extreme in the 1966 Labour government under 

Harold Wilson. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

With the introductory comments and identification 

of the objectives noted above we can proceed to outline the 

specific topics to be discussed in the balance of this 

dissertation. There will be seven chapters in all. 

First we take up highlights in the history of the 

SPD. Three main assumptions underlie the need for a retro

spective survey. First, the present cannot be appreciated 

adequately without some acquaintance with pertinent ante

cedents. Second, heritage is an important influence among 

members of the SPD. Finally, it might be instructive to 
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discover how the SPD coped with dissidence in its ranks 

over the many years. 

Then we turn to introducing the variables and re

search method. These are the two major foci of the third 

chapter. Variables associated with rebellion will be 

identified along with their theoretical sources. 

A section devoted to research procedures will pre

sent the mechanics employed in conducting the investigation, 

with background information where.appropriate, 

Chapter 4 deals entirely with whether or not, and 

the extent to which, wings exist in the SPD Fraktion. 

Results are interpreted through the use of tabular 

analyses. 

Chapter 5 will take up factors expected to help 

account for the absence of open rebellion in the Fraktion 

that were incapable of doing so. Chapter 6 will consider 

the elements which do help explain why there has been no 

open rebellion. 

Finally, Chapter 7 will summarize the substantive 

findings from Chapters 4 through 6. An appendix contains 

a copy of the questionnaire in both the German and English 

versions. 



CHAPTER 2 

HISTORY OF THE SPD 

If the SPD is often described as one of the most 

cohesive political parties in modern democracies this cannot 

preclude the existence of past turbulence within its ranks. 

The historical survey which follows will make quite clear 

that periods of extreme tension sometimes resulted in open 

rebellion. The events relevant to the earliest years of the 

party will be discussed first. The next division encompasses 

the period from the First World War to Nazism, This is 

followed by brief comments on the Nazi era and the post-war 

rebuilding of the SPD. 

Origins 

Th^ SPD traces its origins to the formation of the 

Allgemeiner Deutscher Arbeiterverein (General Workingmen's 

Association) in 1863, The ADA was very much the creation of 

Ferdinand Lassalle. Lassalle sought to convince workers 

that they must obtain political power if they wished to 

receive the right due them. Universal suffrage was one of 

Lassalle's primary goals. He believed that social revolu

tion could occur only through universal suffrage, Lassalle 

was willing to work with the monarchy or probably any group 

that would support the welfare of the workers (the chief 

7 



sources consulted for the history of the party are: Berlau 

1949; Gay 1952; Grebing 1962; Lidtke 1966; Roth 1963; Koeser 

1971/ 1975; Schorske 1955). 

Following Lassalle's early death (186 4) the ADA 

organization was substantially built by Johann Baptist von 

Schweitzer. Schweitzer was quite dictatorial in his be

havior toward the ADA. Unhappy with this and unsettled by 

the ADA's compromising approach toward the existing economic 

structure and toward Prussia, two individuals decided to 

establish a new labor party. In 1869, August Bebel and 

Wilhelm Liebknecht held meetings in Eisenach, The outcome 

was creation of the Social Democratic Labor Party, some

times call the "Eisenachers." The Eisenachers were more 

Marxist than the ADA and in the first years following 1869, 

the two socialist groups (parties) became antagonists. 

However, with the death of Schweitzer in 1875 an important 

irritant was gone. Finally, the increasing persecution by 

the new German state led to the unification of the two 

groups into the Socialist Labor Party of Germany (SAD) in 

1875. 

It was not long before the newly united party felt 

Bismarck's presence. In 1878 the antisocialist laws were 

passed by the Reichstag. All organized party activity was 

prohibited; newspapers were largely put out of operation; 

many party members were forced into exile. The 12 years of 

proscribed party activity that followed have been 
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characterized by the socialists as the "heroic years" and 

the memory of the heroic years served to bind the party 

members closer together. Despite this, there was much 

dissension among socialists during the period, 

During the heroic years the locus of party leader

ship shifted to the parliamentary delegation (Fraktion) 

because no other group had a legal forum from which they 

could address the public or the party. But not all party 

members acquiesced to the Reichstag delegation's leadership. 

Many believed the Fraktion was too willing to cooperate with 

the government. Eduard Bernstein, for one, did not accept 

the authority of the Fraktion to speak for the whole party. 

Tension thus developed between the deputies who wished to 

make the best of their role and those who were exiled and 

called for more courage or opposition. Within the Fraktion 

bitter disputes developed between the deputies themselves, 

Some believed it was possible to work within a parlia

mentary setting and others believed deputies should use 

their position for propagandistic purposes only. The 

prominence of the Reichstag delegation in party affairs was 

very important for internal party developments. The party 

became more moderate as it shifted emphases so that its 

members could be electable (Gay 1952, p. 100), 

In 1890 the party changed its name to the one it 

currently holds, the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutsch-

lands (SPD). One of its first actions was to adopt the 



Erfurt program in 1891, In content the Erfurt program was 

more explicitly Marxist than any before or since adopted by 

the party# However, the program was not an accurate re

flection of the prevailing thrust in the evolution of party 

doctrine and practice (Gay 1952, p, 101). For various 

tactical reasons the left wing was successful in getting 

the party Congress to approve the program. 

With the lifting of the antisocialist laws in 1890, 

the SPD had to adapt to a freer competitive situation. 

Within the party tension was rapidly surfacing between the 

reformists and the more revolutionary inclined members. 

Reformists believed socialist objectives could be achieved 

through the existing state and social institutions. The 

revolutionary members rejected cooperation with the non-

socialist parties as a means to socialism. 

The dispute between revolutionary and reformist 

members confronted the SPD dramatically in the debates re

garding revisionism. Tensions reached their zenith during 

the years 1901 to 1905. The reformist-revisionists even

tually prevailed. However, the fissures which would later 

appear (during and after the First World War) serve to 

indicate the durability of the internal disputation con

cerning revisionism (Schorske 1955, p. 284). 



From World War to Nazism 

The World War was at first enthusiastically sup

ported by almost all the SPD deputies. Not until later did 

disagreement within the Fraktion seriously develop. As the 

immediate origins of the war and the war aims of the govern

ment became increasingly clear, dissatisfaction took root 

among a number of SPD deputies. In 1916 the dissatisfied 

SPD deputies formed a socialist collaboration group. The 

Fraktion majority was displeased about this action and soon 

moved to expel the members of the group. The expelled 

deputies formed a new party in 1917 called the Independent 

Social Democrats (USPD). 

Differences within the USPD/ itself, became in

creasingly strained as the war came to an end. The militant 

Marxists—Spartacists—worked within the USPD during the 

final two years of the war. More moderate deputies such as 

Eduard Bernstein wished to rejoin the majority socialists. 

Cooperation between the two socialist groups reached the 

point such that they could form a coalition government for a 

short period—from November 10, 1918, until late December, 

1918. Sharp disputes over the German revolution led to an 

early rupture of the SPD-USPD coalition. 

The USPD suffered another setback in October, 1920, 

when some of the leftists merged with the communist party 

(KPD). Finally, in 1922 the USPD disappeared when the 

remaining members joined the SPD. From then until 1933, 
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the SPD faced no major threat to its existence as a viable 

political party. 

The Nazi Period (1933-45) and 
Rebuilding the SPD 

During the Nazi period, as in the heroic years, the 

SPD was again prohibited from engaging in party activities. 

This was the fate of all political parties in Germany 
i 

(excepting, of course, the National Socialists). Some of 

the SPD leaders went into exile for the duration of the 

Third Reich (Edinger 1956). Other party members were in

carcerated. Among the latter was Kurt Schumacher, the 

leader of the SPD after 1945. 

In attempting to rebuild the party during the 

immediate post-war years, the leadership was largely com

posed of the exiled party members. However, the person who 

had the greatest impact on the SPD during this period 

developed his political ideas and plans while imprisoned by 

the Nazi. Schumacher, though dogmatic and unbending to many 

people, took a pragmatic approach in his recommendations for 

post-war German government, Schumacher's first struggle was 

with the SPD leader in the eastern part of Germany, Otto 

Grotewohl (Edinger 1965; Heine 1969). Grotewohl attempted 

to create a union of the SPD and the Communist party, Both 

Schumacher and the West German SPD members resisted this 

fusion. The split between the East and West German SPD 
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resulted in a separation of the SPD of West Germany from the 

Socialist Unity Party (SED) of East Germany. 

Despite the superb organizational achievements of 

the SPD and the indefatigable leadership of Schumacher, the 

results of national parliamentary elections in West Germany 

became increasingly frustrating for the SPD. It was unable 

to attract more than one-third of the total vote. As £he 

years passed the party gradually modified its program so 

that it would appeal to voters both outside and inside the 

working class. At the 1958 party Congress held in 

Stuttgart, the first draft of a new program was approved. 

In the following year, at Bad Godesberg, an extraordinary 

party Congress was convened. The new program, adopted with 

some left wing opposition, formally endorsed an evolutionary 

strategy for achieving socialism. Emphasis on Marxist 

principles was muted in the Bad Godesberg program. Addi

tionally, the party program opened the way for new efforts 

to gain the support of the various classes found in German 

society. 

Perhaps more important for the future of the party 

was the gradual replacement of the old leadership by the 

new (Schellenger 1968; Koeser 1971). It seemed clear to 

some party members that programmatic change alone was in

sufficient to make the party more attractive to voters. 

Where the SPD Land (state) candidates had achieved success, 

personality seemed to be a very important element 
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(Schellenger 1968, p. 155). Thus, aspects of style in 

campaigning were given more prominence, Willy Brandt ex

emplified this new approach to campaigning (Schellenger 

1968, pp. 163-188). 

Success at the national polls came slowly however. 

In 1961 and 1965 the SPD increased its strength somewhat, 

but was still unable to secure as much as 40 percent of the 

vote. Soon help came from the governing parties, Ludwig 

Erhard fell from grace in the CDU/CSU and the FDP (the 

governing coalition). The way was opened for a coalition 

between the CDU/CSU and the SPD. Brandt became Foreign 

Minister in a coalition that was to last from 1966 to 1969. 

The SPD had long been handicapped through its 

failure to participate in the national government. The 

electorate had some reservations about the ability and even 

trustworthiness of the SPD to manage the government. During 

the Grand Coalition (CDU/CSU and SPD), such doubts were put 

to rest, for now the SPD was a known quantity as a partici

pant in the government. The party was not content to be the 

junior partner in the coalition, and was now in an excellent 

position to gain the chancellorship. In fact, the results 

of the 1969 Bundestag election permitted the SPD to form a 

coalition government with the FDP. The majority in the 

parliament was so slim, however, that by spring of 1972 it 

became necessary to contemplate an early election (for the 

background to the 1972 election see Laux 1973 > pp, 508-509). 



The election was held in November/ 1972. The SPD/FDP 

coalition was once again returned to head the government. 

The 1972 election figures produced a result that pleased 

the SPD enormously; for the first time it received more 

votes than the CDU/CSU (in addition to the study of the 

1972 election by Laux see! Conradt and Lambert 1974; 

Irving and Paterson 1973). 
I 

Throughout the 113 year life of the SPD there has 

been disagreement, sometimes serious and longstanding dis

agreement, among party members. At one point conflict was 

sufficiently disruptive to split the party. Whether before 

or after the creation of the USPD, whether before or after 

the adoption of the Godesberg program in 1959, many leftists 

in the SPD have believed the party was too willing to com

promise socialist objectives in order to gain greater 

electoral support. These divisions continue today. 

During the sixth Bundestag (1969-1972) the leftist 

critique had little impact upon the actions of the SPD 

Fraktion--despite the existence of an impressive extra-

parliamentary opposition organization (Dyson 1975). Almost 

as soon as the 1972 election returns were counted, the left 

members of the SPD Fraktion attempted to develop ways by 

which they could provide a stronger and more united front 

within the parliamentary party and the Bundestag. Brandt 

bitterly attacked this "Leverkusener Kreis" type of activity 

(Sueddeutsche Zeitung, December 11, 1972, p, 1). But the 
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left continued to seek ways to exert influence with maximum 

effect. 

In the weeks prior to the party Congress held at 

Hanover in April, 1973, there was considerable discussion in 

public by SPD members concerning shortcomings of the party 

leadership. Almost daily the press published reports of 

conflict or disagreement within the party (Neue Rhein 

Zeitung, March 9, 1973; Rhein-Necker-Zeitung, March 24, 

1973; Sueddeutsche Zeitung, March 19, 1973; Per Spiegel, 

March 27, 1973). Nevertheless, though the party Congress 

moved slightly to the left in its election of the 

Executive Committee (Vorstand), the leadership seemed pretty 

content that there would be little difficulty conducting 

business more or less as usual. 

The final event in the history of the SPD to be 

cpnsidered here is the transfer of the chancellorship from 

Willy Brandt to Finance Minister Helmut Schmidt. Brandt 

resigned in May, 1974, in the face of criticism surrounding 

the discovery of an East German spy in the employ of the 

Chancellor's Office plus rumors about some personal in

discretions, Most observers expected the Schmidt govern

ment to shift to the right somewhat. Cabinet appointments 

did not signal a definite trend toward the right or left, 

however. It is too early to assess the effects of the new 

government upon the SPD Fraktion itself. 
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Figure 2.1 summarizes the chronological developments 

of the SPD as discussed in this chapter. Emphasis in the 

figure is on the schisms and party programs. 

Throughout this historical sketch of the SPD, 

developments in the party and the Bundestag Fraktion have 

been intermingled. Party and Fraktion have been considered 

together because of the essential nexus between them. Al-

though the focus of this dissertation is the Bundestag 

Fraktion, the party remains the essential context within 

which the deputies must operate. 

It is unlikely that the Bundestag delegation could 

perfectly reflect the distribution of opinion existing 

within the entire SPD membership. Many observers believe 

the Fraktion is more conservative than the general member

ship. Some deputies told us that the need to deal with the 

details of decision making created a bias in favor of more 

conservative policies. Yet, if the Fraktion is more homo

geneous than the party, this does not preclude the existence 

of deep policy divisions within the Fraktion. Issue dif

ferences are present in the Fraktion and in Chapter 4 they 

will be presented as they are perceived by the SPD deputies. 

But first we turn to the chapter devoted to an explication 

of the research design. 
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1863 Lasalle-Allgemeiner Deutscher 
Arbeiterverein established. 

1869 Eisenacher Party created by Bebel and 
Liebknecht 

1875 Gotha—Sozialistische Arbeiter Partei 
Deutschlands formed out of the ADA and 
Eisenachers. 

1878--1890 Heroic Years. 

1890 Halle Congress—name becomes SPD. 

1891 Erfurt Program adopted. 

1914 War Credits voted. 

1916 Sozialdemokratische Arbeitsgemeinschaft. 

1917 USPD created. 

1918 Nov-Dec SPD-USPD coalition government. 

1918 Spartacists break from the USPD. 

1922 SPD and USPD become one party again. 

1933-•1945 Party banned during Nazi period. 

1945 Rebirth of the SPD. 

1959 Bad Godesberg Congress, 

1966-•1969 CDU/CSU and SPD from Grand Coalition 
government. 

1969-1972 SPD and FDP form coalition government. 

1972-•present SPD and FDP form second coalition 
government. 

1972 Formation of a left group in the Bundestag 
Fraktion (Leverkusener Kreis). 

1974 Brandt resigns and Helmut Schmidt becomes 
the new SPD Bundeskanzler. 

Figure 2.1. Chronology of SPD History—Highlights 



CHAPTER 3 

INTRODUCING THE VARIABLES AND 
RESEARCH METHOD 

The central objective of this dissertation is to try 

to explain why no rebellion has occurred in the SPD 
i 

Bundestag Fraktion, The variables which we have selected 

to meet this objective are identified in the first section 

of this chapter followed by the general plan of research, 

which constitutes the final section of the chapter. The 

specific measures for the variables will not be presented 

here, but will be discussed as we take the findings up for 

each of the variables in Chapters 4 through 6 

Theoretical Background 

There are perhaps as many explanations of what may 

account for legislators' parliamentary activities as there 

are individuals writing on the subject. Three examples 

authors have suggested are ambition theory CSchlesinger 

1966; Mayhew 1974), incentive theory (Woshinsky 1973), and 

role theory (Kornberg 1967) as approaches to understanding 

why legislators behave as they do. Aspects of ambition, 

incentive, and role theory seemed especially appropriate 

for our inquiry because each of the approaches provides 

insights into the conditions which may influence legislators 

19 
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to remain loyal to their caucus. Other works do not deal 

as directly with the variables which we considered important 

for our study. The specific contribution, to our research, 

of each of the three theoretical perspectives we discuss 

will become clearer in the forthcoming paragraphs. 

Each of the explanations of legislators' behavior is 

attractive. Accepting the insights from one theory does not 

thereby preclude considering the merits of another approach. 

Accordingly, insights from the literature, in addition to 

my own, are the sources of the variable clusters or factors 

which serve as the basis of our analysis. Each of the 

variables to be examined in this study will be identified 

in conjunction with the scholars who have advanced some 

theories or relevant research. 

Exit, Voice, and Loyalty 

An important facet of organizational life is how 

much members feel they can participate in the organization's 

decisions. This hold true for political parties also. 

Quite obviously, there could be membership loss if the 

degree of dissatisfaction with the party was sufficiently 

high. A central question we address is why might some 

members quit the party (Fraktion) while others may decide to 

remain loyal? In this connection, Albert Hirschman (1970) 

has developed an interesting thesis, Hirschman tries to 

account for the responses of individuals in all varieties of 
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organizations, including political parties. He is concerned 

with responses to organizations that have undergone or are 

experiencing functional deterioration. Concerned members of 

such an organization have essentially two options: (1) they 

can leave the organization ("exit")/ or (2) express their 

dissatisfaction from within ("voice") (Hirschman 1970, 

Chapter 1). 

Whether the exit or voice option will be exercised 

depends upon a number of factors. These include whether 

attractive alternative opportunities outside the organiza

tion are available and whether feelings of loyalty to the 

organization are sufficiently great. Loyalty provides an 

organization the opportunity to generate corrective measures 

so that the individual members will again express satis

faction with overall organizational performance. That is, 

for a time loyalty may serve to discourage members from 

leaving the organization. Meanwhile, as loyalty operates to 

inhibit exits, the organization has time to try to correct 

the deficiencies in its operation. The availability of 

voice (influence) may also serve to prevent exit. Ac

cordingly, with a given level of dysfunctional performance, 

it is not possible to predict which option will be selected 

unless something is known about certain characteristics of 

the organization (e.g., availability of voice, degree of 

loyalty, and options after exit), (For two recent critiques 

of Hirschman's theory, see Barry 1974; Birch 1975.) 
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Hirschman's model is helpful in this research 

because it suggests certain lines of investigation. Since 

the end of the Second World War, the SPD Fraktion has 

experienced very little problem with deputies bolting the 

party or rebelling against the caucus (Kaack 1972). But 

what do we know about the extent and quality of voice, 

loyalty, and exit options? While Hirschman's model does not 

attempt to specify exactly what the precise magnitudes of 

loyalty, voice, or exit options are that will lead to out

comes in a given organization, they are still useful 

variables to focus upon. 

Although Hirschman deals with concepts at a fairly 

abstract level, his model is helpful in this research 

because it suggests certain lines of investigation which 

have been adopted here. Three areas relevant to this in

quiry can be identified in Hirschman's model: they concern 

the extent to which politically dissident SPD deputies feel 

they have influence within the Fraktion ("voice"), loyalty 

toward the Fraktion ("group loyalty'), and politically 

attractive alternatives outside the Fraktion. Some back

ground research illustrating the relevances of these areas 

of inquiry will be presented here with the fuller descrip

tion of the variables awaiting the next section. 

Very little research has been done on exit as a 

variable. But there is some indication that the motive of 

influence is an important determinant of legislative 



behavior (Woshinsky 1973, p. 81; Fenno 1973, p. 183), 

Research dealing with feelings of group loyalty has also 

found this variable to be important to the behavior of 

legislators (Schwarz and Lambert 1971, p, 402; Romberg 

1966, p. 89; and Epstein 1956, p. 377). 

Woshinsky's research dealing with the motives which 

impelled French deputies to become active in politics leads 

him to a classification of deputies into four incentive 

types: mission, program, status, and obligation partici

pants. The mission participant is strongly motivated by 

ideology. Politics is viewed as a struggle between those 

who have the truth and those who oppose it. The program 

participant is policy-oriented, This deputy enjoys formu

lating solutions to public needs. He works cooperatively 

with other political leaders. The obligation participant 

becomes involved in politics because it is viewed as a civic 

duty. The focus is upon the style of decision making. 

There is concern for moral consistency and normatively 

correct behavior, Politics is perceived to be an evil 

world. This dislike of politics leads to an early with

drawal from political involvement. The status participant 

attempts to improve his social prestige by rising in 

political office. Along with this desire for status is a 

lack of interest in the details of public policies. There 

is little party loyalty nor much liking for politics 

(Woshinsky 1973, pp. 17-18, 183-184). 
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While admitting that every deputy is likely to 

possess some of the characteristics of each incentive type, 

Woshinsky decided to identify a single predominant type for 

each person. Once knowing the chief incentives for 

deputies, Woshinsky found that attitudes and behavior in the 

legislature could be predicted. He thus argues that "... 

a particular cluster of attitudes and behavior is associated 

with each incentive" (Woshinsky 1973, p. 15). 

Of the different deputy types, the program type 

deputy, about one-quarter of the deputies Woshinsky uncov

ered, is particularly relevant to Hirschman's approach be

cause Woshinsky found such a deputy to perceive his or her 

goal to be one mainly of trying to influence legislation and 

policy outcomes. Influence as a goal was found to be a pri

mary motive of such a deputy. For such a deputy, the ability 

to influence through the availability of "voice" within one's 

party or the legislature would presumably be an important 

element in determining levels of satisfaction and dissatis

faction with the party organization or the legislature. 

While Woshinksy examined only French deputies, 

studies covering the United States Congress have also con

cluded that, once having decided to seek office, the 

goal of influencing legislation and policy outcomes is a 

prime determinant of some legislators' behavior and their 

subsequent feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

toward legislative organizations with which they were 
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involved. Principal among these studies have been those of 

Fenno and Manley which examined the politics of committees 

within the House of Representatives (Manley 1970, p. 87; 

Fenno 1973/ p. 81). Fenno and Manley both found the motive 

of influence to be an important determinant of what com

mittees legislators attempted to get on in the House and 

that the capacity of legislators to be influential through 

the committees provided an underpinning for the support the 

legislators were themselves willing to give to the com

mittees . 

Still other researchers, in addition to Hirschman, 

have focused upon the concept of loyalty as a factor greatly 

affecting party unity. There seems to be two meanings 

applied to the term, however. On the one hand loyalty seems 

to refer to personal beliefs or understandings concerning 

the legislator's concept of his role in the sense that the 

legislator feels his role or job is essentially one of 

supporting or behaving loyally to his party. On the other 

hand, loyalty is defined not so much as a role concept but 

as a feeling of belonging to or of identifying with his 

party colleagues. Schwarz and Lambert used the concept in 

this second sense. They found that British Conservative 

Party MPs in the back bench who had high levels of party 

identification, based on interlocking family and friendship 

loyalties within the party, were the least likely to join 

backbench rebellions (Schwarz and Lambert 1971, p. 416). 
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Kornberg (1967), in attempting to explain the co-

hesiveness of the Canadian parliamentary parties, uses 

loyalty more in the former sense of referring to deputies' 

role concepts. He finds that the high cohesion in the 

Canadian parliamentary parties flows mainly from the 

deputies' understanding and accepting the norm that their 

proper role or job as a legislator is to act loyally in 
i 

support of their party: 

In a parliamentary system of the British model con
certed party action is a part of the behavior 
ascribed to the legislative position. Thus, the 
individual legislator in such a system takes office 
expecting, and knowing significant others also 
expect, that he will maintain party unity (emphasis 
added) (p. 135). 

Epstein (1967, pp. 318-319) comes to a similar conclusion in 

his explanation of the extraordinary high party voting 

loyalty of British MPs: 

There can be and there are instances when M.P.s do 
not vote with their party colleagues and leaders, 
but these instances are the allowable exceptions. 
It is important that they are regarded as exceptions 
to the recognized and accepted norm of parliamentary 
behavior. Or, stated differently, there is a norm 
that is not seriously questioned even by M.P.s who 
deviate from it. They and their leaders view 
parliamentary party cohesion as the essence of the 
contemporary British system! Deviation has to be 
justified as exceptional, as infrequent, and, most 
telling of all, as undamaging to the maintenance of 
a government by party leaders (emphasis added). 

Woshinsky's (1973) obligation type deputy is 

essentially a role oriented type person as well. The 

obligation type deputy views his or her role as a matter of 

fulfilling a civid duty—it is a task people have asked the 



27 

deputy to perform. Although the obligation type deputy 

reluctantly accepts office, there is a clear conception in 

his mind as to what role will guide his performance in the 

legislature. 

Thus, Hirschman's (1970) model is rich with concepts 

that might be applicable to legislative behavior as it con

cerns legislative party unity. We will be basing several of 

our areas of inquiry on ideas contained in Hirschman's 

theory: the availability of attractive alternatives, 

ability to influence within the party, party role concepts, 

and feelings of party identification. But we need to search 

elsewhere for additional variables in our study. One addi

tional source of ideas for variables comes from ambition 

theory. 

Ambition Theory 

Hirschman's theory does not accent some motivational 

factors such as the personal ambition to reach higher office 

as much as do other theorists that we have already discussed, 

like Woshinsky (1973), or those we have yet to mention 

(Schlesinger 1966 and Mayhew 1974). Schlesinger (1966, p. 

8), for example, believes that the personal goal of reaching 

high political office is the main motive behind the behavior 

of politicians- People have personal ambitions to achieve 

certain offices but they recognize that organizations are 

necessary as the instruments through which the ambitions can 

be achieved. In the context of our research, the SPD might 
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serve as such an organization for the deputies belonging to 

it. If the deputies do have personal ambitions to achieve 

higher political office through the SPD organization, they 

will seek to conform to norms of the organization by which 

those offices can be secured. If avoiding open rebellion is 

one of the behaviors conducive to remaining elected and 

gaining higher office, then deputies who saak such office 

goals will tend to avoid open rebellion. In this way, the 

pursuit of office goals may bring about conforming behavior 

among otherwise potentially dissident members. 

Prior research indicates some support for this 

hypothesis. For example, both Epstein (l&'64b, p. 135) and 

Ranney (1965, pp. 280-281) have noted the importance of the 

politics of readoption to' the party-conforming behavior of 

British MPs, Both authors have stated that a feature 

probably related to the extraordinary cohesiveness of legis

lative parties in Britain is the control of candidate 

selection by the party organization and that MPs who openly 

defy the whip to support the opposition may find it more 

difficult to get readopted. Later on, we will discuss 

whether or not the constituency party organizations are 

important for maintaining parliamentary cohesion within the 

SPD. Schwarz and Lambert (1971, p. 417) have also found 

that career objectives were central to the Conservative 

party backbenchers and that a close relation prevailed be

tween the career objectives of Conservative MPs and degree 



of party loyalty in their voting behavior. This conclusion 

was substantiated further with data from six legislative 

parties in four countries (Schwarz and Shaw 1976, Chapter 4). 

Thus, in an effort to explain the unity of the SPD, 

ambition theory, combined with the research just cited, adds 

two areas to our inquiry. The first area has to do with the 

politics of re&doption within the SPD and the extent to 

which readoption is based on party-conforming behavior. The 

second area involves ambitions to secure higher office 

through the SPD organization and the extent to which 

achieving such ambitions depends on party-conforming be

havior. 

Variables Associated with the 
Absence of Rebellion 

In the foregoing section we discussed two major 

theoretical orientations and the variables flowing from 

these orientations, These variables, in addition to several 

others that are sufficiently self-evident so as not to re

quire much comment, lie at the heart of our study of the 

unity of the SPD parliamentary Fraktion. Evidence about 

these factors should provide indications as to why there has 

been no bolting from or rebelling within the SPD Fraktion. 

At this point we will single out each of the variables 

simply to enable their identification. The specific 

measures for the variables will not be presented here but 

will follow in subsequent chapters. 
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As seen in Figure 3.1, all of the variables can be 

arranged within four categories. The first category taps 

certain attitudes of the deputy with respect to his position 

or role in the Fraktion. The second category refers to the 

impact of interactions among the deputies. The parliamen

tary group or party forces acting on the individual deputy 

constitutes thd third category. And finally, the last 
< 

category considers alternatives outside the Fraktion. As 

one proceeds from category one through the last category 

there is an implication of continuity. Such an implication 

is accurate and deliberate: one should try to envisage a 

deputy having a sequence of experiences starting with cate

gory one variables and proceeding bn through the extreme 

option described by alternatives outside the parliamentary 

delegation. 

First Category Variables: Deputies' 
Attitudes or Perceptions About His or 
Her Place in the Fraktion 

The first-category variables arise mainly out of the 

deputy's own attitudes about his position or role within the 

Fraktion. Two variables are encompassed under this .heading: 

deputies' perceptions of wings within the Fraktion and party 

versus individually oriented goals in seeking candidacy, 

The deputies' perceptions of wings is important 

because a fundamental assumption of this research is that a 

wing or wings within the SPD does exist and is perceived by 
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Variables 

Category One: 

Deputies' attitudes or per
ceptions about his or her 
place in the Fraktion 

a. 

b. 

Perception of wings 

Party versus indi
vidually oriented goals 
in seeking candidacy 

Category Two: 

Interactional "perceptions" , a. Fraktion identification 

b. Feelings of influence 

Category Three: 

The group and party forces 
acting on the deputy 

a. Influences in the 
nomination process 

b. Career rewards for 
Fraktion loyalty 

c. Role norms concerning 
party unity 

Category Four: 

Alternatives outside the 
Fraktion 

a. Internal cohesiveness 
of the left wing 

b. Viability of other 
parties as an alterna
tive 

Figure 3.1. Variable Categories 
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SPD deputies. Such an area seems to be fairly self-

explanatory in nature. Because of its importance for our 

study, perceptions of wings might be called a baseline 

variable as one of the basic datums required by the re

search. If deputies do not perceive that wings exist within 

the SPD, then an underlying assumption of this research that 

such wings do exist and are so perceived is undermined. One 
» 

variable, then, that may explain the absence of rebellion 

is the absence of a perception that wings do exist. The 

importance of the actual presence of wings for dissidence 

in a parliamentary .party has been shown elsewhere by several 

different methods (Finer, Berrington, and Bartholomew 1961; 

Romberg and Frasure 1971) . 

The second variable under this category has to do 

with the deputy's role-related goals in seeking elective 

office. It would make a difference if the notion of one's 

role were essentially party oriented—that is, one of being 
\ 

loyal to and supporting the party and its programs--as 

against being more individually oriented. As Kornberg 

indicated, if the reasons for seeking office are heavily 

party oriented, the extent of the bond to the party should 

be stronger than in the instance of more individually 

oriented goals, such as particular policy ideas the legis

lator is personally interested in (Kornberg 1967, p. 131). 
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Second Category Variables: 
interactional Perceptions 

The two variables in this category are: deputies' 

feelings of identification with the Fraktion and deputies' 

feelings of influence# 

The first variable in this category is deputies' 

feelings of identification with the Fraktion. Feelings of 

identification with the group '(Fraktion here) have been 

found to strengthen legislators' loyalty to the group 

(Schwarz and Lambert 1971/ p. 416) . Therefore, the higher 

the levels of identification felt, the lower are the pros-
I 

pects for a party bolt bo occur• Our measure of identifica

tion includes two facets of deputies' interactions with one 

another. The first facet we call "team spirit." Friendship 

patterns among the SPD deputies is the second aspect of 

identification we examine. Party solidarity has been found 

to be strengthened when feelings of team spirit among party 

colleagues have been developed to a high degree through the 

play of inter-party politics. Party solidarity has also 

been observed to be strengthened where there has been a 

multiplicity of interlocking friendship patterns within the 

party (Schwarz and Lambert 1971, pp. 404, 409; Wahlke et al, 

1962, p. 225). 

Examining feelings about influence seeks to uncover 

whether the deputy feels able to exert influence in the 

legislative process. Deputies' assessment of how equally 

i 



34 

wings are represented in the leadership and how open the 

Fraktion is to a variety of viewpoints both need to be in

vestigated in examining how much influence deputies feel 

they can bring to bear in the Bundestag. The assumption 

underlying this factor is that many deputies will wish to 

exercise influence apart from merely helping to form 

majorities (Fehno 1973, p. 277; Woshinsky 1973, p. 94). A 

feeling of powerlessness could lead to a sense of frustra

tion that might encourage rebellion. 

Third Category Variables: The Grtoup and 
Party Forces Acting on the Deputy 

Influences occurring in the nomination process, 

career rewards for Fraktion loyalty, and role norms con

cerning party-unity are the three variables under this 

heading. Two possible aspects of influence in the nomina

tion process define the first of these three variables. How 

a deputy became a candidate constitutes one area of inquiry. 

For example, did the local party ask the individual to seek 

candidacy; or did the individual take the initiative in 

gaining the nomination? (These questions follow the scheme 

used by Kornberg [1967, pp. 67-68].) If the deputy was a 

self starter in the nomination, then he might sense less 

obligation to the party than if the party had first ap

proached him. The second aspect of nomination influences 

relates to readoption, Of specific interest here was the 

role, if any, the Fraktion played in the renomination of the 
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deputy. That is, the place of conformity to the Fraktion in 

the process of readoption will be assessed. 

The assumption underlying these two aspects of 

influence is that the nature of the obligations incurred in 

gaining the nomination for candidacy can have a bearing upon 

a deputy's loyalty to the Fraktion. The conjecture here is 

that the absence of rebellion can be accounted for partially 

if the deputy's obligations to the national party organiza

tions or the Fraktion are paramount in the nomination pro

cess rather than influences which do not tend to bind the 

deputy to the party. 

The assumption behind the variable, career rewards 

for Fraktion loyalty, is that if career advancement depends 

on conforming and is so perceived by the deputies, then the 

disincentives for dissensual behavior would be high, The 

extent of leadership office holding by deputies from the 

wings and perceived reactions to opposition in the Fraktion 

are the two aspects of rewards we examine. Office holding 

encompasses leadership positions within the Fraktion, the 

Bundestag, and the government (executive), The office 

holding factor is included under rewards for Fraktion 

loyalty rather than feelings of influence because it is a 

group (Fraktion leaders) which grants or withholds the re

wards for loyalty (Jackson 1968, p. 246), 

The final variable in the third category assesses 

the role norms operating in the Fraktion concerning party 
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unity. To the extent such norms exist, they will serve to 

move the individual deputies to remain loyal to the party. 

We postulate that one of the norms operating in the SPD 

Fraktion is to be bound to Fraktion decisions. Deputies' 

perceptions of the binding character of caucus decisions 

will be the specific/way we investigate this variable. 

Fourth Category Variables: 
Alternatives Outside the Fraktion 

Alternatives depends on the cohesiveness of the 

group plus possible alternative bases of action. A group is 

able to take independent action as a group, obviously, only 

if it is sufficiently cohesive to act as a unit. But, even 

if the group is cohesive enough to permit such dissensual 

behavior, there must be politically viable bases in 

electoral support to launch an independent party. Joining 

an existing alternative party could also be contemplated. 

The viability of each of these alternatives will be 

examined. 

Research Procedure 

By focusing upon deputies who were allegedly on the 

extreme left or right of the Fraktion, we hoped to be able 

to discover which combination of these variables helped to 

sustain the unity the SPD Fraktion has experienced. Ac

cording to news accounts, both the Leverkusener Kreis and 
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Kanalarbeiter group were on the two extremes of the Fraktion. 

Both try to influence the policy of their Fraktion, 

We expected our task of identifying groups in the 

Fraktion would be simplified because of the popular news 

descriptions of the SPD wings. Despite such opinions by 

reporters/ there was no certainty that we could locate wings 

in our survey; than either such wings did not objectively 
i 

exist or the techniques used were not appropriate for dis

covering the presence of wings, 

The primary purpose of our research is to learn why 

there has been no rebellion in the SPD Fraktion. The 

variables chosen were predicted to help understand why 

rebellion has not occurred. Two basic reasons might account 

for any inability of the variables to provide insights into 

this question about maintenance of unity: (1) the variables 

were not relevant or related to absence of rebellion, or (2) 

the techniques in the study were insufficiently sensitive to 

properly measure attitudes which are important for 

maintaining solidarity. 

Interview Logistics 

Oiir selection of left and right wing deputies was 

based upon our judgments and expert testimony. Due to the 

widespread discussion of the wings in the popular as well 

as the more specialized press, we were able to identify the 

names of SPD deputies who were left or right wingers. We 
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checked our judgments by consulting political reporters 

(German and others) who cover the Bundestag, Further checks 

were made through discussions with SPD officials in Bonn, as 

well as SPD members well acquainted with Fraktion affairs, 

Our consultants were quite heterogeneous in the sense that 

some favored the CDU/CSU parties, some were on the conserva

tive side of the SPD, and others were' on the more left end 

of the SPD. In sum, we were satisfied that a variety of 

perspectives were represented by our expert testimony. 

Considering all the information available about the 

deputies, we came up with a total list of 52 deputies--29 

left and 23 right wingers. The next step was to arrange 

interviews with the 52 deputies. Our first contact was 

through a letter to each of the 52 deputies. The letter 

described our interest in securing an interview. Each 

letter was followed up by a telephone call in order to 

establish the appointment details for the interview. Out of 

the original 52 contacts, we obtained 28 usable interviews: 

18 left wingers (62 percent) and 10 right wingers (43 per

cent) , This compares with Woshinsky's success rate of 50 

percent (50 out of 100 deputies). Our study is based upon 

the interviews of these 28 deputies. Table 3,1 shows how 

our final sample compares with the original sample of 52 

deputies. We do not attempt to draw inferences from the 

interview sample to the population of 52 deputies. Attempts 



Table 3.1. Characteristics of the Deputies Interviewed Compared to the Original 
Sample of 52a 

Left Wing Deputies Right Wing Deputies 

Not 
Interviewed Interviewed 

N=18 N=ll 
Total 
N=29 

Interviewed 
N=10 

Not 
Interviewed 

N=13 
Total 
N=23 

Mean age 45.6 40.5 43. 6 49.9 54.3 52.4 

Per cent 
women 5.6 9.1 6.9 20.0 0.0 8.7 

Number of 
years in 
Bundestag 4.1 4.4 4.2 11.0 12.8 12.0 

A difference of means test yields the following results: 

Left wing Right wing 

Age: Significant at 0.05 level Not significant 

Not significant Per cent Women: Not significant 

Not significant 
Number of Years 
in Bundestag Not significant 
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to go beyond our exploratory investigation would be best 

accomplished through a probability sample. 

The questionnaire was pretested among German sub

jects in Bonn (not deputies). The pretest results led us to 

make a few minor modifications in the questionnaire. About 

one-half of the interviews of the deputies took place during 

May and June of 1973. The remaining half of the deputies 

were interviewed during June, 1974. The occurrence of the 

interviews in the two different time periods does not seem 

to have measurably influenced our findings. For the two 

periods there were no significant differences between the 

deputies interviewed on the basis of proportions of left and 

right wingers or on the basis of demographic elements. All 

of the interviews were conducted in Bonn or its suburbs. 

The deputies' offices or the parliamentary lobby was the 

location of almost all of the interviews. 

Duration of the interviews was as follows: 22 

lasted about 60 minutes; three lasted two hours; and three 

lasted between 30 and 40 minutes. Almost without exception 

the interviews proceeded very cordially, The first five 

interviews were tape-recorded, with the deputy's permission 

of course. Even for these first five tape-recorded 

sessions, we filled out all the times on the questionnaire 

as the interview proceeded. Careful scrutiny of these first 

five interviews convinced us that the questionnaire was 

designed in such a way that tape-recordings were unnecessary. 
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All of the interviews were conducted in German. The ques

tionnaire can be inspected in Appendix A (German version) 

and Appendix B (English version). 

Methods of Analysis 

The concept of cohesion is used frequently in re

search on legislative behavior. Various indices have been 

devised to measure cohesion, For example, the Rice Index of 

Cohesion measures intra-group solidarity by comparing the 

distribution of votes on a legislative roll call with the 

voting pattern where only random influences are at work 

(Anderson, Watts, and Wilcox 1966, p. 32). 

All of the indices of cohesion depend upon data from 

roll call votes. However, in the instance of the SPD, roll 

call data are not very helpful. The deputies in the SPD 

Fraktion vote alike nearly 100 percent of the time 

(Loewenberg 1966, Table 33, p. 257; Schwarz and Shaw 1976, 

p. 153). Additionally, roll call voting occurs relatively 

infrequently in the Bundestag. For example, in the period 

from September 22, 1971, through December 13, 1973, there 

were only 29 roll call votes (the Bundestag met 136 times 

during this period). 

Despite the inapplicability to the SPD of the usual 

data-bases for measuring cohesion, one assumption underlying 

their usage is relevant for this study. That assumption is 

that often legislators do form groups within parliamentary 
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parties. Voting data would be one way to discover such 

groups. But, if roll call results are not available or 

useful then perhaps another approach, such as using survey 

data, can be employed. Furthermore, determining deputies' 

attitudes about certain factors can help explain why their 

parliamentary delegation in the end behaves cohesively, or, 

why there has been no rebellion. Indeed, the apparent 

existence of wings in the SPD Fraktion suggests the need to 

probe beyond the high voting unity experienced. 

Because of the non-random drawing of the sample, the 

data analysis required techniques which could use non-

randomly acquired information. Additionally, we sought a 

convenient means for displaying an impression of distance 

between the respondents. The Guttman-Lingoes smallest space 

analysis technique seemed especially well suited to satisfy 

our desire for such a distance measure because it does not 

depend on random samples, it shows relative distances, and 

the results can be exhibited graphically through the plots. 

Essentially, the smallest space analysis (abbreviated here

after as SSA) conveniently represents a matrix of numbers in 

one or more dimensions. The ordinal relationship between 

the numbers is preserved as best as is possible in the 

smallest space—hence its name (Laumann and Guttman 1966, 

p. 172; Laumann 1973, p. 16). More detail about SSA will be 

provided in the sixth chapter. 
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The SSA exhibits information about distance 

(ordered) relationships only. In order to further test for 

dimensions in our sample, we used factor analysis. We will 

describe our use of SSA and factor analysis in Chapter 6 

where they are employed to suggest insights into the co-

hesiveness of the left wing. Meanwhile, another point about 

factor analysiis should be noted, Although some of the 

stricter canons concerning the level of data required for 

performing a factor analysis were violated, we tested the 

data matrix (the same one as employed in the SSA) using the 

factor program in the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (Nie, Bent, and Hull 1970). Concerning the 

validity of using factor analysis despite the lack of 

interval level data, see Gorsuch (1974, p. 127). 

In addition to the dimensional analyses (SSA and 

factor analysis) the data are exhibited using various 

tabular displays accompanied by appropriate statistical 

measures of association. Responses to individual questions 

used for the investigation of most of the individual 

variables are presented mainly in tabular displays. The 

statistical measures of association used are Kendall's tau, 

Gamma, and Phi. Whenever ordinal level data are available 

Gamma and Kendall's tau-b will be employed. Kendall's tau-b 

is preferred because it corrects for ties. The tables will 

clearly demonstrate that the Gamma statistic tends to 

inflate the extent of association because our data have many 



tied values (Anderson and Zelditch 1968, p. 155)» For 

tables having nominal level data, we use the Phi statistic 

(Anderson and Zelditch 1968, pp. 141-142). Phi tends to be 

fairly unstable when the cells have large values. None of 

the tables in this research has large cell entries. Some

times, instead of a statistical measure, our tables will 

only use column or row percentages. No tests of signifi

cance appear because we did not use a random sample in our 

selection of deputies. Significance tests should be used 

only where the randomness criterion can be met (Morrison and 

Henkel 1970, p. 305) . 

The statistics which appear in the tables are not 

intended to show the overall direction of the tendencies 

inhering in the data. For example, most often the left and 

right wing deputies will cluster around the same end of a 

scale but one group may be slightly more or less extreme 

than the other group. In most cases, all our statistical 

measures will show is the inter-group variation although 

the trends in both groups are in the same direction. 



CHAPTER 4 

EXISTENCE OF WINGS IN THE SPD FRAKTION 

A basic assiimption behind this study is that wings 

exist in the Fraktion, If the existence of such wings 

cannot be substantiated, then 'a fundamental premise of this 

research would be undermined. This premise is that the 

existence of wings is a condition favorable to an increased 

potential for rebellion. Especially if this condition is 

found to be present, then, does it make sense to inquire as 

to why neither rebellion nor "exit" has occurred except on 

a very limited basis. 

The basis for selecting our sample was described in 

Chapter 3. Although we have confidence in the judgmental 

measures used there as to the accuracy of our left and right 

wing labelling of the deputies, we wished to provide a 

further check to assess the accuracy of the labels. Our 

check was based on an examination of deputies' own per

ceptions concerning the existence of wings, In this chapter 

we will examine the deputies' perceptions about the 

existence of wings. 

Deputies' Perceptions of Wings 

Several sets of items in the questionnaire were 

designed to elicit deputies' opinions on the existence of 

45 
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wings or groups. The mechanics used to ascertain percep

tions of wings proceeded in a two-step sequence. First, 

each deputy was asked to describe or list issue differences 

among the SPD members. Second, any groups within the 

Fraktion associated with the issue differences mentioned 

were to be identified. 

Issues 

In our letter to the deputies, requesting the inter

view, we explained the purpose of our research. We re

peated these purposes at the outset of each interview. In 

order to gain as much rapport as possible with the respond

ents, we decided not to ask initially about the deputy's 

opinions about and/or membership in a particular group or 

wing. This was done because there seemed to be some feeling 

among our contacts that SPD deputies would be highly sensi

tive to questions about wings. In deference to such pre

dicted sensitivity, throughout the interviews the word 

"wing" was never mentioned by us. Instead, the word "group" 

was used. There did not seem to be any confusion among 

deputies that the questions referred to wings, For example, 

deputies freely talked about the Leverkusener Kreis and 

Kanalarbeiter group. 

The subject of groups was introduced at the outset 

by requesting the deputy to enumerate issues which seemed 

to divide the SPD Fraktion. Two objectives were intended by 



this strategy. The deputy would less likely become 

alienated instantly if questions at the outset sought in

formation about issues instead of about group membership. 

The issues which were believed to divide deputies were 

identified by the responses to the question without imposing 

an outsider's impression of the issue alignments that might 

have prevailed in the period when the interviews occurred, 

Table 4.1 lists the responses to the question about issues. 

Most of the issues commonly differentiating deputies were 

mentioned by the respondents. Further, most of the 

prominent contentious issues, considered important by 

reporters and others, were mentioned by the deputies. Just 

about 68 percent of the respondents mentioned economic 

policy issues as divisive, The chief points under this 

category relate to the degree of involvement the government 

should undertake in structuring the economy. Questions 

about the role the government should play in rectifying in

equities in the distribution of scarce resources is one 

aspect of these differences over economic policy. Other 

aspects include the timetable that should be followed in 

bringing socialism to more sectors of the economy and 

control over investment policy. 

We have focused on areas which deputies considered 

to be divisive within the SPD. But there is one major 

policy domain in which there was almost complete unanimity. 

This important area was foreign policy. Apparently, there 
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Table 4.1. Issues Dividing SPD Deputies3 

Number of deputies identifying the issue 

Left Percent Right Percent 
wing of total wing of total 

Issue area (N=18) wing (N=10) wing 

Economic policy 13 72 6 60 

Social policy 5 28 2 20 

Defense 6 33 3 30 

Budgetary policy 2 11 0 0 

Justice 2 11 0 0 

Education 4 22 1 10 

Foreign policy 0 0 2 20 

Transportation 2 11 0 0 

aThe question in the questionnaire was: In your 
opinion, what are some of the political issues which divide 
members of the current SPD Fraktion? 



was a very high degree of support for Brandt's foreign 

policies within the Fraktion. This was especially the case 

for his policy toward Eastern Europe. There was criticism 

from the left (especially by the JUSO's, the youth social

ist group affiliated with the SPD) of United States policy 

in Indochina. Even the February, 1973, cease-fire arrange

ment did not stifle public censure of the United States from 

certain quarters in the party. Within the Fraktion sample 

of deputies used in our research, no deputy mentioned Viet 

Nam and only two mentioned foreign policy. 

Identification of the Wings 

Up to this point the questions relating to groups 

had been tied to issue divisions. As pointed out earlier, 

we did not wish to ask deputies at the beginning of the 

interviews whether groups in the Fraktion existed. However, 

following all the questions on issue divisions, another 

question did directly ask whether Fraktion groups existed. 

With one probable exception, all of the deputies responded 

affirmatively that there were distinctive groups in the SPD 

Fraktion. This response be almost all of the deputies 

differs somewhat from the information obtained when the 

respondents were asked to name any groups which might be 

associated with each of the issues the deputy had listed 

earlier. As shown in Table 4.2, 78 percent (22 out of 28) 

said they could associate groups with the issues. A little 
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Table 4.2. Fraktion Groups Associated with Issues3 

Can groups be Left wing Right wing 
associated Total 
with the Percent Percent 
issues? N=18 of total N=10 of total N=28 Percent 

Yes 16 88 6 60 22 78 

No _J_ _12 _4 _4£ _6 22 

Totals 18 100 • 10 100 28 100 

Phi = 0.32b 

The question in the questionnaire was: Would you 
please indicate any groups associated with the first 
problem (issue) you just mentioned? 

j_ 

Phi can be interpreted as showing the proportionate 
reduction in error if one was predicting responses to the 
question, based on knowledge of which deputies were left 
wing and which were right wing members (Mendenhall, Ott, 
and Larson 1974, p. 356). 

more than half of the right wing said that groups were 

associated with particular issues as compared to 8 8 percent 

of their left wing colleagues, In later questions on groups 

we will find that this same pattern of response prevails: 

a greater reluctance among the right than the left both to 

identify groups within the Fraktion and to record their own 

alignment with particular groups. 

For deputies who had indicated groups existed, the 

next sequence of questions about groups requested these 
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deputies to provide labels for the groups. For most of the 

deputies it was a quite painless transition to go from their 

listing of divisive issues to acknowledging the existence of 

groups. All the deputies could readily enumerate one or 

more contentious issues within the Fraktion. But as just 

discussed/ not all the respondents would or could name 

groups corresponding to an issue or issues; there was even 

more reluctance to assign labels to the groups than to say 

that groups and issues are associated. Table 4.3 summarizes 

the information for all the groups mentioned by the deputies. 

Note especially the great reluctance of right wing members 

to attach labels to groups compared to the willingness of 

left wing members to do so. 

Table 4.3. Labels for the Fraktion Groups' 

Left wing Right wing 

Groups mentioned N=18 
Per cent 
of total N=10 

Per cent 
of total Phi 

Left 14 78 

Right 12 66 

Leverkusener Kreis 13 72 

Kanalarbeiter 11 60 

3 30 0.47 

2 20 0.45 

3 30 0.41 

2 20 0.30 

aThe question in the questionnaire was: How would 
you label the groups associated with this issue? 
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In Table 4.3 there are two duplicate groups—the 

Leverkusener Kreis and the Kanalarbeiter are listed again 

as left and right groups respectively. Although listing 

both the Leverkusener Kreis and the Kanalarbeiter as well as 

left and right groups may seem redundant, they are presented 

separately because -the deputies typically would mention 

both. Actually there are slight differences that show up 

(one more deputy mentions left groups than the Leverkusener 

Kreis, for example) because deputies were not requested to 

stipulate left or right groups until near the end of the 

interview—if they had not already done so. 

The greater reluctance of the right wing deputies 

to commit themselves to group labelling persisted when group 

agreement scores were sought in our questions. Each deputy 

was to estimate on a seven-point scale the extent of his or 

her agreement with each of the groups listed. The responses 

are summarized in Table 4.4. No statistical measure of 

association was computed because of the small number of 

responses from right wing deputies. Also, left wing 

deputies were reluctant to register any comments on the 

right wing groups. Therefore, the number of respondents 

for the various groups does not equal the total N (18 left 

and 10 right). 

Although the number of deputies responding was too 

few to justify the use of a summary measure, some conclu

sions can be derived from the information presented in 



Table 4.4. Deputies' Agreement with the Groups3 

Groups mentioned as in Table 4.5 

Extent of agree- Lever- Kanal-
ment or disagree- Left Right kusener arbeiter 
ment with the 

groups LRLR LRL R 

Completely agree 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 

Substantial agree
ment 5 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 

Somewhat agree 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Neutral 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 

Somewhat disagree 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Substantial dis
agreement 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 

Completely disagree _0 1 1 0 _0 1 1 0 

N =b 13 2 6 2 13 1 5 0 

aThe question in the questionnaire was: Would you 
please indicate on this scale how much you agree with the 
groups? 

The N does not equal the total number of deputies 
(.18 left and 10 right) for two reasons: (1) any deputy who 
had not provided labels for the groups did not answer this 
question, and (2) deputies would not always indicate on the 
scale the extent of disagreement with groups they did not 
tend to agree with. 
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Table 4.4. In every instance the direction of preference is 

the same: (1) the left wing members responded more often 

than the right wing members, and (2) the left wing deputies 

affirm their agreement more with the left groups and the 

right wing deputies indicate their agreement more with the 

right groups. There was a readiness for the left wing 

deputies to declare agreement with the Leverkusener Kreis 

but right wing members were not so willing to do so for the 

Kanalarbeiter, 

How can we explain the greater reluctance of the 

right wing members to specify any level of agreement with 

the groups? Dismissing the possibility of greater innate 

shyness, there is a real possibility that the right wing 

deputies do not consider themselves as belonging to a wing. 

This could be the case if most of the Fraktion leans to the 

right. Therefore, the right wing members in our sample may 

not consider themselves to belong to a wing that needs to 

change the direction of opinion, but to represent the 

direction of the majority opinion in the Fraktion. 

We can see the same pattern appearing in responses 

to the question about personal membership in one of the 

groups, shown on Table 4,5. Again there is scant response 

from the right wing whereas most left wing members affirm 

their membership in both the left and the Leverkusener Kreis. 

The question is closely allied with the one on group agree

ment. But there is a fundamental distinction between 
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Table 4.5. Membership in a Group 

Membership in 
the following 

groups 

Left wing Right wing 
Membership in 
the following 

groups 25
 

II H
 

00
 Percent 

of total N=10 
Percent 
of total Phi 

Left 11 60 0 0 0.60 

Right 0 0 1 10 0.26 

Leverkusener 12 66 0 0 0.65 

Kanalarbeiter 0 0 1 10 0.26 

The question in the questionnaire was: Are you a 
member of any of these groups? Which? 

sympathy toward a group and actual participation in it-

membership is a much stronger indicator of commitment. 

Combining the findings appearing in Table 4,5 with 

Tables 4.3 and 4.4, what validity remains for the view that 

there are two sharply distinct wings in the SPD Fraktion? 

These tables indicate there is a left wing but possibly not 

a right wing. While it is true that the dimensional 

analysis (SSA) shows two distinct groupings among our 

deputies, the groupings may involve a left wing and another 

group that resides within the mainstream of the remainder 

of the Fraktion (see Chapter 6 for the SSA). 

Further support for this conclusion might be derived 

from the deputies' descriptions of the Leverkusener Kreis 



and Kanalarbeiter. It must be pointed out that the deputies 

themselves volunteered the labels of these two groups during 

the course of our interviews. Of course, we did eagerly 

hope that our respondents would mention the two groups. 

Most deputies described the Kanalarbeiter group as a social 

grouping which met only irregularly and even then largely to 

relax and recreate, although "business" might incidentally 

come up in conversations. The Leverkusener Kreis, on the 

other hand, was described as A working organization which 

regularly met weekly during Bundestag sessions. These 

weekly meetings were held in order to prepare for specific 

issues being discussed in the general Fraktion meetings. 

Less frequently, the Leverkusener Kreis met to discuss more 

general issues or policies. The Leverkusener Kreis has 

taken on something more than an ad hoc gathering. For 

example, a secretary is employed on a part-time basis in 

order to facilitate sending communications to its members. 

Interestingly, the characterization of the Lever

kusener Kreis and Kanalarbeiter was nearly the same regard

less of whether the deputy offering the description was in 

our sample of left or right wing members. No deputy de

scribed the Kanalarbeiter as anything but a group coming 

together irregularly and then largely for social purposes, 

Our impression and those of news stories is that the Kanal

arbeiter members come together mainly to socialize but then 

the occasion is sometimes "exploited" by the leadership to 
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attempt to get support for certain matters confronting the 

Fraktion. 

An important factor to keep in mind as we mention 

wings in the Fraktion is that the SPD places a high value 

upon presenting itself, to the public, as a body possessing 

considerable internal consensus. Therefore, the degree of 

organization among the left wing (Leverkusener Kreis), if 

not a revolutionary event, runs strongly counter to the 

traditional tendency toward an outward show of unity, Even 

warnings against the formation of wings has not had a de

terrent effect except perhaps to retard a fuller development 

of an organization (Per Spiegel, April 2, 1973). 

Summary Conclusions 

Several conclusions can be suggested on the basis of 

our findings in this chapter. Responses to our questions 

suggested that the left sees itself as a distinct wing 

whereas the right does not. The fact that the right does 

not see itself as a distinct group may explain why its 

members do not rebel or exit. But this leaves open the 

question of why the left wing members do not rebel since 

they do see themselves as a distinct wing. The next two 

chapters will provide some evidence by which to answer this 

question, 

Although we have concluded that there appears to be 

a distinct left wing, the other deputies in our sample 
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cannot be called right wingers. Despite this conclusion, 

the tabular exhibits in Chapters 5 and 6 will continue to 

list the responses by columns labelled as left and right 

wing. This labelling of the "right" wing is done only as a 

convenient way to contrast the responses of the left wingers 

from those of the non-left wing deputies. We could label 

the "right" as mainstream but have not done so because we do 

not have sufficient evidence to determine whether these 

deputies are really mainstream. Consequently, the tables 

appearing in Chapters 5 and 6 are not intended to imply that 

a right wing exists. We stand by the conclusions reached 

in this chapter that we could establish the existence of 

a left wing but not a right wing. 



CHAPTER 5 

FACTORS NOT STRONGLY ASSOCIATED WITH 
THE ABSENCE OF OPEN VOTING REBELLION 

In the preceding chapter we found that the deputies 

in the SPD Bundestag Fraktion perceive a left wing but not 

a right wing within their caucus. In this chapter we will 

look at variables which were expected to help us understand 

why the left wing deputies remain loyal to the Fraktion, 

examining specifically those variables which were unable to 

account for absence of rebellion. In the following chapter 

we will consider the variables which seem to be related to 

the maintenance of Fraktion unity. 

Interview data serve as the source of evidence for 

each of the variable clusters investigated. The topics to 

be considered ares deputies' reasons for seeking office, 

role norms within the Fraktion pertaining to the binding 

character of Fraktion decisions, and deputies' feelings of 

influence. 

Party Versus Individual Goals in Seeking 
Candidacy and Party-Unity Role Norms 

Within the Fraktion 

As we stated in Chapter 3, knowing a deputy's goals 

in seeking elective office may provide us with some clues as 

to the extent of the deputy's commitment to the SPD. It 
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would make a difference if the goals of seeking office were 

more party oriented—that is, one of being loyal to and 

supporting the party and its programs—than individually 

oriented. As we said earlier, if the reasons for seeking 

office are party oriented, the extent of the bond to the 

party should be stronger than in the instance of more 

individually oriented goals. 

The way our question on goals was introduced in the 

interview was to ask the deputy why he or she decided to 

accept the nomination as a candidate for the Bundestag. As 

an aid to the respondent, we listed four options or cate

gories of reasons why the deputy might have run for office. 

If the respondents preferred, they could list several of the 

options as the reasons for accepting candidacy, and not 

simply just one. Additionally, the deputies were requested 

to list other categories that may have applied to their own 

particular situation. Only three deputies chose to supple

ment our categories. 

The diversity of responses shown in Table 5.1 

indicates a greater preponderance of individually oriented 

goals compared to party oriented ones. This can be seen 

especially by examining the first two categories of re

sponses. As noted in the table, almost 70 percent of all 

respondents indicated they had decided to run for elective 

office because they wanted to work for certain ideas 

important to them. There was virtually no difference 
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Table 5.1. Reasons for Accepting the Candidacy 

Left wing 
deputies 

Right wing 
deputies 

b Reasons N=18 Percent N=10 Percent Phi 

To work for certain 
ideas important to the 
deputy personally 12 67 7 70 o

 
o
 

w
 

To work for the party 
or the party's programs 7 39 6 60 0.20 

It was my civic duty 1 6 3 30 0.33 

I enjoy being active 
in politics 10 56 7 70 0.14 

Other reasons 2 11 1 10 N/A 

The question in the questionnaire was: For what 
reason did you accept the candidacy? 

Multiple responses were possible. 

between the groups on this point. On the other hand, some

what greater differences emerged between left and right 

deputies elsewhere. Thus, the right wing members were some

what more strongly inclined to have sought office to work 

for the party and party programs than were the left wing 

members. Well less than half the left wing members responded 

that working for the party or party programs was a principal 

motive in their decisions to seek office. As usual, these 
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results must be interpreted cautiously because of the small 

size of the "right" wing sample. 

Kornberg asked Canadian MP's a question similar to 

our own: "Why did you become a candidate for MP?" (Kornberg 

1967, p. 67), If we interpret our first category as mainly 

a policy or ideological motive and contrast it with 

Romberg's results, we come up with the information shown 

in Table 5.2, We also include Romberg's result in com

parison to the Pennsylvania data from Sorauf's (1963) study. 

We would have expected more SPD deputies to be motivated by 

ideological reasons; but perhaps not by such large margins 

even taking into account differences in the presence of 

ideological cleavages within each of the three cultures. 

Table 5.2, Comparisons of the Importance of the Ideological 
Motive for SPD Deputies, Canadian MPs, and 
Pennsylvania Legislators3 

SPD Canadian Pennsylvania 
deputies MPs legislators 

Reason for 
running N=28 N=165 N=106 

Policy or 
ideological 68% 44% 22% 

aData for the Canadian MPs and Pennsylvania 
legislators are derived from Kornberg (1967, p. 67). 
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Whatever a deputy's reasons for initially accepting 

candidacy, a more significant indicator of legislative be

havior might be the role norms prevailing within the 

Fraktion concerning party unity that might encourage 

deputies to remain loyal to the party. If one of the norms 

is for deputies to be bound to Fraktion decisions, then this 

might be a factor important in explaining the absence of 

open voting rebellion. Attitudes of deputies concerning the 

requirements of voting discipline should give us some basis 

for measuring the lattitude deputies perceive to exist in 

such decisions. The crucial point is that this factor may 

encourage Conforming behavior to the extent that the 

deputies do perceive it is expected by other deputies that 

Fraktion decisions should be binding. We know that each SPD 

deputy takes an oath of loyalty to the party upon entering 

office. Insights into the views of deputies about the 

nature and extent of binding Fraktion decisions were ascer

tained through several questions as discussed below. 

We might first look at what deputies perceive to be 

the likely disciplinary consequences of opposing the 

Fraktion, By discipline, we mean withdrawal of the whip or 

ostracization of rebellious members. In response to an 

open-ended question, almost half of the deputies (13 out of 

2 8) said that the Fraktion would not do anything to a deputy 

who opposed the caucus (see Table 5.3), with only 14 



Table 5.3. Consequences of Voting Against the Caucus 

Likely consequences 

Left wing Right wing 

Likely consequences N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

The Fraktion disciplines 2 11 2 20 

Depends on circumstances 7 39 4 40 

Fraktion does nothing _9 50 _4 40 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0,13 

The question in the questionnaire was: What would 
you expect to happen to a deputy who on more than a few 
occasions voted against the parliamentary party? 

percent (4 out of 28) indicating that the Fraktion would 

discipline an aberrant deputy. 

Three particular circumstances were given as 

appropriate situations to acting in opposition to Fraktion 

decisions: (1) when local pressures regarding a partic

ular issue are decisive, (2) if it is a conscience issue, 

and (3) no matter what the issue if a deputy first informs 

the leadership before the vote occurs. As seen in Table 

5.4, 96 percent of the deputies said that if the leadership 

was given advance notice of disagreement, the member would 

not be bound to the Fraktion decision. About 29 percent 
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Table 5.4. Circumstances when Caucus Decisions are Not 
Binding3 

Circumstances 
Number of 
deputies Percent 

Always are binding 1 4 

If leaders are informed 
beforehand 27 96 

Constituency factors plus 
telling leaders 8 29 

Conscience plus 
telling leaders 15 54 

All three circumstances 
mentioned 8 29 

The question in the questionnaire was: Under what 
circumstances might a caucus decision not be binding on 
all members? 

mentioned constituency factors (along with telling the 

leaders beforehand) and 54 percent indicated conscience 

along with telling the leaders as grounds for feeling 

released from any binding commitment to Fraktion decisions. 

Table 5.4 might be compared to Romberg's findings 

concerning Canadian MP's. Romberg found that 30 percent of 

the right wing parties and 26 percent of the left wing 

parties said it was always necessary to vote with one's 

party, whereas only one deputy in our sample answered in 

that manner (Kornberg 1967, Table 7.9, p. 132). The 
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remaining 70 percent or so of the Canadian MP's identified 

the same circumstances as our deputies did. Of these 70 

percent, 18 percent mentioned telling the leaders beforehand 

(compared to our 96 percent), 12 percent cited constituency 

factors, and 70 percent identified conscience issues. 

It would appear, then, that SPD deputies do not feel 

excessively compelled to vote the caucus line. Neverthe

less, we decided to ask specifically whether the whip should 

be off more frequently. Almost all deputies noted that 

there never was any compulsion (Fraktionszwang) to vote with 

the Fraktion. All but one left wing deputy believed there 

was already sufficient lattitude in voting. In the strict 

sense of the word, it probably is correct to say there is no 

compulsion to vote with the Fraktion. Of course, this is 

not to argue that there is a complete absence of party 

pressure, simply that it does not appear to be either 

extensive or, in the view of most of the deputies,' excessive. 

Further evidence reinforcing this conclusion will be pre

sented as we consider the importance of career factors to 

party unity in the following chapter. 

Deputies' Feelings of Influence 

Another set of conditions we presumed would be 

essential to maintaining unity within the Fraktion had to do 

with members' feelings of influence. To the extent members 

felt they could influence the operation of the Fraktion and 
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Fraktion decisions, there might be less incentive for them 

to rebel. We could cite the experience of the Wilson Labour 

government in the mid-1960's when the threat to party co

hesion became extreme. The government leadership decided to 

increase backbench participation or representation in the 

ministries and to reform some of the structures in 

Parliament (Holt and Turner 1969)• 

Two facets of Fraktion activities will be investi

gated under the heading "feelings of influence": (1) 

equality of representation for all groups in the Fraktion, 

and (2) openness of the Fraktion to various viewpoints among 

its members. 

Equality of Representation for 
All Groups in the Fraktion. 

Two sets of information provide the data about 

deputies' attitudes concerning equality of representation. 

The first set of data relates to the equality of representa

tion in the Fraktion leadership and the second area is com

mittee leadership positions. 

Deputies' attitudes about the equality of represen

tation was determined through a question which required 

responses to be recorded on a seven-point scale, The scale 

ranged from "complete agreement" to "complete disagreement." 

We labelled the intermediate, scale points as shown in the 

tables although only the two extreme points of the scale 

were labelled for the deputies (see Appendices A and B for 
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the precise format of these and all other items in the 

questionnaire). 

Table 5.5 indicates that 89 percent of the deputies 

(.25 out of 28) do not believe there is equality of repre

sentation in the leadership. Both left and right members 

ranked heavily on the extremes of the disagreement end of 

the scale. 

There is, in fact, some justification for left wing 

complaints that they are excluded from the leadership posts 

in their own Fraktion. Out of 29 Fraktion leadership posi

tions, at most one was held by a left wing deputy though the 

left constituted about 13 percent of the Fraktion. We next 

look at positions in the Bundestag committees. 

In addition to Fraktion leadership office holding, 

there is a second possible means of gaining representation: 

within the Bundestag and its system of committees. Leader

ship of committees is an important source of influence al

though committee leadership positions are distributed pro

portionately among the several Fraktions, Committee posi

tions can be determined very easily by consulting the 

Bundestag handbook for the legislative session desired. In 

the current Bundestag (7th), out of 18 standing committee 

posts held by SPD deputies (9 chairmen, and 9 deputy chair

men) two were held by left wing deputies. Thus, taking the 

total of 47 committee and Fraktion offices, members of the 
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Table 5.5. Equality of Representation of the Groups in the 
Fraktiona 

Left .wing Right wing 
Extent of agreement 
or disagreement N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Completely agree 1 6 0 0 

Substantial agreement 0 0 0 0 

Somewhat agree 0 0 0 0 

Neutral 0 0 2 20 

Somewhat disagree 1 6 4 40 

Substantial disagreement 8 44 2 20 

Completely disagree _8 44 _2_ 20 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Kendall's tau-b = 0.44 
Gamma = 0.58 

The question in the questionnaire was: Has the 
Fraktion tried one or more of the following ways to take 
account of these groups: deputies of all groups are equally 
represented in the Fraktion leadership? 
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left wing held three of the offices (six percent) while the 

29 left wingers made up 13 percent of the Fraktion. 

Table 5.5 shows that the clear perception of members 

of the left, and correctly so, is that there was not equal 

representation of the groups in the Fraktion. Perhaps 

equally significant is the extent to which the right wing 

members also felt there was unequal influence of the groups 

insofar as Fraktion leadership positions are concerned. 

In the foregoing section we investigated equality of 

group representation in the SPD Fraktion. The evidence 

clearly demonstrated that the deputies perceive representa

tion in leadership posts has not been distributed equally 

and has discriminated agair.st members of wings. Ordinarily 

such a situation might serve as a basis for looking outside 

the Fraktion to gain acceptance of one's views and policies. 

Since there has been no attempt to reject the Fraktion, we 

can conclude that the imbalance in group representation 

either has not been a strong inducement to rebellion or has 

been overcome by other factors. One possible means for 

overcoming the unequal representation might be through 

successful representation of one's views within the Fraktion 

(even without the advantage of holding leadership posts). 

Questions about the functions of the Fraktion is the device 

used in our questionnaire to get at what happens in this one 

potential arena of influence. We now turn to consider 

openness of the Fraktion. 
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Openness of the Fraktion 
to Various Viewpoints 

In an ideal democratic organization, equal repre

sentation of the particularistic elements in the membership 

is not necessarily completely essential for the exercise of 

influence. The chance to influence decisions also counts in 

such an organization. We approached the question of in

fluence by seeking the deputies' views on the functions 

performed by the Fraktion. In this way we hoped to discover 

whether the wider Fraktion could also carry out functions 

that might aid conciliation within the group. Our approach 

was to list, for the respondents, several non-controversial 

functions of the Fraktion and each deputy was asked to indi

cate on a seven-point scale the extent of his or her agree

ment as to whether the stated function reflected what 

actually occurs. Our main purpose was not so much to scale 

responses of the items listed, but rather, they were to 

serve as an inducement for the respondent to supplement the 

functions shown. We had hoped that if the Fraktion was 

viewed as a forum for expressing diverse viewpoints about a 

variety of matters that affect the members, several addi

tional functions would be enumerated by the deputies. 

We see in Table 5.6 that most deputies believe all 

sides have the same chance to discuss issues. All members 

of an organization would like to feel that they have a 

chance to formulate policy. This is particularly true 
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Table 5.6. Chances for Discussion in the Fraktion3 

Positions on the 
seven-point scale 

Left wing Right wing 
Positions on the 
seven-point scale N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

All sides have the same 
discussion chance 12 67 6 60 

Second scale position 1 5 3 30 

Third scale position 0 0 0 0 

Neutral 0 0 1 10 

Fifth scale position 3 17 0 0 

Sixth scale position 2 11 0 0 

Only one side is successful _0 0 _0 0 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Kendall's tau-b = 0.04 
Gamma = 0.07 

The question in the questionnaire was: Could you 
please indicate on the following scale the extent to which 
you feel all sides of opinion within the Fraktion are 
brought out in the caucus? 
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within a legislative party. If the possibility exists, 

there is likely to be less frustration no matter what the 

policy outcomes. The dominant trend shown in Table 5.6 

substantiates all of the previous evidence about openness of 

the Fraktion. More than three-fourths (22 out of 28) of the 

deputies agreed that all sides are given the same discussion 

chance. Where there is disagreement it is mainly from the 

left wing deputies. Given the pattern of these responses, 

should not this finding be included as one of the factors 

helpful in explaining the absence of rebellion, which are 

investigated in the following chapter? If almost every 

respondent feels there is full opportunity to represent 

one's views, then this should help explain the absence of 

rebellion. A different interpretation is advanced here 

because the deputies often voluntarily qualified their 

responses. About four or five of the left members who 

scored in the first position of the scale (all sides have 

the same discussion chance) said that discussion did not 

change anyone's opinion. Moreover, they observed that the 

chance to discuss is in no way equivalent to the actual 

exercise of influence. On the other hand, two or three 

right wing deputies observed that the Fraktion was too open 

to everyone's opinion with the consequence that the duration 

of the meetings was frequently much too long (Soell 1969, 

p. 625). 
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If the Fraktion seems to be open to discussion by 

all members, can one argue that each deputy has an equal 

opportunity to influence decisions? With this question in 

mind we asked the SPD deputies whether each group had an 

equal chance to influence Fraktion decisions, A summary of 

the responses is contained in Table 5,7. The responses are 

distributed quite evenly across the scale spectrum. There 

is a somewhat higher concentration in the negative or dis

agree portion end of the scale (61 percent, or 17 out of 28) 

with 67 percent of the left wing holding such a view. Only 

about one-quarter of the deputies tended to feel each group 

did have an equal chance to influence policy. But, even of 

these deputies, several noted that while there may be an 

equal chance to influence Fraktion decisions, the likeli

hood of actually influencing decisions was clearly unequal. 

Extent of accessibility to the government (execu

tive) , controlled by the SPD during our study, is another 

possible avenue for assessing a group's influence. In the 

United States we are accustomed to the division between the 

legislature and executive even when the same party controls 

both branches. In a parliamentary system relations between 

the legislature and the executive are expected to be closer. 

But there is still some distance between these two distinct 

functions in a parliamentary system. Compared to the United 

Kingdom, there is a higher degree of differentiation between 

government and parliament in West Germany (Loewenberg 1966, 
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Table 5.7. The Groups' Chances to Influence Policy3 

Left wing Right wing 
Extent of agreement 
or disagreement N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Completely agree 1 6 1 10 ' 

Substantial agreement 1 6 23 1 10 30 

Somewhat agree 2 11 1 . 

Neutral 2 11 2 20 

Somewhat disagree 3 17 ' 2 20 

Substantial disagreement 6 33 67 2 20 50 

Completely disagree _3 17 _1 io. 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Kendall's tau-b = 0.15 
Gamma = 0.25 

The question in the questionnaire was: Has the 
Fraktion tried one or more of the following ways to take 
account of these groups: every group has an equal chance to 
shape policy within the Fraktion? 



p. 158). Consequently, parliamentary accessibility to the 

government in Germany cannot be assumed to be the normal 

course for the deputies even of the governing party (s). 

With this in mind, accessibility to the executive could be 

a factor in measuring the relative influence of the wings. 

Table 5.8 presents the responses of SPD deputies to 

the question on equality of access to the government. Only 

about 36 percent of the deputies (10 out of 28) estimated 

that wings do not have equal access to the government. 

Close to 43 percent of the deputies (12 out of 28) agreed 

that there is equal access to the government for the 

deputies of all groups. The differences in responses 

between the left and right are notable however. More than 

half of the left wing believe access is unequal whereas no 

one from the right wing was on the negative side of the 

scale, 

Given these results, it is not surprising to learn 

of deputies' perceptions that even the party leadership 

attempts to limit debate in such a way as to favor its own 

preferences. To be sure, leaders are expected to press for 

certain policy outcomes. Sometimes this commitment to 

certain viewpoints appears in the decision to include or 

exclude items from an agenda. Sometimes it appears in the 

way debate proceeds, for example, to channel debate in ways 

favorable to the views of the leadership. Our interest was 

in learning how deputies felt about this possibility. There 



Table 5.8. Deputies' Access to the Executive3 

77 

Left wing Right wing 
Extent of agreement 
or disagreement N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Completely agree 3 17 2 20 

Substantial agreement 1 6 34 3 30 6 0  

Somewhat agree 2 11 . 1 10 . 

Neutral 2 11 4 40 

Somewhat disagree 6 33 0 0 

Substantial disagreement 1 6 56 0 0 0  

Completely disagree _3 17 _0 0 

Totals 18 101b 10 100 

Kendall's tau-b = 0.36 
Gamma = 0.54 

The question in the questionnaire was: Has the 
Fraktion tried one or more of the following ways to take 
account of these groups; the government is adequately 
accessible by deputies from all groups? 

Does not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
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was considerable difference of opinion on this point. Left 

wing members tended to agree that the leaders try to channel 

debate for their own benefit (see Table 5.9). The 

comparable evidence for the right wing reveals a tendency 

exactly opposite from that of the left wing. 

Table 5,9. Do the Leaders Limit Debate?3 

Left wing Right wing 
Is debate limited 
by the leaders? N=17 Percent N=9 Percent 

Yes, it describes 
the SPD 

No, it does not 
happen in the SPD 

Totals 

11 

_6 

17 

65 

35 

100 

8 

9 

11 

89 

100 

Phi = 0.51 

The question in the questionnaire was: It is quite 
normal for the .leaders of any group to attempt to limit 
debate in ways which are favorable to itself (the leaders). 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that this describes 
the SPD caucus? 
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This finding along with the others suggests that 

the left wing deputies feel the Fraktion is not accord

ing dissenters equal opportunities to influence the 

outcome of debates. Almost all of the evidence is con

sistent with the conclusion that the left wing is removed 

from the centers of decision making within the Fraktion and 

that the left wing recognizes this. Despite this, the 

deputies still want to work within the party. What impels 

them toward the party? The next chapter will consider 

factors which provide some answers to the last question. 

Chapter Summary 

This brings to a close our discussion of variables 

which were expected to help account for absence of rebellion 

among SPD deputies, but did not. Thus, evidence about 

deputies' goals, the party-unity role norms within the 

Fraktion, and the feelings of influence do not help us much 

in understanding the voting unity of the SPD and the 

willingness of deputies to stick with their Fraktion, The 

next chapter considers variables that will prove more 

helpful. 



CHAPTER 6 

FACTORS STRONGLY ASSOCIATED WITH EXPLAINING 
THE ABSENCE OF OPEN VOTING REBELLION 

We found in the last chapter that about half of our 

variables did not seem to be helpful in explaining why there 

has been no major parliamentary rebellion by SPD deputies. 

Now we will draw attention to factors which do seem to be 

strongly associated with the absence of open voting rebel

lion, The factors we will discuss are: Fraktion identi

fication, career advancement rewards for loyalty, in

fluences in the nomination process, the viability of other 

parties as an alternative to the SPD, and, finally, we will 

consider the possibility that the left wing is insuffi

ciently cohesive to be able to take concerted action. 

Fraktion Identification 

The SPD Fraktion has often been characterized as 

possessing a high degree of identification from its 

deputies, although the existence of a left wing would seem 

to suggest that there might be a diminution of Fraktion 

identification among some of the deputies. Moreover, a body 

as large as the current SPD caucus (230 members) is not as 

likely to remain as cohesive as when the Fraktion was a good 

deal smaller, Ccupled with the processes which were 
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discussed in Chapter 1, which have resulted in the SPD 

appealing to a broader spectrum of German society, it would 

seem possible that the bonds among party and Fraktion 

members would not be as close as formerly, 

We would like to be able to make comparisons of 

deputies' current level of identification with past levels 

of identification. However, we have data only for the 

deputies' levels of identification at the time of our inter

views. For our purposes, we use Fraktion identification to 

mean feelings of "team spirit" and friendship patterns among 

the SPD deputies. As we observed in Chapter 3, other 

writers have suggested the importance of team spirit and 

friendship patterns for legislative behavior (Schwarz and 

Shaw 1976, p. 176; Wahlke et al, 1962, p, 216). We will 

first take up team spirit. 

Team Spirit 

It is often evident to outsiders when a group mani

fests esprit de corps. But defining the meaning and extent 

of the feelings toward the group is not so easily accom

plished. The solution adopted here was to first try to 

ascertain from the deputies whether something like team 

spirit existed within the Fraktion, Then each respondent 

was given an opportunity to explain what team spirit meant 

in his mind. Lastly, the respondent was asked to indicate 
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on a seven-point scale the extent of his or her feelings of 

team spirit. 

All the respondents but one said that there was a 

phenomenon such as team spirit in the Fraktion. At the 

same time, several deputies noted that size of the caucus 

was an important factor which served to inhibit the fuller 

development of team spirit. In fact, the one deputy who 

believed that team spirit did not exist among Fraktion col

leagues based the response on the fact that the caucus was 

too large to permit team spirit to thrive. 

The next step, to define team spirit, generated a 

variety of responses. The left wing more than the right 

tended to define team spirit more by the words solidarity 

and comradship. Table 6.1 gives the distribution of the 

responses for each of the definitions of team spirit. The 

phi statistic shows a fairly significant difference between 

the left wing and the other deputies although the differ

ences within any given category are not very large. 

Most of the respondents expressed a very high level 

of team spirit on the seven-point scale. The findings 

reported in Table 6.2 show that there is a somewhat lower 

level of team spirit felt by the left wing members. About 

70 percent of the left wing rank themselves in the top two 

scale positions whereas the other deputies are entirely on 

the first two scale positions. 
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Table 6.1. Definitions of Team Spirit3 

Left wing Right wing 

Definitions N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Solidarity 7 39 2 20 

Duty to party 4 22 3 30 

Comradship 4 22 2 20 

Solidarity plus duty 0 0 1 10 

Comradship plus duty 2 11 0 0 

Other _1 6 _2 20 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0.43 

aThe question in the questionnaire was: How would 
you describe this team spirit? 
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a 
Table 6.2. Strength of Team Spirit Among SPD Deputies 

Strength of 
team spirit felt 

Left wing Right wing 
Strength of 

team spirit felt N=17 Percent N=10 Percent 

Very strongly 5 29 6 60 

Second scale position 7 41 4 40 

Third scale position 3 18 0 0 

Fourth scale position 2 12 0 0 

Fifth scale position 0 0 0 0 

Sixth scale position 0 0 0 0 

No feeling _0 0 _0 0 

Totals 17 100 10 100 

Kendall's tau-b = 0.36 
Gamma =-0.64 

aThe question in 
do you feel bound by this 

the questionnaire 
team spirit? 

was: How strongly 
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However, the striking fact of Table 6,2 is that all 

of the deputies (the 28th was not asked this question be

cause the deputy did not believe team spirit existed) said 

they did feel a sense of team spirit. And most of these 27 

deputies felt it quite strongly. This will be suggested 

again as we next consider whether or not friendship ties 

among the deputies are mainly oriented to their own party 

colleagues. 

Friendship Patterns Among 
the Deputies 

The evidence concerning team spirit established that 

a strong bond ties most of the deputies interviewed to the 

Fraktion. Still another aspect of what we label Fraktion 

identification is the character of the friendship patterns 

members have inside and outside the Bundestag. Specifically, 

we wanted to find out if S?D deputies would tend to 

socialize more or less with members of his or her own party, 

or of other parties. 

We distinguish between the social patterns of 

deputies within the Bundestag and also with individuals 

outside the Bundestag. Of course, there is bound to be a 

difference in the network of friendships of officeholders, 

by virtue of their positions they must have contacts with 

individuals of all parties. The few deputies in our sample 



who held offices did remark on the need for them to meet 

with other than SPD deputies or individuals, 

But our data on the patterns of personal associa

tions revealed that the deputies' interactions were almost 

exclusively with other Social Democrats in the Bundestag 

(see Table 6.3). The comparable data, shown in Table 6,4, 

for associations outside the Bundestag, shows more inter

actions with others. But, still, more than 70 percent of 

the deputies reported only SPD contacts. Table 6.4 also 

shows that the friendship patterns, as we use the term, are 

virtually identical for left wing deputies and the other 

deputies. Thus, the findings reported in Tables 6.3 and 

6.4 reinforce the conclusions drawn from Table 6.2 (team 

spirit). 

Fraktion identification, both as measured by team 

spirit and by members' friendship ties, seems to be present 

and is probably one of the factors which make the absence 

of open voting rebellion comprehensible despite the exist

ence of a left wing. But, surely identification is not a 

sufficient basis for maintaining ranks. No previous re

search would suggest such a conclusion (Schwarz and Lambert 

1971; Schwarz and Shaw 1976). This will also be suggested 

by an examination of career factors, to which we now turn, 
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Table 6.3. Friendship Patterns in the Bundestag3 

Bundestag friends 
tend to be members 
of what party? 

Left wing Right wing Bundestag friends 
tend to be members 
of what party? N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Mainly SPD 15 83 9 90 

Other parties as well _3 17 _L 10 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0.09 

3 
The question in the questionnaire was: Among your 

close friends in the Bundestag, people with whom you fre
quently have lunch or dinner or sit together in the 
evening, do they tend to be members of all parties or 
mainly of the SPD? 

Table 6.4. Friendship Patterns Outside the Bundestag3 

Friends outside the Left wing Right wing 
Bundestag tend to 

belong to what party? N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

Mainly SPD 13 72 7 70 

Other parties as well _5 2 8 _3 30 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0.02 

The question in the questionnaire was: What about 
your acquaintances who are not deputies? (Refer to the 
question for Table 6.3.) 
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Career Advancement Rewards for Loyalty 
and Influences in the 
Nomination Process 

Instead of focusing upon the negative implications 

of voting opposition within the Fraktion, as we did in 

Chapter 5, we could consider the obverse perspective: what 

are the advantages of going along? This latter approach is 

more subtle than approaching the question of loyalty simply 

from the perspective of disciplinary consequences of 

aberrant behavior. Table 6.5 indicates that 43( percent of 

the respondents said that going along with the caucus would 

be beneficial to one's career. The specific career factors 

mentioned include the follov/ing: prospects for advancement 

in the Bundestag, good relations with other deputies, access 

to information or meetings, and the likelihood of being 

named to a travelling delegation. 

The statistic of 43 percent of all deputies who said 

going along with the Fraktion benefits one's career may to 

some degree help to explain why there has been no open rebel

lion. But what is also notable about Table 6.5 is that two-

thirds of the left wing members cited career elements (rows 1 

and 3) as an advantage to going along with Fraktion decisions. 

The most dissidence-prone members, therefore, feel loyalty 

is important for advancement in their Bundestag careers. 

Our findings on advantages to voting with the caucus 

differ by substantial percentages from a similar inquiry of 

Canadian MP's by Kornberg. We have combined our data and 
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Table 6.5. Advantages in Voting with the Fraktion3 

Left wing Right wing 

Advantages mentioned N=18 Percent 

o
 

rH II 
z
 Percent 

(1) Benefits the deputy's 
career 10 56 2 20 

(2) Benefits the party 2 11 3 30 

(3) Benefits both the party 
and deputy's career 2 11 0 0 

(4) Makes no difference _4 22 _5 50 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0.46 

The question in the questionnaire was: Are there 
any other advantages to going along with the Fraktion? 

Romberg's in Table 6.6. Whereas 62 percent of the Canadian 

MP's voted cohesively because it benefits the party, only 11 

percent of our left and 30 percent of our right wing SPD 

members voted in such a fashion. There is also a dramatic 

contrast regarding the importance of career factors as 

advantages for remaining loyal. Sixty-seven percent of the 

SPD left wing believes that the advantages in voting with 

the Fraktion will benefit one's career. This compares with 

but 27 percent of the Canadian MP's citing career benefits 

in going along with the caucus. Thus, a notable difference 
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Table 6.6. Advantages in Voting with the Caucus: SPD and 
Canadian MPs Compared3 

Advantages 
mentioned 

SPD 

Left wing Right wing 
Canadian 
MPs 

N=18 Percent N=10 Percent N=165 % 

Benefits the 
deputy's career 10 56 2 20 7 4 

Benefits the party 2 11 3 30 102 62 

Benefits both the 
party and deputy 2 11 0 0 38 

Makes no 
difference __4 22 5 50 18 

Totals 18 100 10 100 165 100 

23 

11 

a 

The data for the SPD are as shown in Table 6.5. 
The data for the Canadian MPs are taken from Romberg 
(1966, pp. 91-92; 1967, p. 133). The information from 
Kornberg is pieced together from the two works cited. 

between the Canadian and SPD legislators is that cohesion 

seems to arise far more from party considerations in the 

case of the Canadian MP's than is the case in the SPD, where 

career advancement factors are more pertinent. 

Another career factor concerns renomination, which 

may like career advancement be perceived to depend on party-

conforming behavior. We investigate the possible linkages 

between renomination and party-conforming behavior through 
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questions seeking insights on the influence occurring in the 

process of readoption. 

We observed in Chapter 3 that several writers have 

found that the local constituency party in Britain is the 

important body for readoption (Ranney 1965, p. 280). This 

seems to be the case for Germany as well (Zeuner 1970, p, 

84; Kaack 1971, p. 613; Kitzinger 1960, p, 64). But first, 

let us see how SPD deputies view the influences at work in 

renominat ion. 

The question put to the deputies asked what the 

consequences are for readoption for a deputy who opposes the 

Fraktion. Table 6.7 shows that few deputies think the 

Fraktion itself would do anything about nomination (for 

similar findings in Britain, see: Jackson 1968, Chapter 9). 

On the other hand, 75 percent (21 out of28) of the SPD 

respondents said that the local party would exert pressure 

upon the aberrant deputy (Zeuner 1970, pp. 84, 93, 100, 144) . 

This majority view must be qualified to some extent because 

some deputies observed that local party people often are not 

acquainted with the way specific votes were cast. But the 

clear meaning is that the local party can and would pressure 

deputies at the nomination stage if the particular issue 

upon which the deputy rebelled did surface locally. 

We might look at the local impact upon initial 

candidate selection to discover if the local party seems to 

have been a prominent influence from the outset, The data 
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Table 6.7. Readoption Chances for Rebellious Deputies3 

Likely consequences 
of opposing the 

Fraktion 

Left wing Right wing 

N=18 Percent N=10 Percent 

The local party exerts 
pressure on the deputy 

Depends on the 
circumstances 

The Fraktion does 
nothing 

Other 

Phi = 0.15 

Totals 

13 

2 

_2 

18 

72 

6 

11 

11 

100 

1 

_1 

10 

80 

10 

10 

100 

The question in the questionnaire was: What would 
you expect to happen to a deputy who on more than a few 
occasions voted against the parliamentary party? What 
about his or her renomination? (The last question pertains 
to this table.) 
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in' Table 6.8 show that 78 percent (22 out of 28) of the 

respondents said the local party had originally asked them 

to seek the Bundestag candidacy* There was no important 

inter-group difference in the percentages of deputies who 

were asked by the local party to seek office. 

Table 6.8. How Deputies Became Candidates3 

How deputies 
became candidates 

Left wing Right wing 
How deputies 

became candidates N=18 Percent N=10 Percent Phi 

The local party 
asked me to run 13 72 9 90 0.23 

I actively sought 
the candidacy 8 44 3 30 0.14 

The national party 
was influential in 
placing my name in 
nomination 0 0 1 10 0.26 

Other 2 11 0 0 N/A 

The question in the questionnaire was: How did you 
become a Bundestag candidate? (Multiple responses were 
permitted.) 
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Along with the career advancement advantages of 

conforming to party decisions/ the possible threat against 

rebellion from the local party as perceived by the re

spondents provides another incentive to heed the party or 

Fraktion line. For most of the deputies in our sample the 

influence of the constituency party leaders extends back to 

the first involvement in the Bundestag race. 

We have examined a variety of forces, both inside 

the Fraktion and outside, which may impel deputies to con

form to the norm of maintaining unity within one's parlia

mentary delegation. However, we have yet to consider data 

concerning what other options are open to members of the 

wings beside working through the SPD. The following section 

explores in great detail the potential appeal of other 

parties, or forming a new party, to the wing members. 

Other Alternatives Open 
to the Deputies 

We saw that one circumstance which deputies believed 

justified opposing the Fraktion would be an issue that was 

particularly crucial to one's constituency. If we extend 

such a rationale we might decide that deputies' perception 

of levels of local support for an issue might be a prominent 

inducement for arriving at voting decisions. Moreover, if 

deputies believe there is voter support for a particular 

parliamentary wing this could provide a basis for staging 

resistance to Fraktion decisions, and if unsuccessful there, 
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even leaving the party. On the other hand, if there does 

not seem to be a substantial level of voter support for a 

parliamentary wing, then we could better understand why 

there has been no open voting rebellion let alone bolting 

the Fraktion. Once we have established what basis there is 

for local support, then we can inquire directly what appeal 

other parties may have for deputies. 

Voter Support for the Wings 

One would expect representatives to be fairly sensi

tive to the political alignments or preferences among con

stituents. If the voters in the district (Wahlkreis) or 

state (Land) seemed more sympathetic to the programs of a 

particular group, representatives might feel bound by these 

sentiments. Of course it is not easy to estimate with 

accuracy how the voters feel toward the issue preferences 

of particular factions within a party; support is typically 

generalized to a party as a whole. Despite these problems 

of estimating voter support for groups, our precise purpose 

was to learn what the deputies perceive to be the voter 

support for internal party factions. We sought information 

on support for the left or right wings both among all voters 

and among just the SPD voters. 

Considering voters of all persuasions, what might be 

the potential support for the policies advocated by either 

the left wing or the deputies we originally labelled as 



right wing? If there would be significant, but untapped, 

consensus for the policies of either group there might be a 

basis for independent action by deputies. Independent 

action would be inhibited as a potentially feasible option 

if no such backing is observed among the general electorate. 

Each deputy was asked whether there was voting 

support in the general electorate for any of the groups he 

or she had previously enumerated, More than half (51 per

cent) of the respondents said there was support for the 

groups (see Table 6.9). Since the question merely asked if 

there was backing for any of the groups, it is not possible 

to determine levels of support. Thus, further inquiry re

quested the respondents to provide an estimate of the level 

of support. The scale presented to the respondents per

mitted estimates to be made with intervals of 10 percent 

(up to 80 percent). The distribution of responses is shown 

in Table 6.10. As Table 6.9 had earlier indicated, a little 

over 40 percent of the deputies perceived there was no real 

voting support for the wings. Furthermore, of those 

deputies perceiving voter support, none found high levels 

of support for their own wing. The left wing estimated that 

their group had the backing of not more than 20 percent of 

the electorate. There were too few right wing deputies 

responding to justify making any conclusions about their 

perception of electoral support. However, referring to 
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Table 6.9. Voter Support for the Groups3 

Is there electoral Left wing Right wing 
support for any — 
of the groups? N=15 Percent N=6 Percent 

Yes 9 60 3 50 

No _6 40 3 50 

Totals 15 100 6 100 

Phi = 0,09 

The question in the questionnaire was: Do you 
believe there is electoral support for any of the groups 
you have mentioned earlier? (The total number of respond
ents is 21 because not all of the deputies identified 
groups.) 
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Table 6.10. Estimates of Voter Support for the Groups9 

Support among the general electorate 
for the left and right groups mentioned 

Extent of 
support 

Left group 
mentioned 

L(N=14) R(N=4) 

Right group 
mentioned 

L (N=13) R(N=4) 

Less : than 10% 7 3 7 3 

11 to 20% 6 1 1 0 

21 to 30% 1 0 1 0 

31 to 40% 0 0 0 1 

41 to 50% 0 0 0 0 

51 to 60% 0 0 3 0 

Above 60% _0 0 _JL 0 

Totals 14 4 13 4 

The question in the questionnaire was: Could you 
estimate on these scales how large this electoral support 
is? (Refer to the question in Table 6.9.) 
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Table 6.9, we see that about one-half of the right wing did 

not think there was any such support. 

It is clear from these findings that SPD deputies 

of the left, in particular, do not feel they can look to the 

general electorate for broad backing for independent action 

the left might contemplate. That is a fairly severe test, 

of course, because partisans do not expect to receive 

political support from people sympathetic to other parties. 

If they do receive such support, the propensity to rebel 

might become very strong. 

However, what is the extent of support for the wings 

among SPD voters? If either or both groups believe there is 

majority support in the SPD for their policies, or some

thing approaching majority support, then the pressure to 

exploit the circumstance as a basis for exerting influence 

would be strengthened. Deputies' responses to the question 

about level of estimated backing from SPD voters shows the 

same tendencies found in the question concerning the general 

electorate. In Table 6,11, we see that all of the left wing 

estimated that their own wing had 50 percent or less sup

port, most feeling it had less than 30 percent of the 

support among the SPD voters. It is clear from the response 

pattern that there is no overwhelming SPD voter backing for 

the left wing, at least as perceived by the left wing 

members. 
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Table 6.11. Support for the Groups by SPD Voters3 

Support among SPD voters 
for the left and right groups mentioned 

Extent of 
support 

Left group 
mentioned 

L (N=13) R(N=4) 

Right group 
mentioned 

L(N=13) R(N=4) 

Less than 10% 6 3 6 3 

11 to 20% 0 1 0 0 

21 to 30% 5 0 1 0 

31 to 40% 1 0 1 0 

41 to 50% 1 0 3 0 

51 to 60% 0 0 1 0 

Above 60% _0 0 _1 1 

Totals 13 4 13 4 

The question in the questionnaire was: Could you 
estimate on these scales how large this electoral support 
is? (Among SPD voters.) 
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But, even if the deputies do not currently perceive 

significant outside support for wings, there could be dif

ferent expectations for the future. We might ask what the 

picture will likely be in the future insofar as group 

strength is concerned. Are there different answers to this 

question depending upon the particular voting district? In 

the next few paragraphs evidence will be presented so that 

informed judgments can be made for answering the preceding 

questions. 

If the voters are becoming increasingly sympathetic 

to the policies of the wings, deputies might interpret the 

trend as a basis for opposing the Fraktion. As noted pre

viously, at least some of the left wing deputies believed 

the wave of the future was moving in a leftist direction. 

But apparently the voters will need to be coaxed to rally 

behind the left wing cause if the results shown in Table 

6.12 are to be believed. Indeed, most of the deputies (18 

out of 21) responded that voters must become better informed 

before additional support can be achieved. This seems to 

suggest that many left wing members do not perceive in

creased voter support will be available as an immediate 

prospect. 

Up to this point none of the questions have re

quested information about the individual districts. Even if 

the constituencies would be perfectly homogeneous, repre

sentatives might imagine that differences exist which lend 



102 

Table 6.12. Is Support Growing for the Groups?3 

Support is.growing 
or must be cultivated 

first 

Left wing Right wing Support is.growing 
or must be cultivated 

first N=16 Percent N=5 Percent 

Support is growing 2 13 0 0 

Voters must be first 
better informed about 
the group's policies 14 87 4 80 

Other _0 0 1 20 

Totals 16 100 5 100 

Phi = 0.66 

The question in the questionnaire was: Do you think 
greater public support is in the process of developing or 
that the public needs first to be made better aware of the 
policies of the groups? 

him or her backing for policies which may deviate from the 

mainstream in the party. 

Each deputy was asked to characterize his or her 

constituency with respect to sentiments toward the two wings 

in the Fraktion. The thought behind this question was that 

members of the wings might justify their being left or right 

on the basis of perceived local support. This support may 

not coincide with the trends in the rest of the country or 

within the party as a whole. Table 6.13 shows that fewer 

than half discerned more support for the groups in their 

respective districts. 
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Table 6.13. Level of Group Support in the Constituency3 

Level of support 
compared to other 
constituencies 

Left wing Right wing Level of support 
compared to other 
constituencies 

00 r—
I 

II 2
 Percent N=10 Percent 

Support is greater 
in my district 5 28 1 10 

No difference in 
level of support 
in my district 11 61 8 80 

Support is smaller 
in my district _2 11 _1 10 

Totals 18 100 10 100 

Phi = 0.18 

The question in the questionnaire was: Is the 
level of electoral support for these groups in your 
constituency greater or less than in other constituencies? 
Or is there no difference? 

We have looked at evidence of voter support for the 

groups in several areas of potential backing. In none of 

these areas is there any foundation for the left to feel 

that forming a new political party would be a politically 

viable option. Nor could the existence of strong con

stituent sentiment be used as a foundation for the left, 

remaining within the Fraktion, to vote against decisions of 

the Fraktion. Hence, the left wing has both remained in 

the party and has not rebelled against Fraktion decisions. 
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Another alternative is to join another existing 

party. But both of the existing parties are to the right 

(excluding the communist party). As a consequence, joining 

other existing parties also has been an unacceptable alter

native to the left wing. 

Cohesiveness of the Left Wing 

In Chapter 4 we concluded that only one wing may 

actually exist in the SPD Fraktion. We also know that there 

has been no major rebellion in the Fraktion despite the 

existence of a left wing. We explored various variables in 

this chapter which help us to understand why the Fraktion 

has remained intact. We will now consider one final possi

bility as to why the left has not rebelled. The hypothesis 

we will explore is that perhaps the left wing is insuf

ficiently cohesive to enable its members to embark on an 

independent course. As Jackson has observed, rebels usually 

try to get other MP's to go along with them before they 

commit themselves to a rebellion (Jackson 1968, Chapter 11). 

We will try to throw some additional light on the cohesive

ness of the left wing. To do so we will employ SSA and 

factor analysis. SSA will be used to give some impression 

of distance among the deputies. The factor analysis will be 

used as a means of determining possible underlying dimen

sions among our sample of deputies. 
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Smallest Space Analysis 

It is still unusual, in social science, to describe 

differences in attitudes through the use of a distance 

measure. Distance comparisons imply interval level indices. 

However, the notion of distance can be displayed if the 

order in the data is known. Order is sufficient in the 

sense that the respective order of variables or objects can 

be imagined as indicating distance. The SSA technique 

described below is capable of exhibiting such distance be

tween the SPD deputies because there is a notion of order in 

the responses to all the items in the questionnaire. (The 

chief works consulted for our SSA are: Blyth and Brent 

1974; Krauss 1971; Laumann 1973; Laumann and Guttman 1966; 

Loether and McTavish 1974; Napior 1972; Pappi 1973; 

Rabinowitz 1975; Ross 1970; Schubert 1974; Weisberg 1974). 

Introduction. SSA is a technique which has seldom 

been used by researchers in any of the sciences. Although 

it appears to resemble the more commonly used cluster 

analysis, there are also important differences. Cluster 

analysis measures distance between clusters of similar 

items, but for SSA the data may take on various structural 

shapes wherein inter-group distance may be quite close. 

Moreover, in SSA, the items may be scattered rather than 

clustered (Loether and McTavish 1974, p. 350). As Loether 

and McTavish (1974, p. 350) characterize SSA: 
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Smallest space analysis is a general approach to 
the examination of the patterning in a distance 
(proximity) matrix. It is a non-metric approach 
which is focused upon the rank order of distance 
measures. Through smallest space analysis, dif
ferences and similarities of items (or individuals) 
are displayed in such a way that a minimum number 
of dimensions in space are used to portray rela
tively accurately the rank order differences 
between measures in the original distance matrix, 

Hence, SSA attempts to provide use with a simplified 

picture of a correlation matrix. It is difficult to picture 

intuitively the relationships that may exist in a large 

correlation matrix. As Laumann and Guttman (1966, p, 171) 

have written: 

The purpose of the smallest space analysis is to 
provide a graphic portrayal of the data matrix 
which will be simple, yet faithful in the sense 
of monotonicity. 

Monotonicity means that the rank order among all the items 

in the matrix will be preserved as nearly as possible in 

the SSA solution in a minimum number of dimensions. 

Data Preparation, The first step in the SSA is to 

obtain a matrix of numbers: these can be Pearson r correla

tions, Kendall's tau, or any other set of numbers so long as 

they exhibit order, In the present study, the correlation 

matrix is of the Q-type (deputy by deputy comparison), 

Comparing each deputy with every other deputy yields 378 

pairs, With so many pairs it is obviously difficult to 

visualize the relationships among the deputies without some 

means for summarizing all the information. 
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Comparisons among deputies are based upon every 

deputy's responses to all the items in the questionnaire 

including the background items. (Background items include: 

sex, age, number of terms in the Bundestag, whether elected 

from a constituency or Land list, and whether the consti

tuency was considered safe electorally. A safe constituency 

was defined as one in which the winning candidate received 

at least five percent more votes than the vote for the next 

highest candidate. The source for the background data is: 

Amtliches Handbuch des deutschen Bundestages [1973], 7th 

session.) All items in the questionnaire were designed to 

evoke responses which would distinguish between the right and 

left wing respondents. The summated scale which results 

from including all the data in the matrix is similar to the 

technique described by Likert (1932). 

Pearson r was the statistic used to compute the 

deputy by deputy comparison. Pearson r applied to ordinal 

level data actually results in Spearman rank correlation 

coefficients with the standard computer programs (Gorsuch 

1974, p. 128). The resulting matrix of correlations serves 

as the input data for the SSA computer routine. The 

MINNESOTA MINISSA computer program was used to perform the 

SSA (Dyer and Lutgen n.d.). The MINNESOTA MINISSA program 

is an adaptation to the CDC6600 at the University of 

Minnesota. Some modifications were built into the Guttman-

Lingoes program by Dyer and Lutgen. These changes are 
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designed to prevent the SSA solution from stopping too early 

because of entrapment in local minima. Local minima are 

"false" optimal solutions which often present themselves 

before the absolute minimum is reached (Blyth and Brent 

1974, p. 14; Rabinowitz 1975, pp. 381-382). 

Based upon the information contained in the correla

tion matrix, the SSA program computes the spatial location 

of each individual (Q-matrix) or variable (R-matrix) rela

tive to every other individual or variable in the matrix. 

The SSA program continues to arrange the items spatially 

into however many dimensions are required to reach an 

adequate solution (or until a pre-specified number of dimen

sions has been reached). Kruskel's Stress coefficient 

and/or the coefficient of alienation measure the adequacy of 

the solution obtained in the SSA. Rules of thumb set the 

value which should help indicate the minimum number of 

dimensions needed to adquately display the order among the 

points (Rabinowitz 1975, p. 368; Shepard, Romney, and 

Nerlove 1972, p. 9). Coefficient values between 0.0 and 0.2 

are usually considered within the acceptable range 

(Rabinowitz 1975, p. 369). It might be noted that the co

efficients will usually be lower with fewer points in the 

matrix (Rabinowitz 1975, p. 370). 

Still another way of interpreting the coefficients, 

as measures of an SSA solution, is to follow the method 

employed by Krauss (1971, p. 181). The coefficient values 
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are squared to give the percentage error by which the 

solution deviates from the order within the original data 

matrix. If we apply this method of computing the error in 

our solution we come up with the values shown in Table 6.14. 

Table 6.14. Percent Error in the SSA Solution 

Number of Dimensions Kruskal's Stress Percent Error 

1 0.36 16 

2 0.26 7 

3 0.16 3 

The output from the SSA consists of the printing of 

the correlation matrix, the coordinates for the variables 

for each dimension, and two-dimensional plots showing the 

distance relationships among the variables. If more than 

two dimensions are required for an adequate solution more 

than one table of plots will be printed. 

In our SSA computation we programmed four dimensions 

as the outer limit, Because of the disadvantages of trying 

to visualize more than three dimensions we requested four 
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dimensions as the outer limit. As it developed, the SSA 

solution stopped at three dimensions with a coefficient of 

alienation of 0.174 and Kruskel's Stress of 0,161. Since 

these results were considered adequate there was no need to 

aske for more dimensions although the adequacy of the solu

tion might have been improved somewhat. 

Before looking at the SSA display, we might mention 

that several preliminary analyses were undertaken using SSA 

with only part of our total data. SSA runs were conducted 

on the May-June, 1973, interview data on four items. The 

items are: one on perceptions of wings, two on role (one 

with and one without including background variables; the 

results were virtually identical for both), and one on 

feelings of influence. These runs will not be included in 

the discussion because of the incomplete nature of the 

trials. That is, the full sample of deputies was not 

available for any of the trial runs and, also, they were 

exploratory tests of the SSA technique. Tentatively, we can 

say that the partial runs seemed to reflect the patterns 

exhibited in Figure 6.1: a fairly distinct separation of 

left wing deputies from the remaining deputies. Further 

analysis should be pursued along these lines. 

Dota Display. Recall from our earlier discussion 

that our judgmental ranking of SPD deputies placed deputies 

into two wings as described in Table 6.15. These judgments 
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Table 6.15. Number Identification of Left and Right Wing 
Deputies Shown on the SSA Plot3 

Left wing deputies Right wing deputies 

1,2,3,4,5,6, 10,11,12,13,14,15,16, 

8,9, 27, 

18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26, 29,30 

28 

See Figure 6.1 for the SSA plot. 
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(combining our own assessments with newspaper accounts and 

testimony of various observers) can be compared to the 

results shown in Figure 6.1. 

The figure (6.1) shows the plots in two dimensions. 

Each number represents one deputy. The system of numbering 

has no meaning which could be used to identify the names of 

deputies. The numbering scheme was adopted in order to 

preserve the anonymity of the respondents and is the same 

numbering as used in making the original judgments as to 

which deputies were members of the left or right wing. 

In interpreting the results of a solution, there 

does not seem to be any statistical hypothesis testing 

technique for proving or disproving the SSA solution. This 

is also true for cluster analysis (Anderberg 1973, p. 11). 

Rather, what one hopes to discover is whether the distance 

relationships make substantive sense in terms of some prior 

judgments or hypotheses. For example, in our research, if 

there would be separate groupings of deputies as we had 

projected, and the particular deputies in each were also as 

projected, it would be valid to infer that our initial con

jectures about wing memberships might be correct. But, if 

numerous right wing and left wing deputies would be spaced 

so as to be essentially intermixed, then the SSA would not 

be helpful in portraying differences in location between our 

left and right wing deputies. 
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Examination of the array of deputies shown in Figure 

6.1 suggests the presence of separate groupings, each made 

up, in all but three of the 28 cases, of the left and right 

wing deputies we had projected. (This is only one of 

several ways the figure could be drawn—it is meant to be 
I 

suggestive.) The only three exceptions are deputies 2, 6, 

and 19 and, of these, there is but one prominent outlier 

(deputy number 6). Deputy number 6 fits best (as in the 

right wing end of the space) with the distance relationships 

among the right wing. According to our predictions, number 

6 should not have been closer to the right wing. During the 

course of the interview, our distinct impression was that 

deputy number 6 was more likely a right wing member than 

left wing. His/her statements about the Leverkusener Kreis 

and the Kanalarbeiter gave clues about the deputy's right 

wing proclivities. It is possible that the SSA has proven 

that it can order a variable (deputy here) such that it 

occupies its correct spatial location despite improper 

labelling by the researcher. 

For the most part, however, Figure 6.1 supports our 

original conjecture as to which deputies should be labelled 

right or left wing, There is one clear error (deputy number 

6) and two marginal errors (deputies numbered 2 and 19) in 

the solution. Three errors out of 2 8 predictions makes our 

projections valid for 89 percent of the cases. The inter

pretation of the SSA solution, as plotted in Figure 6.1, 
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that we adopt is that the left wing and right wing deputies 

each occupy separate areas of space. The odds that such 

groups and their particular memberships would occur by 

chance are one in 13,120,893, or 0.0000000769. We might add 

that the one-dimensional solution reveals the same left and 

right groupings. 

Factor Analysis 

The SSA can be interpreted to show a left wing 

grouping of deputies. In addition to the SSA, we will use 

factor analysis as a means to specify possible dimensions. 

The SSA itself only shows spatial relationships and no 

dimensions can be inferred 'without rotation. Instead of 

attempting various rotational techniques with the SSA, we 

decided to use factor analysis to reveal the dimensions. 

The following discussion describes our application of 

factor analysis as well as an interpretation of the results. 

Data Preparation for the Factor Analysis. The data 

matrix (Pearson r correlations) used in the SSA was also 

employed to perform a factor analysis. The SPSS computer 

routine was used to do the factor analysis (Nie et al. 1970, 

Chapter 17). The particular options selected from the SPSS 

program were: principal factoring with iteration and 

orthogonal rotation (Varimax). 
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We selected PA2 (the SPSS nomenclature for the 

principal factor with iteration option), not because it is 

the widely accepted factoring method, but because it was 

believed to be the most suitable option for our purposes. 

For example, we believed we could infer that the observed 

correlations between deputies are mainly the results of 

some underlying regularity in the data (Nie et al, 1970, 

p. 211). To quote Nie et al. (1970, p. 211) on this point: 

More specifically, it is assumed that the observed 
variable is influenced by various determinants, 
some of which are shared by other variables in 
the set while others are not shared by any other 
variable. The part of a variable that is in
fluenced by the shared determinants is usually 
called common, and the part that is influenced 
by idiosyncratic determinants is usually called 
unique. Under this assumption, the unique part 
of a variable does not contribute to relation
ships among variables. It also follows from the 
preceding assumption that the observed correla
tions must be the result of the correlated 
variables sharing some of the common determi
nants. The implicit faith on our part is that 
those assumed common determinants will not only 
account for all the observed relations in the 
data,, but will also be smaller in number than 
the variables. 

The division of our sample of deputies into two groups is 

already the consequence of an inference that the higher 

correlations among our variables (individuals here) can be 

accounted for by the factors of leftness or rightness. 

Hence, the principal factoring solution seemed appropriate. 

In the PA2 method, the main diagonal of the correlation 
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matrix is replaced by communality estimates. The iterative 

procedure improves the communality estimates until the 

differences between successive estimates are minimal. Our 

program only required five iterations, indicating that the 

iterative procedure was successful. One might note that if 

the iteration process continues up to the default option 

(25 in PA2) or the the maximum number of iterations speci

fied, there are likely to be equally good alternative solu

tions (Gorsuch 1974, p. 98), 

Since in an unrotated factor solution all variables 

tend to load significantly on one factor we decided to 

select the rotate option. The orthogonal method of rotation 

was selected because we expected at least two factors (left 

and right) would emerge, and these two factors would not be 

correlated. The Varimax rotation was chosen because we did 

not predict there would be a general factor in the solution 

(as Quartimax assumes). In Varimax rotation, the variance 

is maximized across all factors in the matrix (Gorsuch 

1974, p. 192). Or, as Nie et al. (1970, p. 224) state it: 

"In contrast to QUARTIMAX, which centers on simplifying the 

rows of a factor matrix, the VARIMAX criterion centers on 

simplifying the columns of a factor matrix." Hence, Varimax 

seemed to suit our requirements because we wished to focus 

upon the maximum amount of variance for each column; or, 

left and right groups. 
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Interpretation of the Factors. Table 6.16 shows the 

rotated factor loadings of our solution.- Decisons on which 

variables to classify as belonging to a particular factor 

were made on the following basis: (1) a minimum loading of 

0.4, and (2) where a 0.4 loading occurred on more than one 

factor for a given variable, then the highest loading 

determined which factor was selected. The criterion of 0.4 

as a decision rule for determining a salient loading is 

fairly conservative. The usual criteria for determining 

salient loadings are whether the factor meaningfully 

accounts for the variable or an absolute value of 0.3 as the 

minimum loading (Gorsuch 1S74, p. 185). 

Three factors v/ere required to account for the 

relationships contained in the original correlation matrix. 

We have labelled these factors right wing, left wing, and an 

overlapping factor which is mainly composed of our left wing 

deputies. As shown in Table 6.17, most of our right wing 

deputies lqad on the first factor. The left wing deputies 

load highest almost equally well on the second and third 

factors. We might compare the factor analysis with the SSA 

to determine whether the left wing "groups" in the factor 

solution occupy identifiable regions in the SSA; or whether 

the two left groups' members are intermixed in the SSA such 

that they do not reflect the factor analysis groups. Taking 

Figure 6.1 from this chapter and drawing circles around the 

two left groups, distinguished in the factor analysis, we 



119 

Table 6.16. Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix After Rotation 
with Kaiser Normalization3 

Wing mem
bership 

Legislator according Loadings 
(Variable to expert 

member number) testimony Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

1 L .28121 .65895b .34661 
2 L ,48681 .38028 

.53339 
" .49096 

3 L .34978 
.38028 
.53339 .49299. 

.79282° 4 L .26464 .25462 

.49299. 

.79282° 
5 L .42101 .51354 .51637" 
6 L ,78541b .12204 .11576 
8 L .46953 .507 62b 

.65150b 
.48646 

9 L .27408 
.507 62b 
.65150b .47352 

10 R ,79549b 
.56053 

.28910 .28337 
11 R 

,79549b 
.56053 .51221 .29036 

12 R ,56497 
.86933 

.31947 .59477b 
13 R 

,56497 
.86933 ,20953 .24430 

14 R ,72152° ,27814 .40362 
15 R .61900 .62541° .28411 
16 R .68089° .32992 .27834 
18 L .23795 ,63974° .55919 
19 L .61003° .59502 .16149 
20 L .33396 .64190° .48598 
21 L .37610 ,68874° .34373 
22 L .29580 ,31869 .76060° 
23 L .28189 .48366 .63755° 
24 L .15379 .64050° .59986 
25 L ,18298 ,81986° .43791 
26 L ,37567 .44026 .66494° 
27 R .60494° ,40181 .49994 
28 L .42963 .42417 .61975° 
29 R .58013 .32377 .58710° 
30 R .65739° .27139 .39902 

The SPSS program was used to perform the factor 
analysis. 

*_ 

Interviewed in 1973. 
p 
Interviewed in 1974. 
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Table 6.17. Grouping Deputies According to Their Highest 
Factor. Loading3 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Deputy-
number'3 Wing 

Deputy 
number Wing 

Deputy 
number Wing 

10 R 1 L 2 L 

11 R 3 L 4 L 

13 R 8 L 5 L 

14 R 9 L 22 L 

16 R 18 L 23 L 

27 R 20 L 26 L 

30 R 21 L 28 L 

19 L 24 L 12 R 

6 L 25 

15 

L 

R 

29 R 

Totals 7R, 2L 9L, 1R 7L, 2R 

aSee Table 6.16 for the loadings. 

^This numbering 
throughout this study. 

scheme is the same one used 
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see that the SSA indeed exhibits the left members such that 

they can be redrawn to accommodate the factor analysis 

results (see Figure 6.2). What the factor analysis has 

shown is that if one begins to focus upon possible differ

ence within a group, one may find such differences. It is 

evident that a group can appear to be quite distinct when 

compared to a more general body but, when scrutinizing 

intra-group cohesion, differences may be identified within 

the membership of the group. In pur study, the left does 

appear to be quite distinct from the majority in the 

Fraktion. But, when focusing upon the cohesiveness of the 

left wing, we detected two groupings among its membership 

(with few exceptions). In the future, further factor 

analyses of just the left wing members might be useful in 

trying to define more precisely the alignments within the 

left wing. (We checked patterns in the loadings to deter

mine the possible influence due to the time of the inter

view. See Table 6.16.) 

The SSA and factor analysis do not serve as our 

determinant of whether a left wing exists. The perceptions 

of deputies, the existence of an organization, and other 

evidence in the public domain (concerning meetings of the 

Leverkusener Kreis) all point to a left wing. We use the 

SSA and factor analysis to show that the left is not as 

tightly knit together as might be required for it to take 

concerted action. 
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Therefore, the SSA and factor analysis results indi

cate that the left wing is not itself a highly homogeneous 

group. Given the low levels of perceived voter support, the 

heterogeneity of the left wing may serve to put the nail in 

the coffin as to why the wing has not bolted the party or 

been more insistent on taking independent action within the 

Fraktion. 

Chapter Summary 

We believe the factors identified in this chapter 

together contribute to maintaining the unity among the 

Social Democratic deputies. There undoubtedly are other 

variables which may well be very important for unity. All 

we hoped to accomplish was to discover some variables be

lieved to be important for preserving the viability of the 

caucus despite the threat of incipient dissensus from the 

ieft wing. 

Fraktion identification remains high for all the 

deputies in our sample. Team spirit was found to be felt 

particularly strongly. Career advancement, perceived to be 

tied to loyalty, and the local party organization, which 

controls nominations, also give deputies incentives to 

remain loyal. Moreover, any whims that deputies may have 

about other alternatives, such as leaving the caucus, meet 

the enormous political hurdle of low levels of perceived 

voter support for their wing. Finally, based upon our SSA 
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and factor analysis, the left wing was found to be less well 

integrated than conjectured. This lack of left wing 

cohesiveness, too, may inhibit thoughts which contemplate 

independent action, whether outside or inside the party. 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS 

We know that, among democratic legislative parties, 

the SPD is probably unmatched in its high level of voting 

unity. A brief survey of the 113 year history of the party 

pointed to occasions when the party experienced serious 

ruptures in its cohesiveness. But since the end of World 

War Two no open break has occurred. This holds true for the 

parliamentary delegation as well. Although there has been 

no major rebellion in the caucus, the presence of the 

Leverkusener Kreis and Kanalarbeiter would seem to pose a 

threat to Fraktion unity. Since we know that no rebellion 

has occurred, we set out to discover why the existence of 

the two Fraktion groups has not resulted in some form of 

open dissensus. 

We will review our findings by discussing the points 

about the existence of wings. Then we will examine the 

substantive evidence on what factors seem to be related to 

the absence of rebellion. 

Existence of Wings 

Based upon our information and that of well informed 

political observers, -we drew up a sample of deputies. The 

sample was divided into two groups: one of left wing and 

125 
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the other of right wing caputies. We were able to obtain 

interviews from 18 left and 10 right wing members. The next 

step was to test our judgments as to the accuracy of our 

labelling of the members. Our test of whether the wings 

existed was based upon the deputies' perceptions of whether 

wings existed in the caucus. The interview data clearly 

demonstrated that deputies definitely perceive a left wing 

but not necessarily a right wing. We concluded that there 

is a left wing and the other deputies probably are pretty 

much in the mainstream of the Fraktion. 

Having established that a left wing exists, we set 

out to discover why the left wing members have not rebelled. 

The next section recapitulates the findings on factors which 

did not help to explain why no bolts have occurred. In a 

later section we will examine variables which do give us 

some important clues as to the reasons for an absence of a 

left wing rebellion. Our conjectures were largely based 

upon insights from the literature as.described in Chapter 3. 

Factors Not Strongly Associated with the 
Absence of Open Voting Rebellion 

Based upon the findings of other writers, we pro

jected that the three variables considered under this 

heading would also account for the left wing conforming to 

the norm of group unity. These variables are: party wrsus 

individually oriented goals in seeking candidacy, role norms 

within the Fraktion concerning the binding character of 



Fraktion decisions, and deputies' feelings of influence. 

We will briefly recount the findings for each of these 

variables, 

Party Versus Individually Oriented 
Goals in Seeking Candidacy 

Among the reasons for accepting candicacy, if party 

oriented goals predominated, then this would tend to con

tribute to maintaining unity among the members. But the 

evidence shows that individually oriented goals were more 

prevalent than party goals (Table 5,1), Therefore, we 

rejected this variable's usefulness in accounting for 

absence of rebellion. 

Role Norms Within the Fraktion Concerning 
the Binding Character of Fraktion Decisions 

One could expect that one of the role norms of a 

highly unified body would be for members to remain loyal to 

the group's decisions. However, we found that the deputies 

do not feel excessively constrained to follow Fraktion 

decisions (Table 5.3). In other words, the binding nature 

of caucus decisions is not determinative of deputies' 

legislative behavior. 

Deputies' Feelings of Influence 

If the binding character of Fraktion decisions did 

not seem important for deputies' behavior perhaps their 

conforming behavior could be accounted for by a feeling of 
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exerting sufficient influence where it counted. We looked 

at two variables under "influence": equality of group 

representation and the openness of the Fraktion to various 

viewpoints. 

Equality of Representation. Under this heading we 

found that the deputies felt that they were discriminated 

against with respect to Fraktion office holding (Table 5,5), 

or in being able to shape Fraktion policy (Table 5.7), and 

accessibility to the executive (Table 5,8). Despite all of 

these perceptions of lack of equal representation, they 

were apparently insufficient to move any of the left wing 

members to rebel. 

Openness of the Fraktion to Various Viewpoints. 

Perhaps lack of equal representation is compensated by a 

belief that at least the Fraktion is open to all opinions 

in the caucus. We found that there seemed to be widespread 

belief among the deputies that every member had an equal 

chance to discuss issues (Table 5,6). The left felt less 

influential than did the right on almost all of these 

points. Most of the left thought the Fraktion leaders 

channeled debate in directions favorable to the leadership 

(Table 5,9). But the unhappiness in the Fraktion was 

obviously unable to explain why these deputies have re

mained loyal. 
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Factors Strongly Associated with 
Explaining the Absence of Open 

Voting Rebellion 

Five variables suggest why the left wing conforms 

to the norm of Fraktion loyalty and remains within the 

party. The variables are: Fraktion identification, career 

advancement rewards for loyalty, influences in the nomina

tion process, the unattractiveness of alternatives outside 

the party, and the diminished cohesiveness of the left wing, 

Fraktion Identification 

Looking at "team spirit" and friendship patterns 

among the deputies, we found very high levels of identifica

tion within the caucus. Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 indicate 

that there is very little question about the strong com

mitment (identification) of SPD deputies to their Fraktion. 

Career Advancement Rewards for Loyalty 

One possible means of sublimating potential frustra

tions of deputies would be for members to concentrate on 

factors having to do with one's career. Indeed, most of 

the left wingers said going along with the caucus decisions 

benefitted one's career (Table 6.5). This was found to be 

a far more important motive than motives which had the 

interests of the party in mind. 

Influences in the Nomination Process 

Although we found that the Fraktion usually does 

not do much against non-conforming deputies, what happens 
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regarding readoption at the local level is watched closely 

by the deputies. Most deputies believed the local party 

would exert pressure on rebellious deputies, if the fact of 

rebellion surfaced as a local issue (Table 6.7). Indeed, 

the local party was the most influential body involved in 

initially getting the deputies to seek candidacy for the 

Bundestag (Table 6.8). 

Appeal of Other Alternatives and the 
Cohesiveness of the Left Wing 

If the avenues of influence seem to be closed to 

the left wingers, they could possibly contemplate the course 

of creating another party or joining another existing party. 

We set out to first determine deputies' perceptions of the 

extent of support in the environment for the policies of 

the wings. By examining the levels of support among the 

general electorate (Table 6.10) and among SPD voters 

(Table 6.11) it was found that there was little current 

backing for the policies of the wings. Moreover, deputies 

did not think there was much hope in gaining future support 

unless voters would become better informed about the ob

jectives of the wings (Table 6.12). Probable differences 

in constituencies was also not supportive of the wings 

(Table 6.13). Given no substantial bases of backing in the 

environment for the wings, there would likely be less 

temptation for deputies to contemplate opposing the Fraktion 

through exit. In addition to this, we found through SSA and 
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factor analysis that the left wing itself has been divided, 

thus making it more understandable why it has not under

taken action independent of the Fraktion. 

Concluding Observations 

We will end this study by identifying three major 

conclusions. First, two notable research efforts have both 

found that the main factors behind the unity in the Canadian 

and British parliamentary parties are party-unity role norms 

(Epstein 1956, 1964a, 1964b, 1967Romberg 1966, 1967). But 

our research suggests that parliamentary party unity can 

come about despite the seeming unimportance of this variable. 

The second major conclusion is that instead of party-unity 

norms as significant factors in the case of the SPD, factors 

such as identification with one's colleagues and members' 

career motives appear to be more responsible for the very 

high unity maintained by the SPD Fraktion. 

The third and final conclusion indicates that besides 

identification and career factors, additional variables not 

considered in previous research also seem important. These 

variables center on whether or not there are politically 

feasible alternatives for political action other than 

through the Fraktion, especially measured by deputies' per

ceptions of the electoral support that exists for their 

wing, and whether or not there exists sufficient solidarity 

within the wing to promote and sustain an alternative course 

of political action. 



APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE—GERMAN VERSION 

1. Von den demokratischen Parteien in aller Welt ist 
es wohl die SPD, die am langsten eine bemerkenswerte 
innere Geschlossenheit bewahrt hat. Dafiir gibt es 
zweifellos gute Griinde. Der hohe Grad inneren 
Zusammenhalts bedeutet natiirlich nicht, dass es ohne 
Richtungskampfe abgeht. Wenn es selbst unter guten 
Freunden Meinungsverschiedenheiten geben kann, wird 
das bei einer Partei erst recht der Fall sein. Zu 
welchen politischen Fragen gibt es Ihrer Meinung 
nach unterschiedlicne Auffassungen in der gegen-
wartigen SPD-Fraktion? 

(record the responses on FORM A.l) 

2.a). Lassen sich in diesen Fragen innerhalb der 
Fraktion bereits Gruppierungen erkennen oder sind 
die Probleme noch nicht so weit ausdiskutiert, dass 
man von Gruppen sprechen konnte? Wurden Sie mir 
das bitte zunachst fur das erste Problem sagen, das 
Sie mir eben genannt haben? 

(Problem vorlesen! Record responses on FORM A.l) 

2.b). Wie wurden Sie die Gruppen bezeichnen, die in 
diesem Problem engagiert sind? 

(Go to FORM A.l) (if responses are "left" or 
"right" mark the circle by 
Question 20) 

3.a). Wurden Sie mir bitte anhand dieser Skala 
aufgeben wie sehr Sie mit jeder dieser Gruppen 
iibereinstimmen? 

(Hand FORM A.2 to the Abgeordneter) 

3,b), Fvihlen Sie sich einer dieser Gruppen direkt 
zugehorig? Wolcher? 

(Record response on FORM A.l) 

132 
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4. Und nun zum nachsten Problem, dassSie mir eben 
genannt haben. (Problem wiederholen) Lassen sich 
hier gruppierungen innerhalb der Fraktion erkennei:. 

(Return to Q 2.a through 3.b until all 
issues are exhausted) 

5.a). Hat es innerhalb der Fraktion Versuche 
gegeben, Interessengruppen fur die Diskussion 
gemeinsamer Probleme zusammenzubringen? 

(if "no")—» (F_6) 

5.b), Wie spielen sich solche Treffen ab? 

5.c). Trifft man sich regelmassig oder unregelmassig? 

6.a). Hat die Fraktion versucht, auf eine oder mehrere 
der folgenden Weisen diese Gruppierungen zu 
beriicksichtigen? Sagen Sie mir das bitte anhand 
dieser Skala. (Hand FORM B to the Abgeordneter) 

(If the Abgeordneter believes the party has not 
tried to take account of the various groups)—>( f  7 )  

6.b). Konnen Sie diese Liste von Moglichkeiten der 
Beriicksichtigung noch erganzen? 

7.a). Haben Abgeordnete die Ihren eigenen politischen 
Standpunkt in etwa teilen, ein Regierungsamt 
erhalten? 
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7.b). Haben Gesinnungsfreunde von Ihnen parla-
mentarische Amter erhalten? 

8.a). Nun mochte ich einige Fragen iiber die Partei im 
Bundestag an Sie stellen. Oft wird gesagt, dass die 
Fraktion die folgenden Funktionen habe. Glauben 
Sie personlich, dass die folgenden Ansichten fiir die 
SPD-Fraktion zutreffen, oder eher nicht zutreffen? 
Sagen Sie mir das bitte anhand dieser Skala. (Hand 
FORM C to the Abgeordneter) 

8.b). Gibt es Ihrer Meinung nach weitere Funktionen 
der Fraktion? 

(if "no")—> (f 2) 

8.c). Worin bestehen sie? 

9.a). Wie oft stimmen Sie mit Beschliissen Ihrer 
Fraktion nicht iiberein? 

Nie Manchmal Haufiger 

9.b). Wenn man sich mit seiner Meinung im Widerspruch 
zur Fraktionsmeinung sieht, kann man sich ja recht 
unterschiedlich fiihlen. Wiirden Sie bitte einmal 
versuchen, auf dieser Skala ihre Gefiihle in einer 
solchen Situation zu beschreiben? (Hand FORM D.l 
to Abg.) 

9.c) . Und wiirden Sie mir bitte noch sagen, wie sich 
Ihre Freunde innerhalb der Fraktion wohl in einer 
solchen Situation Fiihlen? 

(Hand FORM D.2 to the Abg.) 
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10,a). Konnten Sie .bitte auf der folgenden Skala 
andeuten, inwieweit Ihrer Meinung nach die 
verschiedenen Standpunkte innerhalb der Partei in 
der Fraktion beriicksichtigt werden? (Hand FORM 
E to Abg.) 

10.b). Es ist durchhaus iiblich, dass die Fiihrenden 
jeder geschlossenen Grupe versuchen, die 
Aussprache in einer ihnen giinstigen Weise zu 
beschranken. Inwieweit trifft das Ihrer Ansicht 
nach auf die SPD-Bundestagsfraktion zu? 

11. Unter welchen Umstanden konnte ein Beschluss der 
Fraktion nicht fur alle Mitglieder bindend sein? 

12.a). Sollte Ihrer Meinung nach ein Fraktionsbeschluss 
immer bindend sein? 

12.b). Warum- warum nicht? 
(if "no" circumstances) >(£ 12d) 

12.c). Konnen Sie Umstande nennen, unter denen ein 
Beschluss nicht bindend sein sollte? 

12.d). Sollte die Abstimmung haufiger freigegeben 
werden- wie dies z.B. bei der Debatte urn die 
Verjahrung bestimmter Verbrechen der Fall war? 



136 

13.a). Was wiirde wohl Ihrer Meirvung nach einem 
Abgeordneten pas'sieren, der (mehr als einmal) 
nicht nur sehr gelegentlich gegen seine 
Fraktion stinunt? 

(if the deputy has never experienced such ^ 
behavior, probe) —> 14a) 

13.b). Wie stunde es um seine erneute Kandidatur? 

13.c). 1st es noch aus anderen Griinden vorteilhafter, 
mit der Partei zu stimmen? 

14.a). Welchen Zweck haben Ihrer Meinung nach die 
Arbeitskreise der Fraktion? Sagen Sie mir das 
bitte anhand dieser Skala. 

(Hand FORM F to the Abgeordneter) 

14.b). Fallen Ihnen hierzu noch weitere Punkte ein? 

15.a). Gehen die politischen Initiativen der SPD 
meistens von der Parteifuhrung oder von der 
Regierung oder von den Arbeitskreisen aus? 

15.b). War das f.rvihor nnders? (proba in order to 
identify the specific period) 
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15.c). Wie ist das bei Regierungsvorlagen:^ 
(1) Glauben Sie; dass die Interessenverbande ihren 

Einflussmehr auf ministerieller Ebene oder 
mehr bei den Ausschiissen geltend machen? 

(2) War das friiher anders? (if "no") >(F""lj)) 

(3) Was war friiher anders? 

16.a), (ask if necessary; e.g., if the Abgeordneter 
has not mentioned the specific role of the 
bureaucracy since 1966 and the possible changes) 
Es wird gesagt, dass die SPD vor dem Eintritt in 
die Grosse Koalition keinen leichten Zugang zur 
Ministerialbvirokratie hatte. Daher soli die SPD 
sich vor Herbst 1966 in der gesetzgeberischen 
Arbeit mehr auf eigene Experten gestutzt haben. 
Wie weit verlasst sich die Parteifuhrung heute 
darauf, die notigen Informationen fiir die 
gesetzgeberische Arbeit aus der Ministerial
bvirokratie zu bekommen? Sagen Sie mir das bitte 
anhand dieser Skala. 

(Hand FORM G to the Abgeordneter) 

16.b). (if the response to Ql6.a is on the "right" 
side of the scale ask this question; if on f-Hp 
"left" side) » 16^> 
Wlirden Sie sagen, dass damit die Bedeutung der 
Arbeitskreise zuriickging? (Hand FORM G to the 
Abgeordneter) Sagen Sie mir das bitte anhand 
dieser Skala. 

16.c). Wie weit stiitzte sich die Fraktionsfiihrung in 
der gesetzgeberischen Arbeit vor 1966 auf 
Informationen aus der Ministerialbvirokratie? 
Sagen Sie mir das bitte anhand dieser Skala. 

(Hand FORM G to the Abgeordneter) 
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16.d) . Was nun diese fiir die Gesetzgebung direkt 
relevanten Informationen betrifft: wie hoch ist 
da Ihrer Meinung nach ganz allgemein die 
fachliche Qualifikation der Ministerialbeamten? 
Sagen Sie mir das bitte anhand dieser Skala. 

(Hand FORM G to the Abgeordneter) 

16.e). Und wie beurteilen Sie diese Tatsache? 

17.a). Glauben Sie, dasses innerhalb der Fraktion so 
etwas wie einen Gemeinschaftsgeist gibt? 

17.b). Wie wurden Sie diesen Gemeinschaftgeist 
beschreiben? 

17. c). Und wie stark fiihlen Sie sich selbst diesen 
Gemeinschaftssinn verbunden? Sagen Sie mir das 
bitte anhand dieser Skala. 

(Hand FORM H to the Abgeordneter) 
s 

18.a). Befinden sich unter Ihren guten Freunden im 
Bundestag- also denen, mit denen Sie oft 
gemeinsam essen oder abends zusammensitzenauch 
Abgeordnete anderer Parteien oder halten Sie sich 
hauptsachlich an Mitglieder der SPD? 

(begin writing the group labels on FORM I) 

18,b), Und wie ist das in Ihrem sonstigen Bekannten-
kreis? 
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19.a). Konnen Sie sich Umstande vorstellen, unter 
denen sich manche Parteifreunde ernsthaft zur 
Unterstiitzung einer der etablierten Parteien der 
Rechten entschliessen wiirden? 

19.b). Konnte es eine neue Partei der Rechten geben? 

19.c). Konnte es eine neue Partei der Linken geben? 

19.d). Aus welchem Grunden? 

19. e). Wenn nun die Parteifiihrung einen politischen 
Kurs mehr nach rechts steuerte? Konnte es dann 
eine neue Partei der "Linken" geben? 

19.f). Wenn nun die Parteifiihrung einen politischen 
Kurs mehr nach links steuerte? Konnte es dann 
eine neue Partei der "Rechten" geben? 

19.g). Wie, glauben Sie, denken andere Abgeordnete der 
SPD iiber diese Fragen? Uber neue Parteien. 
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N 

20. Sie haben vorhin gesagt, dassman bestimmte 
Gruppierungen danach von anderen unterscheiden 
kann, welchen politischen Problemen sie sich 
hauptsachlich zuwenden. Konnten Sie auf der 
folgenden Skala andeuten, ob man diese Gruppen 
nach rechts oder links einordnen kann? 

(Hand FORM I to the Abgeordneter) 
(If the Abgeordneter was elected ^ 

^ ̂  via List) > (F 23) 

21. Vermutlich v/issen viele Wahler nicht genau, 
dass das Grundgesetz den Abgeordneten nur 
seinem Gewissen verantwortlich macht. 
a). Glauben Sie, dassdie Wahler bei Bundestags-
wahlen hauptsachlich fiir eine Partei stimmen, 
damit sie sie vertritt? 

21.b). Oder geben sie ihre Stimme eher einem 
bestimmten Abgeordneten, damit er sie vertritt? 

22, Es ist immer schwierig, Wahlergebnisse richtig zu 
deuten. Besonders schwer ist es zu erklaren, warum 
Wahler fur eine bestimmte Partei oder einem 
Kandidaten gestimmt haben. Obgleich es schwer ist, 
d^s zu sagen: haben die Wahler in Ihrem Fall mehr 
:r die Partei oder mehr fiir den Mann (die Frau) 

gestimmt? 

23.a). Glauben Sie, dass es zur Zeit eine Wahlerbasis 
fiir einige der Gruppen gibt, die Sie mir vorhin 
gonnnnt hnben? 
(Read or mention the groups—see FORM J) 
(attach FORM I to FORM J) 

23.b). Konnten Sie auf dieser Skala andeuten, wie 
grosssie diese Basis einschatzen? 

(Hand FORM J.l to the Abgeordneter) 



23.c). Glauben Sie, dasssich dieser Wahleranteil zur 
Zeit vergrossert, oder miisstendie Wahler dazu erst 
noch besser liber die politischen Ziele der Gruppen 
informiert werden? 

CGo to FORM J) 

23.d), (See FORM J) 1st der Wahleranteil in ihren 
Wahlkreis (Gegend) fur diese Gruppe grosser oder 
kleiner als in anderen Wahlkreisen (Gegenden)? 
Oder untercheidet sich nicht? 

24.a). Glauben Sie, dassdie meisten Leute in Ihrem 
Wahlkreis (Ihrer Gegend) in wichtigen Fragen mit 
den meisten anderen .Sozialdemokraten iibereins-
timmen, oder gibt es da Abweichungen? 

(If the response is "no significant ^ 
difference") • :  —> (F 25)  

24.b). In welche Hinsicht gibt es Abweichungen? 

25.a). Wie sind Sie selbst Bundestagskandidat 
geworden? 
(1) Die ortliche Parteiorganisation hat mich zur 

Kandidatur aufgefordert. 
(2) Ich habe zunachst nur meiner ortlichen 

Parteiorganisation zu helfen versucht, einen 
passenden Kandidaten zu finden. Dann aber 
iiberzeugten mich meine Parteifreunde, selbst 
die Nominierung anzunehmen. 

(3) Ich habe mich selbst um die Kandidatur 
bemuht. 

(4) Der Bundesvorstand hat seinen Einfluss fur mich 
geltend gemacht. 

(5) Auf andere Weise. Welche? 
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25.b). Aus welchen Grunden haben Sie die Kandidatur 
angenoramen? 
(1) Ich wollte mich fur bestimmte Ideen 

einsetzen. 
(.2) Ich wollte fur die Ziele der Partei 

wirken. 
(3) Ich hielt es fur meine staatsbiirgerliche 

Pflicht. 
(4) Mir macht es Spass, aktiv in der Politik 

mitzuwirken. 
(5) Aus anderen Grunden. Welche? 

25,c). Was mochten Sie im Augenblick als Abgeordneter 
erreichen, welche Ziele verfolgen Sie zur Zeit 
hauptsachlich? 

26.a). Konnten Sie auf der folgenden Skala andeuten, 
ob sich von Ihren bisherigen Erfahrungen als 
Abgeordneter Sie bereichert oder enttauscht fuhlen? 

(Hand FORM K to the Abgeordneter) 

26.b), (If the Abgeordneter is a "first- —> 
termer " ) —-—— > (F^ 27, 

Haben Sie friiher einmal anders dariiber gedacht? 
(If yes) Wie hatten Sie sich damals auf dieser 
Skala eingeordnet? 

(Hand FORM K to the Abgeordneter) 

27, Was sind Ihrer Meinung nach wohl die Hauptgegensatze 
zwischen Ihren politischen Zielvorstellungen und 
denen der CDU/CSU? 

28. Nachdem ich Ihnen so viele Fragen gestellt und viel 
von Ihnen gelernt habe--haben Sie nun Ihrerseits 
Fragen? 
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FORM A.1 

Question 1. 
Issues 
mentioned 

Q. 2. a) 
Are groups 
perceived 

Q. 2.b) 
Group 
labels 

Q. 3.a) 
Scale 
rating 

Q. 3.b) 
Group 
affiliation Q. 4 

1. Yes 1. 1. Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

1. 

No 
2. 2. No 

3. affi 

Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

1. 

No 3. 
2. No 
3. affi 

Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

1. 

4. 4. 

Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

1. 

5. 5. 

Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

1. Und nun 
zum naech-
sten Pro
blem dass 
Sie mir 
eben 
genannt 
haben. 

2. Yes 

No 

1. 1. If last 
issue 

<o> 

2. Yes 

No 
2. 2. No 

3. affi 

If last 
issue 

<o> 

2. Yes 

No 3. 
2. No 
3. affi 

If last 
issue 

<o> 

2. 

4. 4. 

If last 
issue 

<o> 

2. 

5. 5. 

If last 
issue 

<o> 

2. If last 
issue 

<o> 

3. Yes 1. 1. If last 
issue 

<§> 

3. 

No 
2. 2. No 

If last 
issue 

<§> 

3. 

No 3. 3. affi 

If last 
issue 

<§> 

3. 

4. 4. 

If last 
issue 

<§> 

3. 

5. 5. 

If last 
issue 

<§> 

3. If last 
issue 

<§> 
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FORM A. 2 

Vollkoiranen i—i i—i i—i i—t i—i i—i i—i Voellig 
uebereinstinunen '—I '—' '—' '—' '—I '—' '—' ablehen • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
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FORM B (Q. 6.a) 

Abgeordnete 
aller Gruppen 
sind in etwa 
gleich starken 
Masse in der Trifft 
Fraktions- voellig Q [^j Q Q Q 
fuehrung zu 
repraesentiert 

Trifft 
[ 1 ueberhaupt 

nicht zu 

Jede Gruppe 
hat etwa die 
gleiche 
Chance, die 
politische 
Willensbil-
dung inner-
halb der 
Fraktion zu 
beeinflussen 

Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • •  
zu 

Trifft 
| | ueberhaupt 

nicht zu 

Die Regierung 
trifft sich 
fuer Abgeord- Trifft Trifft 
nete aller voellig [~~j PI PI [""J P~1 fUl HH ueberhaupt 
Gruppen zu nicht zu 
gleichsam 
zugaenglich 

Jede Gruppe 
stellt etwa 
die gleiche 
Anzahl von 
Ausschuss^ 
Vorsitzenden 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • _ • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
voellig Q Q Q Q Q Q CH ueberhaupt 
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 
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FORM C (Q. 8.a) 

Die Partei 
kann eine 
einheitliche Trifft 
Strategie in voellig •••••• 
Sachfragen zu 
entwickeln 

Trifft 
| | ueberhaupt 

nicht zu 

Die Partei-
fuehrung 
kann vor der 
Fraktion 
ihre Hand-
lungs weise 
erlaeutern 
Oder 
verteidigen 

Alle Frak-
tionsmit-
glieder 
haben die 
Moeglich-
keit, die 
Politik iher 
Partei mitzu-
gestalten 

Hier koennen 
interne Pro-
bleme der 
Partei (etwa 
Fragen der 
Parteidis-
ziplin) 
geklaert 
werden 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
voellig n n • • • • • ueberhaupt 
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 
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FORM D.l (Q. 9.b) 

Ich war aerger-
lich, aber 
bereit, meine 
Meinung weiter- Q Q Q Q Q Q 
hin zu vertreten 

Ich war etwas 
resigniert und 
glaubte, dass 

| | ich auch in 
Zukunft kaum 
eine Chance 
haette, meine 
Meinung 
durchzusetzen 

v. 

FORM D.2 (Q. 9.c) 

Sie waren aeger-
lich, aber bereit, 
ihre Meinung 
weiterhin zu [ 
vertreten 

• • • • • 
Sie waren etwas 
resigniert und 
glaubten, dass 

[ | sie auch in 
Zukunft kaum 
eine Chance 
haetten, ihre 
Meinung 
durchzusetzen 
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FORM E (Q. 10.a) 

Allen Seiten 
• •••••• ist die gleiche 

Diskussions-
chance gegeben 

Nur eine Seite 
kommt zur 
Geltung 
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FORM F (Q. 14.a) 

Durch dieses 
System kann 
die Partei Trifft 
ihren Stand- voellig •••••• 
punkt in zu 
Sachfragen 
klaeren 

Trifft 
| [ ueberhaupt 

nicht zu 

Sie sind ein 
Gegengewicht Trifft Trifft 
zu Regierung voellig Q Q Q ueberhaupt 
und Ver*-
waltung 

zu nicht zu 

Sie fuehren 
zu einer 
vernuenf-
tigen 
Arbeits-
teilung 
innerhalb 
der Partei 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e i l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
v o e l l i g  • • • • • • •  u e b e r h a u p t  
zu nicht zu 

Trifft Trifft 
voellig • • • tU tZl d tZl ueberhaupt 
zu nicht zu 
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FORM G (Q. 16) 

16.a) Gar nicht • •••••• Vollstaendig 

16. b) Gar nicht Q [ZJ (ZD CZJ CZ] (HI CU Vollstaendig 

16.c) Gar nicht ZZ ZD CZI CD CZI (U CZ Vollstaendig 

16.d) Niedrig CD CD CD CD • CD CJ Hoch 

FORM H (Q. 17.c) 

Ueberhaupt nicht CD [ZZl (ZD CZI I I I I I I Sehr stark 
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FORM I (Q, 20) 
\ 

1. 

\ 

Links • • • • • • • Rechts 

2. 

Links • • • • • • • Rechts 

3, 

Links • • • • • • • Rechts 

4. 

Links • • • • • • • Rechts 

5. 

\ 

Links • • • • • • • Rechts 
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FORM J 

Groups 
mentioned 
in Q. 2b) Q. 23.a) Q. 23.b) Q. 23.c) Q. 23.d) 

1. Yes 

No 

% aller 
Wahlberech-
tigten 

Anteil 
vergroessert 
sich 

1 .Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3,Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

1. 

% aller 
SPD-
Waehler 

Waehler " 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

1 .Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3,Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

1. 

Waehler " 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

2. Yes . • r* 

No 

% aller 
Wahlberech-
tigten 

Anteil 
vergroessert 
sich 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

2. 

% aller 
SPD-
Waehler 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

2. 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

3. Yes 

No 

% aller 
Wahlberech-
tigten 

Anteil 
vergroessert 
sich . 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

3. 

% aller 
SPD-
Waehler 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

3. 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

4. Yes ^ 

^No__^__ 

% aller 
Wahlberech-
tigten 

Anteil 
vergroessert 
sich 

1. Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

4. Yes ^ 

^No__^__ 
% aller 
SPD-
Waehler 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

1. Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

4. Yes ^ 

^No__^__ 
Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 
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FORM J (Continued) 

Groups 
mentioned 
in Q. 2b) Q. 23.a) Q. 23.b) Q. 23.c) Q. 23.d) 

5. 

V 

Yes 

No 

% aller 
Wahlberech-
tigten 

Anteil 
vergroessert 
sich 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

5. 

V 

Yes 

No 
% aller 
SPD-
Waehler 

Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 

1.Waehleranteil 
ist groesser 

2.Waehleranteil 
ist kleiner 

3.Unterscheidet 
sich nicht 

5. 

V 

Yes 

No 
Waehler 
muessen 
erst besser 
informiert 
werden 
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FORM J.l (Q. 23.b) 

% Aller Wahlberechtigten 

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 

% Aller SPD-Waehler 

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 
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FORM K (Q. 26) 

26. a) Absolut i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i Voellig 
enttaeuscht '—' '—' '—' '—• '—' '—' '—' zufrieden 

26.b) Absolut i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i Voellig 
enttaeuscht '—' '—> '—' '—• '—' '—' '—' zufrieden 



APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE—ENGLISH VERSION 

1. Among democratic parties in the world the SPD has 
maintained a high level of unity longer than any-
other party. There are good reasons for such 
unity. However, the high degree of unity does 
not mean that there are no disagreements. If 
among good friends there are differences of 
opinion it is certainly expected that differences 
will occur within a party. In your opinion, what 
are some of the issues which divide members of 
the current SPD-Fraktion? 

(record the responses on FORM A.l) 

2.a). Within the Fraktion can groups be recognized 
in connection with the issues, or are the dis
agreements insufficiently advanced so that one 
could speak of groups? Would you please indicate 
any groups associated with the first problem you 
mentioned above? 

(record responses on FORM A.l) 

2.b). How would you label the groups associated 
with this issue? (go to FORM A.l) (if responses 
are "left" or "right" mark the circle by 
Question 2 0) 

3.a). Would you please indicate on this scale how 
much you agree with the groups? 

(Hand FORM A.2 to the deputy) 

3.b). Are you a member of any of these groups? 
Which? 

(Record responses on FORM A.l) 

4. (This question was skipped because 2a-3b were 
understood by deputies to cover groups for all 
the issues mentioned in 1) 
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5.a). Within the Fraktion, have any members attempted 
to establish groups for the purpose of meeting and 
discussing their common interests? 

(if "no") >•(£'6) 

5.b). What is the nature of their meetings? 

5.c). Do they meet regularly or irregularly? 

6.a). Has the Fraktion tried one or more of the 
following ways to take account of these groups? 
Could you please indicate your response on this 
scale? (Hand FORM B to the deputy) (If the 
deputy believes the Fraktion has not tried to 
take account of the various groups) —(F 7) 

6.b). Could you add other possibilities to this 
list? 

7.a). Have deputies who hold your general views on 
policy been included in the Government? 

7.b). Have deputies who hold your general views on 
policy been included in the parliamentary offices? 



8.a). Now I would like to ask you some questions 
about the party in the Bundestag. Often it is 
stated that the caucus has the. following 
functions. Do you believe the following views 
describe the SPD-Fraktion? Could you please 
indicate your responses on this scale? (Hand 
FORM C to the deputy) 

8.b). Do you believe there are additional functions 
of the party caucus? 

(if "no") >(£J) 

8.c). What are these? 

9.a). How often do you disagree with decisions of 
your Fraktion? 

Never Sometimes Frequently 

9.b). When a person's opinion is different from that 
of the Fraktion that person may well feel uneasy. 
Would you please try to characterize your 
feeling in such a situation? 

(Hand FORM D.l to the deputy) 

9.c). And could you also indicate how your friends 
inside the Fraktion feel in such a situation? 

(.Hand FORM D.2 to the deputy) 

10.a). Could you please indicate on the following 
scale the extent to which you feel all sides of 
opinion within the Fraktion are brought out in 
the caucus? 

(Hand FORM E to the deputy) 
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10.b). It is quite normal for the leaders of any 
group to attempt' to limit debate in ways which 
are favorable to itself (the leaders). To what 
extent do you agree or disagree that this 
describes the SPD caucus? 

11. Under what circumstances might a caucus 
decision not be binding on all members? 

12.a). Do you think a caucus decision should always 
be binding? 

12.b). Why or why not? ^ 
(if "no" circumstances)—— > (F 12d) 

12.c). What are some circumstances when the 
decision should not be binding? 

12.d). Should the whip be off more often, such as 
'in the 1965 debate on the extension of the statute 
of limitations for certain crimes? 

13,a). What would you expect to happen to a deputy 
who on more than a few occasions voted against the 
parliamentary party? 

(if the deputy has never experienced such ^ 
behavior, probe) (F 14a) 
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13.b). What about his or her renomination? 

13.c). Are there any other advantages to going along 
with the Fraktion? 

14.a). In your opinion, what purposes do the 
Arbeitskreise (working groups) of the Fraktion 
serve? Could you please indicate your responses 
on this scale? 

(.Hand FORM F to the deputy) 

14.b). Can you add other functions to my list? 

15.a). Do most of the SPD policy initiatives originate 
in the Fraktion leadership, the Government, or the 
Arbeitskreise? 

X • 

15.b). Is this a change from the past? (probe in 
order to identify the specific period) 

15.c). Concerning bills proposed by the Government: 
CI) Do you think interest groups are most influen

tial at the ministerial stage, or the committee 
stage? 

(2) Is this a change from the past? (if "no" )-»(Flj>) 
(3) In what ways is it different? 
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16.a), (ask if necessary; e.g., if the deputy has not 
mentioned the specific role of the bureaucracy 
since 196 6 and the possible changes) Observers 
have noted that before formation of the Grand 
Coalition in 1966, the SPD did not have convenient 
access to the federal bureaucracy. Therefore, it 
was said, before Fall 1966, the Fraktion had to 
develop its own expertise with respect to legisla
tion. How much does the Fraktion leadership now 
rely upon the bureaucracy for sources of informa
tion concerning legislation? Could you please 
indicate your response on this scale? 

(Hand FORM G to the deputy) 

16.b), (if the response to Q 16.a, is on the "right" 
side of the scale ask this question; if on the, 
"left" side) 16 
Has the use of the Arbeitskreise decreased very~^^ 
much with the greater use of the bureaucracy for 
information? Could you please indicate your 
response on this scale? 

(Hand FORM G.l to the deputy) 

16.c). Before 1966, how much did the Fraktion leader
ship rely upon the bureaucracy for sources of 
information concerning legislation? Could you 
please indicate your response on this scale? 

(Hand FORM G.2 to the deputy) 
S 

16.d). In general, with respect to information 
directly relevant to legislation, how expert 
do you think the bureaucracy is? Could you 
please indicate your response on this scale? 

(Hand FORM G.3 to the deputy) 

16.e). What do you think of this? 

17.a). Do you believe there is something such as 
"team spirit" inside the Fraktion? 

\ 
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17.b). How would you describe this "team spirit"? 

17.c). How strongly do you feel bound by this "team 
spirit"? Please indicate your response on this 
scale. 

(Hand FORM H to the deputy) 

18.a). Among your close friends in the Bundestag, 
people with whom you frequently have lunch or 
dinner or sit together in the evening, do they 
tend to be members of all parties or mainly 
members of the SPD? 

(begin writing the group labels on FORM I) 

18.b). What about your acquaintances who are not 
deputies? 

19.a). Can you imagine any circumstances in which 
some party members might seriously consider 
supporting one of the established parties of the 
right? 

\ 

19.b). Could a new party of the right develop? 

19.c). Could a new party of the left develop? 
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19.d). Why do you believe so? 

19.e). Suppose the party leadership's policies moved 
closer to the right—could a new party of the 
left develop? 

19.f). Suppose the party leadership's policies moved 
closer to the left—could a new party of the right 
develop? 

19.g). What do other SPD deputies think about these 
questions? About new parties. 

20, Earlier in this interview you mentioned some 
groups which are distinguishable with respect to 
certain issues. Could you indicate on the follow-
scales whether the groups could be described as 
belonging to the right or to the left? (Hand 
FORM I to the deputy) 

(if the deputy was elected via the -—^ 
List) > (F_23) 

21.a). It is likely many voters are not completely 
familiar with the constitutional provision which 
describes the unbound character of the deputy's 
status. When people vote in Bundestag elections 
do you think voters vote mainly for a party to 
represent them? 
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21.b). Or do they vote mainly for individual 
deputies to represent them? 

22. it is almost always difficult to interpret 
election outcomes. It is especially difficult 
to explain why voters have voted for a particular 
party or candidate. Despite these difficulties, 
in your case do you think people voted mainly for 
the party or the candidate? 

23.a). Do you believe there is electoral support 
for any of the groups you have mentioned 
earlier? (read or mention the groups—see FORM J) 
(attach FORM I to FORM J) 

23.b). Could you estimate on these scales how large 
this electoral support is? (Hand FORM J.l to the 
deputy) 

23.c). Do you think greater public support is in the 
process of developing or that the public needs 
first to be made better aware of the policies of 
the groups? 

(go to FORM J) 
s 

23.d). (see FORM J) Is the level of electoral support 
for these groups less or greater than in other 
constituencies (.Laender)? Or is there no differ
ence? 

24.a). Do you think most people in your constituency 
(Land) have views on significant issues somewhat 
similar to those of most socialists elsewhere or 
do they differ? 

(If the response is "no significant — 
difference") V (F 2J) 



165 

24.b). In what ways are there differences? 

25.a). How did you become a Bundestag candidate? 
CD The local party asked me. 
C2) In the course of assisting the local party in 

seeking a suitable candidate, the local party 
people persuaded me to accept the nomination. 

(.3) I actively sought the candidacy. 
(4) The national party was influential in placing 

my name in the race. 
(5) Other ways. 

25.b). Why did you accept the candidacy? 
CD To work for certain ideas. 
(2) To work for the party's program, 
(3) It was my civic duty. 
(4) I enjoy being active in politics, 
(5) Other reasons. 

25.c). What would you currently like to achieve as 
deputy, what are your most important goals? 

26.a). On the following scale could you please 
indicate whether, on the whole, you have found 
being a deputy a rewarding or disappointing 
experience? 

CHand FORM K to the deputy) 
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26.b). (If the deputy is a "first-termer")— ^(f"~27) 
Have you felt differently about that earlier? 
Could you indicate on this sc^le how you felt 
earlier? 

(Hand FORM K to the deputy) 

27. What do you perceive to be the main lines of 
difference between your political aims and those 
of the CDU/CSU? 

28. I have asked you many questions and have learned 
a lot from you. Do you have any questions you 
would like to ask me? 
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FORM A.1 

Question 1, 
Issues 
mentioned 

Q • 2 * s) 
Are groups 
perceived 

Q. 2.b) 
Group 
labels 

Q._ 3.a) 
Scale 
rating 

Q. 3.b) 
Group 
affiliation Q. 4 

1. Yes 

No 

1. 1. 
2. No 

And now 
to the 
next 
issue you 
just men
tioned 

1. Yes 

No 
2. 

1. 
2. No 

And now 
to the 
next 
issue you 
just men
tioned 

1. Yes 

No 3. 3. affi 

And now 
to the 
next 
issue you 
just men
tioned 

1. 

4. 4. 

And now 
to the 
next 
issue you 
just men
tioned 

1. And now 
to the 
next 
issue you 
just men
tioned 

2. Yes 1. 1. If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

2. 

No 
2.x 2. No 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

2. 

No 3. " 3. affi 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

2. 

4. 4. 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

2. 

5. 5. 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

2. If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. Yes 1. 1. 
2. No 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. 

No 
2. 

1. 
2. No 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. 

No 3. . 3. affi 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. 

4. 4. 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. 

5. - 5. 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 

3. 

5. 

If last 
issue 

(F_5) 
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FORM A. 2 

Fully agree |—| p—| |—| |—| ' |—| |—| |—| Completely 
disagree • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • ' • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• D • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
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FORM B (Q. 6a) 

Deputies of 
all groups 
are equally 
represented 
in the 
Fraktion 
leadership 

Com-
p l e t e l y  • • • • • •  0  
agree 

Every group 
has an equal 
chance to Corn-
shape policy pletely Q Q [HI 1ZH CD CD (ZH Completely 
within the agree disagree 
Fraktion 

The govern
ment is 
adequately 
accessible 
by deputies 
from all 
groups 

Every group 
has about 
the same 
number of 
committee 
chairmen 

Com-
p l e t e l y  • • • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
agree disagree 

Com
pletely • • • • HH O • Completely 
agree disagree 

Com
p l e t e l y  •  • • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
agree disagree 

Com
p l e t e l y  •  • • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
agree disagree 



170 

FORM C (Q. 8.a) 
\ 

The party can 
develop a Com-
united 
strategy on 
issues 

pletely | | 
agree 

Enables the 
party 
leadership 
to explain 
or defend 
its actions 

Permits all 
members to 
participate 
in party 
policy 
making 

Internal 
party 
(Fraktion) 
problems can 
be handled 
here 

•  • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
disagree 

Com
pletely | | 
agree 

Com
pletely [ | 
agree 

Com
pletely | | 
agree 

Com
pletely Q 
agree • 

Com
pletely • 
agree 

•  • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
disagree 

•  • • • • •  c o m p l e t e l y  
disagree 

•  • • • • •  C o m p l e t e l y  
disagree 

• • • 

• • • 

I | | | | | Completely 
disagree 

Dt—| | I completely 
^ disagree 
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FORM D.l (Q. 9.b) 

I was angry, but 
ready to press 
for my position | | 
again 

• • • • • 
I was somewhat 
resigned, and 

| | believed that 
my opinion 
hardly would 
have a chance 
to carry 
through in the 
future 

FORM D.2 (Q. 9.c) 

They were angry, 
but ready to 
press for their Q 
position again 

• • • • • 
They were some
what resigned, 

| | and believed 
that their 
opinion hardly 
would have a 
chance to carry 
through in the 
future 
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FORM E (Q. 10.a) 

Only one side All sides have 
i s  s u c c e s s f u l  • • • • • • •  t h e  s a m e  d i s 

cussion chance 
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FORM F (Q. 14.a) 

It is a 
system 
whereby the 
party Com-
CFraktion) pletely P] Qj Q Q] Q Q Q Completely 
can best agree disagree 
develop 
detailed 
positions 
on issues 

They serve as 
a counter
weight to the Corn-
government pletely • • 
and its agree 
bureaucracy 

They lead to 
a rational Corn-
division of pletely 0 | [ 
labor within agree 
the party 

Com
pletely Q Q 
agree 

Com
pletely' • Q 
agree 

• • • • O Completely 
disagree 

• • • • • Completely 
disagree 

• • • • • Completely 
disagree 

• • • • • Completely 
disagree 
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FORM G (Q. 16) 

16.a) Not at all ••••••• 

16.b) Not at all ••••••• 

16.c) Not at all ••••••• 

16.d) Low ••••••• 

FORM H (Q, 17.c) 

Completely 

Completely 

Completely 

High 

Not at all Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Very strongly 



175 

FORM I CQ. 20) 

1. 

Left • • • • • • • Right 

2 «  

Left • • • • • • • Right 

3. 

Left • • • • • • • Right 

4. 

Left • • • • • • • Right 

5. 

L e f t  • • • • • • •  R i g h t  
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FORM J 

Groups 
mentioned 
in Q. 2b) Q. 23.a) Q. 23.b) Q. 23.c) Q. 23.d) 

1. Yes 

No 

% all 
eligible 
voters 
% all SPD 
voters 

Proportion 
is increas
ing 
Voters must 
first be
come better 
informed 

1.Electoral 
support is 
greater 

2.Electoral 
support is 
less • 

3.No difference 

2. Yes ^ 

No 

% all 
eligible 
voters 
% all SPD 
voters 

Proportion 
is increas
ing 
Voters must 
first be
come better 
informed 

1.Electoral 
support is 
greater 

2.Electoral 
support is 
less 

3.No difference 

3. Yes ^ 

No 

% all 
eligible 
voters 
% all SPD 
voters 

Proportion 
is increas
ing 
Voters must 
first be
come better 
informed 

1.Electoral 
support is 
greater 

2.Electoral 
support is 
less 

3.No difference 

4. Yes ^ 

^No_^_ 

% all 
eligible 
voters 
% all SPD 
voters 

Proportion ' 
is increas
ing 
Voters must 
first be
come better 
informed 

1.Electoral 
support is 
greater 

2.Electoral 
support is 
less 

3.No difference 

5, Yes . 
—> 

No 

% all 
eligible 
voters 
% all SPD 
voters 

Proportion 
is increas
ing 
Voters must 
first be-
como hotter 
informed 

1.Electoral 
support is 
greater 

2.Electoral 
support is 
1  OBf l  

3.No difference 
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FORM J.l (Q. 23.b) 

% All voters 

0-10 11-20 21-301 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-W 

% All SPD voters 

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 



178 

FORM K (Q. 26) 

26.a) Completely i—i i—i i—i i—i j—i i—i i—i Fully 
disappointed >—» '—' '—• '—' •—' '—' •—' content 

26. b) Completely i—i i—i i—i i—i i—i i—> i—t Fully 
disappointed '—' '—' '—' '—I '—' '—< '—' content 
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