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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The topic of this study is a comparison of the two 
major West German political parties— the Christlich- 
Demokratischen Union (CDU) and the Sozialdemokratischen 
Partei Deutschlands (SPD). This chapter will provide a 
statement of the theoretical concerns involved in this com
parison, by reviewing the literature which relates to some 
aspects of party structure and organization to be studied. 
An attempt will be made to draw from that literature a 
framework for analysis Including certain tentative proposi
tions about relationships between variables. Operational 
definitions of terms used as well as a discussion of the 
data to be collected will also be Included.

Rather than macroanalytic comparison of whole poli
tical systems, we see the best hope for furthering the 
development of theory in comparative politics in what 
Sidney Verba has termed "the disciplined conflgurative 
approach."^ That Is, the relevant variables which account 
for a particular segment of a nation*s politics must be

^Sidney Verba, "Some Dilemmas in Comparative Re
search," World Politics, XX (October, 1967), 11^.

1
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explicated and put into such form that like factors in 
other countries can also be subsumed under the same head
ings. This requires some theoretical framework which de
lineates general factors, while at the same time, working 
within a single country allows for a fuller descriptive 
treatment of particular national characteristics.

In a recent article, J. LaPalombara reaffirmed the 
importance of systematic empirical research at the middle- 
range In comparative studies, selecting some partial seg
ment, such as parties, as the focus for analysis. He also 
called for renewed Interest In Western European politics 
where, despite their greater familiarity to American poli
tical scientists, there remain large lacunae In even basic

pdescriptive data about parties, legislatures, etc. In 
line with these recommendations, this study Is concerned 
not with party or party systems theory in toto but with the 
development of theory relating to certain aspects of poli
tical parties.

We are interested In comparing certain organizational 
features of the two West German parties— leadership charac
teristics, the internal distribution of power, and party 
policy processes. It is hoped that similarities and dif
ferences among them can be explained In terms of certain

2Joseph LaPalombara, "Macrotheories and Microappli
cations in Comparative Politics," Comparative Politics, I 
(October, 1968), 5^-62.
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national political system characteristics and other party 
factors. This perspective thus sees these organizational 
characteristics of parties as essentially dependent vari
ables, the structure and processes of party organization 
being dependent both upon certain features of the particu
lar national politics as well as on other factors unique to 
the party in question.

The focus in this research on party decision-making 
processes is not a particularly common one in the litera
ture. Many traditional democratic theorists do stress the 
importance of the political party as the formulator and 
transmitter to the public of alternative public policy 
formulas and goals. In this view, party competition for 
votes Is not sufficient In a democracy, but is made mean
ingful in democratic terms because the parties represent 
alternative policies and goals, and provide for public 
discussion and choice of these.3 Despite this emphasis 
however, as P. Engelmann has pointed out in his review of 
the literature on parties: "There is an apparent neglect
by stasiologlsts of intra-party processes that lead to the

^For a particularly strong statement of this view of 
the Importance of party policy-making to democratic theory, 
see Ernest Barker, Reflections on Government (Nev York: 
Oxford University Press, 195>&) , pp. 36-40. Giovanni Sar
tor i, In Democratic Theory (New York: Frederick A. Praeger,
1965), puts more emphasis on choice between leaders who are 
in turn committed to, or representatives of particular 
policies. See pp. 82-83.
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making of public p o l i c y . I t  Is to be hoped that the 
present study will go some small way to filling this gap in 
the literature and will suggest ways in which various sys
tem and party variables may influence the Internal policy
making processes in different parties. In this respect, 
this study fits in with the recent emphasis in the disci
pline on decision-making within political institutions as a 
theoretical focus of analysis.^

This is perhaps the appropriate point to look at how 
this perspective for research relates to certain other 
themes In the literature on political parties. One theme, 
sterming from the classic work by Michels, Is the relation
ship between party organization and Internal democracy.
While a full review and critique of Michels' Political 
Parties would not be relevant to our purposes here, the 
main themes of his analysis and how It differs from our 
perspective may be pointed out,

Michels, viewing party as a homogeneous group united 
by objective interests, uses data from the social-democratic 
parties of Europe to demonstrate the incompatibility of

^Frederick C. Engelmann, "A Critique of Recent Writ
ings on Political Parties," in Harry Eckstein and David 
Apter (eds.), Comparative Politics: A Reader (New York:
The Free Press, 19^3), p. 382.

5see, for example, LaPalombara, op. clt., pp. 72-73# 
where the author urges attention to decision-making In re
search on various West European institutions, Including 
parties.
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organization and "democracy"— thus the famous "Iron law of 
oligarchy." Concerned with the leadership's representation 
of the objective interests of the working class, Michels 
documents the obstacles to representation in large, bureau
cratic organizations. These obstacles lead in turn to the 
development of a leadership "oligarchy," unresponsive to 
the interests of the class it represents, controlling its 
own recruitment and turnover, and dominated by parliamentary 
representatives responsive to voters and not party members.^

While this study is also concerned with internal or
ganization, we will leave open the question of democracy and 
party. This issue, in any case, depends on whether one is 
considering the party's role in the larger society as well 
as internal party relationships. A party whose leaders 
were unresponsive to voters and controlled by a minority of 
actual members may not be considered democratic in the 
larger 3ense of its role in a democratic polity.

In addition, Michels' analysis posits technological, 
intellectual, and psychological aspects of leaders and mass 
as inevitably pushing parties toward oligarchy. Since 
these factors occur In all large parties (social-democratic 
ones being distinguished only by the fact that their doc
trine rejects these tendencies), Michels doesn't provide a

^Roberto Michels, Political Parties (New York:
Dover Publications, Inc.. 1933). passim.
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framework for explaining the differences between parties 
with respect to internal organizational dimensions. Nor 
does Michels consider the possible national characteristics 
as they may operate on party organization in a particular 
system.? Where Michels* work suggests possible relation
ships between various aspects of the political system and 
party organization, it may be useful to this study and will 
be considered in the appropriate sections in the literature 
review.

Two more recent works, in different ways, also elab
orate on Michels* theme of organization and democracy. 
Neither, as we shall see, provides a framework entirely 
appropriate for our research. It might be useful however 
to briefly consider their perspectives and how they relate 
to or differ from this study.

In his book, Political Parties, Samuel Eldersveld 
constructs an alternative to Michels* model of party or
ganization, based on four descriptive dimensions: clientele- 
orlentation, alliance of subcoalitions, stratarchy, and 
multiple career patterns.^ After testing this model's 
validity against the two local party organizations in Wayne

^For example, the political culture in Germany may 
have had an impact on the oligarchical features of the 
German Social Democrats.

^Samuel J. Eldersveld, Political Parties: A Behav
ioral toalysls (Chicago: Rand, McNally & Company, i$6*0,
pp. 5-li.
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County, Michigan, Eldersveld then looks at the relationship 
between these dimensions and certain aspects of the party 
as "an organizational system”— i.e., task group, communica
tions subsystem, and decisional group,^ Coming to conclu
sions quite unlike Michels, he sees parties as moderately 
inefficient organizations dominated by parochial concerns, 
having autonomous decision levels with reciprocal deference, 
open recruitment, and little leadership control over career 
mobility and turnover,

Eldersveld suggests the wide applicability of his 
model for the study of party organization in any democratic 
political system. However, there are substantive problems 
in applying it to the present study. One is the lack of 
consideration of the role of candidates and public offi
cials in the model. And despite the section on the party 
as a decisional system, there is no consideration of the 
way in which the party makes decisions on public policy 
stands.*0

In addition, despite references in the introduction 
to the relationship between party organization and politi
cal system factors, Eldersveldfs model does not explore 
these relationships, nor does it attempt to provide an

9lbld., pp. 333-^36.
*°In part, these omissions may be due to the study's 

restriction to local organization.
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explanation of differences between two parties In a similar 
environment.

We are In no position to explain satisfactorily 
why these differences exist. It seems highly 
probable that particular structures develop over 
time In a geographical area, with particularized 
political norms, ideological perspectives, opera
tional codes, and patterns of organizational re
lationships .1!

It is however precisely the relationship between such
"political norms, organizational patterns," etc., and the
differences between parties within one country with which
we are concerned in thi3 study.

There are also some procedural problems in applying 
Eldersveld*s framework. The model*s definitions are opera
tional ones, closely tied to the type of attltudinal-inter- 
view data which Eldersveld used. While this is definitely 
not a criticism, it makes it difficult to apply the con
cepts where, as in our case, different sorts of data are
to be used.

The other work on local organization and party 
democracy, Samuel Barnes* study of an Italian Socialist 
Federation, also Is an empirical attempt to clarify the

lxIbld., p. 533.
x^since we are unable to conduct the same type of 

intensive interview research, the adoption of these con
cepts would probably only serve to cloud theoretical con
sistency.
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Issues raised by Michels.^  Barnes defines internal demo
cracy as widespread influence on decision-making by those 
affected, and thus sees the key organizational factor 
promoting democracy a3 Independent communication channels 
within the party.3-1* The book itself however is not a study 
of the actual communication system and flows between units, 
nor of decision-making processes within the party and who 
participates, but rather an analysis of interview data on 
membership characteristics, attitudes, and participation. 
Party organization is only one of three aspects important 
in the study of internal democracy; the others are politi
cal participation and leadership.*5 The study is mainly 
concerned with the way in which members*and leaders* 
attitudes and competence affect participation. Barnes 
also suggests certain organizational and environmental 
variables which may limit or facilitate internal democracy: 
belief systems, party structure, and the party system.^

The focus of the Barnes book is thus both broader 
and narrower than that of this study. It is broader in the 
sense that it is concerned with factors beyond party or
ganization in relating political system and party variables

^Samuel H. Barnes, Party Democracy: Politics in an
Italian Socialist Federation (Mew Haven: Yale University
Press, 196?).

1]*Ibid., pp. 15-16. 15Ibld.
l6Ibid., pp. 215-24.
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to explain Internal democracy. It Is narrower In the sense 
that It Is concerned with one local unit of one party, 
whereas we hope by comparison of organizational features of 
two parties to be able to assess more clearly the relative 
Influence of system and party variables on those features. 
Suggestions In Barnes' work on the relationships between 
party structure and other variables will be discussed in 
the following sections of this review.

One of the more recent research frameworks to gain 
favor in comparative studies is the structural-functional 
approach. Unfortunately, in the literature on parties at 
least, this approach has yielded little more than cata
logues or lists of the various possible or actual functions 
which parties perform in different systems. In some re
spects, functionalism has provided a new vocabulary, but 
not a new theory on parties.1? The list of potential or 
actual party functions varies from author to author.
Sorauf states essentially five functions for political 
parties: voter mobilization, political socialization,
government organization, leadership recruitment, and policy 
expression. He suggests that the extent to which parties 
exercise these functions and the way they go about them are

good example of this failure to provide new 
theory is the book by Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner 
(eds.), Political Parties and Political Development (Prince
ton : Princeton University Press, 1966).
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what distinguish between different parties. He doesn’t 
however, specify what other variables may influence party 
differences in these respects.1® Further and varying lists 
of party functions have been suggested by other authors.1^

While this study will not employ functional language, 
at least two of the most frequently mentioned functions of 
parties and the variables that influence their performance 
are a part of the focus, i.e., leadership recruitment and 
party policy expression. Beyond this, J. Schlesinger has 
pointed out, in a recent article, that the answer to the 
question of functional for whom has an impact on the areas 
of party one studies. That is, those looking at the func
tions which parties perform for their members are more 
likely to be concerned with membership benefits and inter
nal organization and relationships. Those emphasizing 
party functions in the larger society are likely to ignore 
differences in internal structure and concentrate on 
parties as units and their relationship to other political

1®Frank J. Sorauf, Political Parties in the American 
System (Boston: Little, Brown fc Company, pp. 2-9.

^ F o r  example, Sigmund Neumann, in Modem Political 
Parties (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 195>6), pp.
^5-^21, lists four specific functions: organization of
public will, education of citizen, linking government and 
public opinions, and selection of leaders. He then goes on 
to discuss various possible classifications of parties 
based on other factors entirely.
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?0Institutions. In this study, we are concerned primarily 

with internal relationships as, however, they are affected 
and Influenced by both party-related and political system 
variables.

Literature Review
In reviewing the literature, we may begin by looking 

at those national political system variables most frequently 
suggested as influencing the organization and internal 
processes of political parties. What does the literature 
say about relationships between system variables and the 
party dimensions we are Interested in? Which factors are 
considered Important in explaining similarities in parties 
within one system? While a number of authors mention the 
importance of relating parties to their environment, there 
is less literature which specifically explores and re
searches this relationship.

The Eldersveld book does suggest essentially three 
kinds of variables which may Influence organizational 
dimensions of parties. These are the political environment 
(socio-economic conditions and the party system), the poli
tical culture and styles of activism, and the political 
history of an area. However, the book makes little attempt

20Joseph A. Schleslnger, "Political Party Organiza
tion," in James Q. March, Handbook of Organizations (Chi
cago: Rand McNally & Company, 19*>5), pp. 7b5-bb.
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21to actually specify or analyze these relationships.

A recent book by Prank Sorauf, Political Parties In 
the American System, goes much further In suggesting the 
dimensions of the political system relevant to party char
acteristics. Although It doesn't provide an actual theory 
which specifies these relationships, It suggests the basic 
variables Important to such a theory and gives examples 
from American parties. Sorauf considers certain aspects of 
a party's environment Important Influences on party struc
ture and functions. Basically, these are the constitutional 
arrangements such as form of government Institutions and 
areal distribution of power, socio-economic characteristics 
and Institutions, electoral laws and legal regulations of 
parties, and political culture-including general attitudes 
about politics, parties, and politicians.22 He suggests 
that differences in these variables should be reflected in 
differences in party structure, although he doesn't consider 
explanations for differences between parties in the same

21Eldersveld, op. clt., pp. 12-13. One section does 
speculate about historical events surrounding the decision 
to participate, and there is a brief discussion of the pos
sible Influence of competitive position on recruitment of 
members, but this Is all.

22Sorauf, op. clt.. pp. 15*1-55* also pp. 136-39.
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environment.2  ̂ In the next section, we will consider how 
certain factors having differential impacts on different 
parties may be added to the system variables to help explain 
intra-system differences as well as similarities.

Summarizing then, there appear to be two major sys
tem variables which operate similarly on party organizations 
within a system. These are the constitutional-legal ar
rangements (which would include types of governmental sys
tems, and electoral and regulatory laws), and the political 
culture. The other major factor mentioned— socio-economic 
characteristics— will be considered in a later section as 
one of those party related variables which have differential 
impacts on parties within the same system.

Some of the relationships between these system vari
ables and party organization have been explored in the 
literature on specific parties. Within the range of con
stitutional-legal arrangements, for example, the impact of 
the institutional arrangement has been most clearly exam
ined with regard to British parties, particularly in

ohMcKenzie*s work. McKenzie's thesis, developed from a 
historical analysis of individual leaders in the Conserva
tive and Labor parties, is that, "The most important

2^R. T. McKenzie, British Political Parties (New 
York: Frederick A. Praeger, 19b1*J. See also, Samuel Beer,
"Great Britain: From Governing Elite to Organized Mass
Parties," in Neumann, op. clt.. pp. 9-57.
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conditioning influence on the internal life of any British 
political party is the fact that it is either responsible 
for the government of the country or has a reasonable pros
pect of winning such responsibility,"25 His analysis thus 
suggests a relationship between a two-party parliamentary 
system, and strong parliamentary party leadership without 
mass membership control within the parties. In turn, a 
different constitutional arrangement, holding other factors 
constant, may lead to a different internal power distribu
tion in a country^ parties.

Another aspect of the constitutional-legal dimension 
mentioned in the literature is the Impact of federalism v. 
unitary government on party organization. Epstein, in his 
book on Western European parties, discusses the effect of 
federalism as an aspect of what he terms developmental cir
cumstances. As with other authors, he sees federalism as 
providing an organizational basis for countering the cen
tralizing pressures of m o d e m  government in the structure 
of political parties.

A third aspect of the constitutional-legal dimension

25Ibid., p. v.
2^Leon D. Epstein, Political Parties in Western 

Democracies (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1967), pp.
3l-32. Books on American parties, of course, often mention 
the importance of federalism in explaining their decentral
ized character. For example, see Sorauf, op. clt.. p. ^0.
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is electoral laws and regulations. Most of the literature 
on the subject Is concerned primarily with their Impact on 
the party system rather than on Internal party organiza
tion, with the exception of specific studies on the unique 
American primary system and its relationship to party or
ganization. 27 One of the few studies which does look at an 
electoral system*s Influence on internal organization is 
the work done by Zariski on Italian parties. He suggests 
a number of variables which may influence the degree of in
ternal factionalism in political parties, among them pro
portional representation, district size, and ballot struc
ture. 28

Political culture, as a system variable, has received 
more attention lately in explanations in comparative studies, 
particularly since the publication of Almond and Verba*s The 
Civic Culture. They define political culture as "the speci
fically political orientations— attitudes toward the poli
tical system and its various parts, and attitudes toward

27A recent book by Douglas Rae, The Political Con
sequences of Electoral Laws (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 19£>7)» relates differences In ballot structure, 
district size, and election formulas to the type of com
petitive party system, pp. 15-48. The book provides a 
useful classification of electoral systems, but doesn’t 
consider their relationship to party organization.

2^Raphael Zariski, "Party Factions and Comparative 
Politics: Some Preliminary Observations," Midwest Journal
of Political Science. IV (February, I960), <11-4*1. He sug
gests that minority factions flourish with a p.r. system 
with small districts and preferential ballots.
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the role of the self In the system,"29 perhaps the book by 
Samuel Beer, British Parties In the Collectivist Age, Is 
the most explicit attempt to explore the relationship be
tween political culture and party organization. Beer 
stresses the Importance of attitudes towards leadership, 
consensus or support for the governmental system, notions 
of governmental responsibility, and prevailing theories of 
representation as influences on the politics of an era.
He discusses the way in which current British attitudes in 
these areas influence party organization and processes of
decision-making.30

Hopefully, these brief suggestions in the literature 
on the relationship between system variables and party or
ganization may be useful in the final section of th^s 
chapter. There we will attempt to draw up some list of 
tentative hypotheses about those factors in the West 
German political environment likely to influence German 
party organizations in a similar direction. Comparison 
however involves the attempt to explain differences as well

29Qabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Cul
ture (Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1965), p. 12.

30samuel Beer, British Politics in the Collectivist 
Age (New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 1966). p . x and passim.
Barnes, op. clt.. pp. 215-24, also lists belief systems, 
i.e., attitudes toward systems of power— democracy, social
ism, and traditional values, as factors which may facili
tate or limit internal party democracy.
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as similarities. Therefore, we muBt now look at what the 
literature has to say about factors having a differential 
Impact on parties within the same system, i.e., those that 
may Influence party organizations In different directions.

Of the party-related variables influencing party 
organizations, the one most frequently considered in the 
literature, and listed above by Sorauf and others as a 
system variable is socio-economic conditions— that is, the 
economic and class structure and attitudes of a society.
With respect to party organization, this variable is usually 
viewed in terms of class differences in party membership 
and adherents, and the different relationships of socio
economic g1*0ups to different parties. It thus appears to 
be a variable having a differential impact on parties with
in a system.

Although not usually considered from this perspec
tive, the most extensive discussion of class differences 
and their influence on party organization appears in 
Duverger's Political Parties. As Wildavsky suggests in his 
excellent critique of the book, Duverger appears to reject 
outside factors to explain party organization, relying on 
structural political variables for his explanatory factors. 
However, implicit throughout the book is the notion that a 
single key factor is responsible for his types of party
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organization— i .e., social class behavior,3^

Duverger enumerates and discusses several clusters 
of factors which comprise three basic types of party: two
working-class and one middle-class. Using an evolutionary 
analysis characteristic of his work, he sees the develop
ment first of middle-class conservative, then working-class 
socialist, and finally communist type parties.32 Thus he 
provides three party types related to class, with a cluster 
of associated organizational variables. Aside from the 
communist variety, there are small, middle-class parties, 
and mass working-class parties. The middle-class parties, 
organized around the caucus form, are decentralized, with 
weak discipline and oligarchic leadership, while the 
working-class parties are organized on a branch basis, are 
strongly disciplined, and centralized, with oligarchic 
leadership.33 class factors for Duverger determine the 
basic units— caucus or branch, and these in turn basically 
determine the other organizational characteristics such as

31Aai*on B. Wlldavsky, "A Methodological Critique of 
Duverger*s 'Political Parties*M in Eckstein and Apter, op. 
cit., p. 370.

^^Maurice Duverger, Political Parties (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1963). Book I. passim, and pp. 423-426.

33As is clear from the list, class membership 
doesn't determine the Internal power distribution. Duver
ger agrees with Michels that all parties are oligarchic.
He does, however, cite certain factors which may determine 
who belongs to the oligarchy, op. cit.. pp. 151-57.
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centralization and discipline.34 As Wildavsky suggests In 
his critique, the utility of Duverger's general classifi
cations is somewhat doubtful, since few parties fit in all 
respects his typology.35 yet his implicit reliance on class 
factors as determining influences is also reflected in 
other literature on parties.

Epstein, for example, devotes considerable attention 
to the development of working-class parties.3® He sees 
mass membership as the main differentiating characteristic 
between working-class and other parties. However, he 
doesn’t suggest any relationships between class membership 
and other party organizational characteristics.

The group ties dependent upon the class character of 
a party have also been mentioned by a number of authors as 
significantly affecting party organization.37 Thus a

3^lbid., pp. 1-35, 46, 59-60, 63-67.
35wildavsky, op. cit.. pp. 371-72.
3<>Epstein, op. cit., pp. 163-66. The discussion is 

mainly directed toward refuting Duverger*s notion of their 
evolutionary modernity. He suggests that the original rela
tionship between mobilization of a class and mass membership 
organization is being diluted as working-class attitudes and 
numbers decline, and that these parties may come to resemble 
more closely the caucus type organizations of older parties.

37por example, Beer's book, op. cit.. pp. 240-42, 
has some interesting suggestions about therole of unions 
in party organization, and their influence on factionalism 
and policy disputes. Clearly the union affiliations of the 
British Labour Party were a significant factor for unity 
despite deep policy conflicts. For some other comments 
about group ties, see also Epstein, op. cit., p. 166,
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party*s relationships with various socio-economic groups 
may be considered another aspect of the socio-economic 
variable. Both Chalmers (In his book on the German SPD) 
and Barnes suggest that the group ties which a party main
tains are a general factor influencing organization.
Chalmers suggests that both control of, and the nature of 
a party*s policy process will vary with the degree of ties 
to or Independence from external groups,3® Barnes makes 
the somewhat different point that the extent of organiza
tional relationships with external groups will influence 
party factionalism— alternative organizations providing a 
structural basis for internal opposition.39

Another variable possibly having a differential 
impact upon party organization is the party system Itself 
as it is reflected in the respective competitive positions—  
electoral and governmental— of parties within a system.
Thus a party*s percentage of votes over a period of elec
tions (nationally and locally), and its percentage of seats 
in the legislature and position in or out of government 
may have an effect on a number of organizational charac
teristics, as well as on the control and substance of 
party policy.

3®Douglas A. Chalmers, The Social Democratic Party 
of Germany (Mew Haven: Yale University Press, 196^)» p.

39aames, op. cit.. p. 252.



www.manaraa.com

22

The McKenzie book on British parties points to the 
impact of government/opposition status on leadership charac
teristics and participation in party policy-making. The 
book has a rather narrow scope, being concerned chiefly 
with the single top leader in each party, but it does illus
trate the probable relationship between governmental posi
tion and the participation of various party elements and 
their control over party policy.**0 His discussion of this 
relationship is obviously tied to the particular nature of 
the British party and governmental system, but competitive 
position— in or out of government— may be considered a
general variable to be explored for its Impact on party

illorganization in other systems as well. *
As for competitive position in the electoral sense, 

various authors have commented on its Impact on a number of 
party characteristics. Thus, J. Sellgman, in an article 
on leadership recruitment, argues that the larger the com
petitive gap between majority and minority parties, the 
more likely the minority party is to recruit leaders skilled 
in opposition, but lacking executive experience. Close

**°McKenzie, op. cit.. passim.
^ I n  more general terms, Michels and others have 

noted that being in a government Increases the power of 
m.p.*s in the policy process whereas opposition increases 
the Influence of ideologically oriented party bureaucrats. 
Michels, op. cit.. p. 212.
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competition, on the other hand, Is likely to Increase the 
desirability of political careers and thus affect leader
ship mobility and turnover.^2 In addition, Zarlski, defin
ing the dominant party In electoral competitive terms, 
suggests that electoral dominance over a period of time is 
related to the emergence of party factionalism. This is so 
because as a consequence of attaining dominance, a party 
must Increase the number of diverse elements contained 
within it.**^

As to party policy-making control, J. Schlesinger 
has also argued that close electoral competition increases 
the dominance of office-holders or office-seekers within a 
party; parties in favorable competitive positions being

ii lidominated by these leaders. Actually, Schlesinger has

^2Lester G. Seligman, "Political Parties and the Re
cruitment of Political Leadership," in Lewis Edlnger (ed.), 
Political Leadership in Industrialized Societies (New York: 
John WITey r~Sons, Inc., 1967), PP- 301-ffg.-----

^^zariski, op. cit.. p. *15. Also, Zariski, "Intra- 
party Conflict in a borainant Party: The Experience of
Italian Christian Democracy," Journal of Politics , XXVII 
(February, 1965), 20, 2*1-25,

^Schlesinger, op. cit.. p. 767. In an article con
cerned primarily with party policy content, Kirchheimer has 
implied much the same thing. He argues that close competi
tion leads to renewed efforts to attract votes. Therefore, 
party office-seekers are able to change party policy In the 
direction of moderating differences with opponents, "The 
Transformation of the Western European Party Systems," in 
LaPalombara and Weiner, op. cit.. pp. 188-90.
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attempted to develop a model of party organization which 
interrelates a number of variables, including competitive 
position, which we have been considering separately in this 
review. He proposes a concept— structure of opportunities—  

and relates it to the leadership characteristics of several 
parties, "Structure of opportunities" comprises "the 
various rules, formal and informal, which define the routes 
of political advancement, as well as the party system which 
defines the relative chances of each party to gain office,
• • ."^5 Thus he appears to combine in one concept several 
variables: the organizational structure of government,
electoral arrangements, and the competitive positions of 
parties within a system.

Operationalizing this, however, as the available 
legislative seats in a country over a period of elections, 
he is unable to explain differences in party organizations 
based on such leadership characteristics as age at first 
election and prior office-holding, both of which he con
siders important indications of leadership control of re
cruitment and office-holders' dominance in a p a r t y , P e r 
haps this is due to the fact that he must omit relative

^schlesinger, "Political Careers and Party Leader
ship," in Edinger, op. cit.. p. 267.

it6Ibid., pp. 269-93.
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competitive positions of parties when constructing an op
portunity rate for an entire system. Possibly a separate 
assessment of the influence of competitive position may be 
necessary to account for the party career differences he 
finds but cannot explain.

Party doctrine is a final party-related variable 
which may help explain party organizational differences.
We use the term "doctrine" to distinguish these beliefs 
and attitudes from party ideology which is directed towards 
external society and the party's view of it. Party doc
trine refers to the accepted beliefs and attitudes within 
a party about who should participate in and control the 
party organization and party policy-making. Beer's book 
on British parties provides a good example of the way in 
which changing party attitudes towards leadership and 
policy-making may affect the actual internal power distri
bution and other organizational features.

In sunmary of this section, the literature on parties 
suggests three variables which are related to individual 
parties within a system and which may help explain party 
organization differences: socio-economic characteristics

^7Beer, op. cit.. passim. See also Barnes, op. cit., 
pp. 522-28, where Barnes suggests the general importance of 
attitudes towards party organization as they influence mem
bership participation and thus leadership control of policy.
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and relationships, electoral and governmental competitive 
position, and party doctrine. We now turn to a review of 
the literature from a different perspective. How have 
various authors conceptualized the organizational dimensions 
of the political party, particularly such aspects as power 
distribution and leadership characteristics? What vari
ables— the ones considered above, or others— have been used 
in explaining party variations in organization?

There are a variety of ways in which authors may 
categorize the complex of relationships between leaders and 
followers in a political party. Neumann, in Political Par
ties , suggests several dimensions to be investigated: mem
bership characteristics, size of organization, strength of
central party authorities in relation to number of functions

liftperformed, and leadership fluctuation and turnover. °
Stated somewhat differently, we see four aspects of organi
zation: candidate selection, leadership career patterns
and characteristics, factionalism, and party policy-making 
processes, as particularly relevant to an understanding of 
party organizational relationships and power distribution. 
What does the literature say about these dimensions?

Involved in considering a party's process of candi
date selection are such questions as who controls, what

^Neumann, op. cit., pp. 408-10.
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procedures are used, and what criteria or characteristics 
predominate in those selected? This organizational dimen
sion of parties is frequently discussed in the literature 
primarily in terms of whether control of the selection pro
cess is exercised locally or nationally.^9 Epstein suggests 
that it is a country's electoral system which sets limiting 
conditions to the degree of local control. Thus countries 
with proportional representation and large multi-member con
stituencies cannot have as much local control as those with 
small single-member districts.

Seligman suggests three types of selection process: 
interest group allocation, devolution to local branches, 
and centralized selection, and relates these to some of the 
system and party variables we considered above. He identi
fies four factors related to these types: the electoral
system, the political structure (unitary or federal), group 
relationships to parties, and party ideology. The elec
toral system and the political structure set limitB to the 
amount of decentralization possible, while the extent of 
group ties determines whether a party becomes a broad front

^Duverger, op. cit., pp. 355-60, indicates that the 
key issue is local v. central control; however, he doesn't 
provide any explanation for variations in control in dif
ferent parties*

50Epstein, op. cit.. p. 225*
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for the legitimation of group efforts. Party Ideology and 
doctrine may operate in two ways to influence the selection 
process: an explicit ideology may make candidate conformity
crucial and Justify central control, or party doctrine may 
stress broad membership participation in the selection pro
cess, thus limiting the central authorities.51

Some of the other system and party variables dis
cussed above may also influence a party's selection process. 
For example, the political culture, as well as a party's 
competitive position may affect the desirability of poli
tical careers and thus, the range of individuals available 
for nomination and a party’s degree of choice in their 
selection.

The leadership career patterns and characteristics 
of a political party is an important organizational dimen
sion and one which may also have an Impact on the party’s 
role in the polity. Leadership mobility and turnover may 
be decisive in determining a party's flexibility and re
sponsiveness to new political iscues. In addition, a 
party's ability to provide for smooth transition and suc
cession of leaders may play a role In the overall legiti
mation of the political system.52

53-selIgman, op. cit., pp. 310-12.
^^LaPalombara and Weiner, op. cit., p. 411,
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There are a number of ways of looking at the career 

patterns and leadership characteristics in political par
ties. 53 The Schlesinger article mentioned above attempts 
to provide a typology based on certain aspects of the 
party's elected officials' career patterns. He places 
parties in one of four quadrants based on the percentage 
of party representatives elected for the first time before 
age forty-five, and the percentage with recent political 
office prior to election.5** Parties characterized by ear
lier ages of entry and less prior office-holding are 
hierarchic and legislative which indicates that recruitment 
is highly controlled and leadership develops largely within 
the national legislature. The opposite type, older age at 
entry and more prior office experience is also character
ized as hierarchic, but leadership develops prior to the 
legislature at lower governmental levels. The third type, 
earlier age, and more office experience, are seen as open 
parties where office-holders can use their influence to 
advance at an early age. Finally, there are parties

53Eldersveld, for example, op. cit.. pp. 1^10-1(2, 
118-76, studies career origins and mobility in terms of 
motivational analysis. He characterizes careers in terms 
of initial motivations to participate, but doesn't consider 
factors influencing party differences in this regard.

^Schlesinger, "Political Careers . . . op. cit.,
pp. 277-81.
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characterized by older age and less prior experience which 
Schlesinger suggests are best seen as open In recruitment, 
but dominated by non-party g r o u p s . 55 Unfortunately, Schles
inger does not clearly relate these types to the system and 
party variables he Includes in his notion of opportunity 
structures.

Other authors have concentrated more on the ques
tions of selection, mobility, and turnover of internal 
party officials or bureaucrats. ^  Duverger accepts Michels* 
notion that oligarchy is inevitable and also relies on 
psychological factors such as mass respect for age and 
authority as explanations. He distinguishes between central 
approval of nominations to the leadership, and its absence, 
but doesn*t consider explanations for party differences in
this respect.57

Duverger does suggest three factors which may

55ibid., pp. 281-84. While one might quarrel with 
the interpretation of these patterns; for example, the first 
type might indicate dominance by party bureaucrats rather 
than legislators, the measures do have some utility as in
dicators of career patterns.

^Michels, of course, cites a variety of psycholog
ical and technological reasons why leaders remain in office 
for extended periods despite frequent elections. Because 
it is the result, which is similar in all parties, i.e., 
oligarchy, that Interests him, he doesn't consider possible 
explanations for leadership variations in different parties. 
Op. cit.. p. 93-105.

57puverger, op. cit.. pp. 135, 141-45.
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Influence leadership turnover rates as measured by the 
average age of party leaders, One Is the class composition 
of the party. Working-class parties must train their own 
political leaders first, unlike middle-class parties where 
the members* educational attainments allow them to recruit 
directly into the leadership at younger ages. A second 
factor is the degree of party centralization. More centrali
zation makes possible the establishment of training schools 
and formal procedures for the replacement of leaders, where
as in decentralized parties, replacement is likely to be the 
result of exceptional circumstances. Finally, parties 
whose organization includes research and staff groups pro
vide more opportunities for early advancement to positions 
of influence through these bodies.8®

McKenzie*s thorough historical analysis of British 
political party leaders is also concerned with the question 
of careers. However, it is limited to the narrower ques
tion of the power of the top leader.59 Yet his work does 
suggest certain Issues Important in studying all top lead
ership positions, such as the formal party requirements, 
the leadership*s responsibility for programs, and its re
lationship to parliamentary members, mass organization, and

58Ibid.. pp. 161-68.
59McKenzie, op. cit., passim.
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the party bureaucracy.

The question of factionalism within a political party 
is also relevant to our concern for the complex of relation
ships between leaders and followers. The causes of factions 
have been located in a number of factors. Duverger, for 
example, lists: regionalism, ideology, and socio-economic
differences as sources of intra-party disputes.^0 He sug
gests that regional, and/or socio-economic factions within 
a party contribute to the decentralization of policy-making. 
The national party decision process becomes one of combin
ing positions taken elsewhere. Ideological factionalism, 
on the other hand, stimulates fuller policy discussion and 
broader decisions at the top levels of a party.^1

Zariski has also analyzed this aspect of party or
ganization. He defines faction as "any intra-party com
bination, clique, or grouping whose members share a sense 
of common identity and common purpose and are organized to 
act collectively— as a distinct bloc within the party."62 
The dimensions of factionalism Include: continuity, co
hesion, scope of organization, number, mode of settlement

60Duverger, op. cit., pp. 53-56. Michels includes 
among the reasons for leadership disputes status rivalries, 
generational disputes, socio-economic differences, special 
functional claims, and ideological differences, op. cit.» 
pp. 165-67. See also, Seligman, op. cit., p. 29o.

^Duverger, op. cit.. p. 56.
®2Zariski, "Party Pactions . . . op. cit.. p. 33.
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of disputes, and factional raison d'etre. Different types 
of raison d'etre produce the different types of factions. 
There are factions united on: shared values regarding party
policy, strategic conceptions, common material Interests, 
origins or functions, or personal or local cliques.^3 
Based on his study of the Italian Christian Democrats, he 
relates personal/local factions to dominant competitive 
position. The degree of factionalism may also affect the 
type of party leadership— the more factionally divided a 
party, the more likely its leaders will practice a "broker 
style" in an attempt to negotiate disputes and maintain 
unity.^

Factions frequently manifest themselves in disputes 
over party policy decisions and have an influence on the 
exercise of authority by the party leadership. This leads 
to a consideration of the way in which parties make deci
sions. How does the literature characterize the dimensions 
of the party policy process? How is this process related 
to the other system and party variables we have reviewed?

Whether it is considered a primary function or not,

63ibid., pp. 3*1-35.
^Zariski, "Intraparty Conflict . . . op. cit., 

p. 33. Peter H. Merkl, "Equilibrium, Structure of Inter- 
ests and Leadership," The American Political Science Review. 
LVI (September, 1962), b;i», also makes this point with re- 
spect to Adenauer's leadership of the CDU.
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all parties must make some decisions concerning their posi
tion on political issues, and can thus be viewed as policy
makers.^ This viewpoint involves questions of the parti
cipants in party policy-making, the origin of initiatives 
in party policy, the extent and direction of intelligence 
and information activities, and discipline regarding deci
sions taken. In reviewing the literature, we shall look at 
how these aspects of party policy process have been charac
terized and related to other variables.

The main question in the literature has usually been 
whether party policy decisions are made by the organiza
tional bureaucrats outside government, or by the elected 
public officials who are party leaders.66 The focus is not 
the process itself, but who are the most powerful partici
pants in decision-making. This is the major concern of both 
Michels and Duverger. Because of conditions of tenure (out
side organizational control), public prestige due to their 
official role, and technical devices such as membership on 
policy organs, Michels believes that the party parliamen
tarians will be able to assert control over the party*s

^^Epstein, op. cit., p. 264.
66see, for example, Avery Leiserson, Parties and 

Politics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1958), pp. <!09-l*>*
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policy decisions. ^  Although Duverger makes no direct men
tion of policy deliberations, this is implicit in his dis
cussion of leadership* Unlike Michels, he sees a trend 
towards control of the parliamentary representatives by the 
central organs of the external membership.

Following his usual evolutionary analysis, Duverger 
sees three possible stages in the relationship between party 
legislators and bureaucrats: representatives control exter
nal organization, equilibrium, and external organization 
controls representatives. Each stage corresponds to a type 
of party. Thus, parliamentary domination coincides with 
weak, decentralized middle-class parties where the m.p.*s 
control the executive committee and there is a lack of or
ganizational bureaucracy to challenge their dominance* 
British parties are an exception which Duverger explains by 
reference to the internal discipline of the parliamentary 
group which insures its control.*>9 ^ e  equilibrium stage—

^Michels, op. cit.» pp* 136-39* This is objection
able in his view because it means greater concern for party 
policy positions with electoral appeal than for those ad
vancing objective class interests.

^®Duverger, op. cit.. pp. 90-96.
69ibld. , pp. 183-88. McKenzie, op. cit., details the 

parliamentary parties* control of party policy in Britain*
He analyzes leadership control in relation to other party 
organs and officials by looking at the historical succession 
of leaders and their control of the external organization. 
Parliamentary party dominance is attributed to the features 
of the constitutional system and the close competition of 
the two parties.
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a balance of power between the two groups of leaders— Is 
found in working-class parties with large members and strong 
organization. Voting discipline imposed by the external 
organization and the establishment of research groups in
creases bureaucratic influence, but this is balanced by 
the m.p^s* prestige, financial independence, and control 
over their own renomination. The third stage— external 
organization controls the representatives— is found only in 
Communist and Fascist parties with exceptionally strong or
ganization. The financial dependence of deputies and or
ganization control of nomination gives the party bureaucrats 
the upper hand.71 As we have seen before, in discussing 
Duverger, the type of party organization, in turn dependent 
on social class, determines also this question of leadership 
control of party decision-making.72

One theme which is found in many of these discussions 
of participation in the party policy process is the poten
tial for conflict between electoral considerations and

7°Ibid., pp. 190-96.
71Ibld., pp. 198-99.
72This argument finds some support in Epstein, op. 

cit., pp. 289-90, 309-13* which suggests that differences 
in party doctrine and ideology related to social class in
fluence party policy processes. Thus working-class social
ist parties, committed to a movement for social reform, are 
more likely to give a role to the external membership than 
conservative middle-class parties.
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programmatic policy g o a l s . o t t o  Kirchheimer discussed 
this in an article on trends in Western European parties.
He saw a trend towards the "catch-all party," one with a 
declining interest in programmatic and ideological concerns, 
and a concentration on electoral activity and bidding for 
votes.^ In part, he attributed this to changing socio
economic conditions in these societies, which allow par
ties to appeal to all groups instead of being restricted to 
one class. The advent of the "welfare state" also reduced 
the number of Issues on which distinctive party positions 
could be based. In turn, this development in party policy 
may strengthen the top leadership and Increase the party's 
receptivity to interest group Involvement.75 Implicit in 
this and other discussions is the notion that those most 
likely to be affected by electoral considerations, I.e., 
the elected officials, dominate the policy process within 
the party.

73see, for example, Sorauf, op. cit., p. 70. Barnes, 
op. cit. . p. 12, 158, also sees Ideological goals as sources 
of conflict within the leadership, although unlike some 
authors, he doesn't see electoral considerations necessarily 
predominat ing.

7^Kirchheimer, op. cit., pp. 184-87.
75jbid., pp. 190-98. It Is interesting to note that 

Michels saw something of the same trend towards lack of 
concern with doctrinal goals and the development of vague 
programs to appeal for votes. He, however, attributed this 
to the party's acceptance within the system, and the inter
nal pressures of bureaucratization, op. cit.. pp. 366-75*
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This assumption about the key participants in policy 

decisions is explicit in A. Downs1 book on parties* His 
model as a whole is not particularly relevant to our topic 
since it is concerned with parties as homogeneous units 
acting on the electorate.^ However, certain aspects of 
his analysis, in which he considers party policy and 
ideology, are of interest. Both governing and opposition 
parties in Downs1 scheme adopt policies solely on the basl3 
of their potential for winning votes. Thus competitive
position and goals are crucial to party policy making. ^
Yet uncertainty in the real world about voter preferences
makes possible the development of party ideologies. These
are likely to remain consistent over time in order to main
tain a rational party image with the voters. Thus, winning 
elections may come in conflict with ideological positions 
institutionally rooted and slow to adapt to changing cir
cumstances .7® One should note however that this conflict 
is not tied, in Downs' analysis, to different leadership 
groups, since he views the leadership as united on elec
toral goals.

Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1957), p. 25.

?7Ibid.* pp. 5^-63*
78lbid., pp. 96-113.
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In various ways, other studies also point to the in

fluence of competitive position on policy-making, and in 
particular, to the importance of electoral success or defeat 
in determining changes in party policy. Schlesinger has 
suggested a connection between competitive position, ten
ure, and leadership control of policy. Those parties in a 
favorable competitive position are able to maintain in of
fice elected officials who thereby have a better vantage 
point in competing with the external organization for con
trol of party policy-making,^

Eldersveld also has some interesting findings with 
respect to ideological distinctiveness and competitive 
position. In the more closely competitive districts In 
his study, the parties articulated more Ideological dif
ferences, whereas in noncompetitive areas, the minority

finparty moderated its views. This suggests that as com
petitiveness increases, so does ideological distinctiveness. 
In both cases, it implies changes in party positions are a 
result of calculations of electoral chances. Depending on 
the definition of close competition, this finding may

^^Schlesinger, "Political Party Organization," op. 
cit., p. 778. Both Beer, op. cit.. pp. 59*1-631* and 
McKenzie, op. cit.. passim, also note the use of the elec
toral status of the party by elected leaders to secure 
changes in policy necessary to gain more votes.

®°Eldersveld, op. cit.. pp. 203-05.
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complement those authors who implicitly or explicitly see 
competition resulting in decreasing differences in ideolog
ical distinctiveness in European party systems.

This theme is found particularly in the writings on 
f,the end of ideology." While a detailed review of the 
extensive literature on this subject is not necessary here, 
the arguments by two of the authors in this group, Lipset

Q-land Dahrendorf, do have some relevance to our concerns. 
They suggest that the advent of the welfare state and de
creased class distinctions have resulted in a decline in 
differences in the appeals and programs of various parties 
in Western Europe. Competition remains, but not in terms

Q pof distinctive ideologies. There appear to be two as
sumptions underlying this argument (both of which are found 
elsewhere in the literature on parties): one, that elected
officials most concerned with votes control party policy 
decisions; and two, that increased competition results in 
lessening ideological differences. Taking into account 
these assumptions, this suggests that there are intervening

BlRalf Dahrendorf, "Recent Changes in the Class 
Structure of European Societies," in Stephen R. Qraubard,
A Mew Europe? (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963)* PP*
291-336. Seymour M. Lipset, "The Changing Class Structure 
and Contemporary European Politics," in Qraubard, op. cit.. 
PP. 337-69.

O p^Dahrendorf, op. cit.» pp. 330-45; and Lipset, op. 
cit.. pp. 360-62.
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variables which may affect the relationship between changing 
socio-economic conditions and "the end of Ideology" as ex
pressed In party decisions and party platforms. These In
tervening factors are who controls policy within the party, 
I.e., whether office-seekers In fact dominate over Ideo
logues, and the competitive positions of the parties In the 
system.

A number of other system and party-related variables 
are briefly mentioned in the literature as influences on a 
party's policy process. Issue area, for example, may be 
related to the question of who participates in party policy
making. Daalder has suggested that leadership control over 
policy is related to the specific policy issue involved. 
Voter, and particularly, member attitudes are likely to be 
much more salient on some Issues (possibly bread and butter 
economic ones), and therefore would have to be given more 
consideration by the l e a d e r s . i n  addition, Beer's analy
sis of British parties suggests that issue consensus within 
a party allows broad participation in policy, while main
taining strong leadership. On the other hand, issue con
flicts and factions dividing leaders as well as party mem
bers may force elected leaders to attempt to dominate the

^^Hans Daalder, "Parties, Elites, and Political De
velopments In Western Europe," in LaPalombara and Weiner, 
op. cit. . pp. 70-71.
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policy area and restrict participation in policy deci
sions .

Party doctrine and a system's political culture may 
also have an impact on the party policy process. Member
ship expectations and attitudes about participation in the 
process, and about party unity and voting discipline are 
important here.®^ Although there is not much direct dis
cussion of it in the literature, general cultural attitudes, 
such as those towards expertise and the role of experts, 
may also influence such aspects of the process as partici- 
pation and policy initiative.00

Theoretical Framework
We are concerned with comparing the two major party 

organizations in West Germany with respect to four organi
zational dimensions: procedures of candidate selection,
leadership characteristics, factionalism, and internal 
policy-making processes. The above review of the litera
ture suggests that in explaining similarities and

8**Beer, op. cit. . pp. 33-68, 153-87.
®^Much of the British literature discusses this.

See Ibid.; and McKenzie, op. cit. Michels also discusses 
the use of unity and discipline to retain policy control, 
op. cit.. pp. 169-77. See also, Sorauf, op. cit.. p. 113.

®^The question of who Initiates policy may also be 
related to the extent of external group relationships of a 
party. See Epstein, op. cit.. pp. 280-94.
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differences between the two parties on these dimensions, we 
should take into account certain system and party-related 
variables. The system variables which, operating on both 
parties, might explain similarities are the constitutional- 
electoral arrangements and the country’s political culture. 
Those variables related to particular parties and having a 
differential impact, which might help explain party dif
ferences, are socio-economic characteristics, competitive 
position, and party doctrine. It is clear that these ex
planatory variables themselves may be Interrelated, federal
ism, for example, providing the possibility of alternative

87competitive positions at different levels of government. 
However, in the following statement of our framework we 
will treat these as separately operating variables.

In looking at the organizational characteristics of 
the two German parties, we shall be concerned with the 
period from the 1953 elections to the 1969 elections. This 
allows us to look at the leadership shifts and policy 
changes which took place in the SPD in the late 1950’s 
after the death of Schumacher, the party's post-war founder. 
For purposes of comparison, the CDU analysis will cover the

8?Thus the German SPD Is in a better competitive 
position, in fact a majority position frequently, at the 
Land level, while remaining the opposition party at the 
national level until a few years ago when the coalition 
was formed.
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same time period. The CDU's initial leadership succession 
did not take place until Adenauer*s retirement in the early 
1960*8,^® Using this time span also allows us to include 
a dynamic element in the analysis, since we will be able to 
consider changes over this period of time in some of the 
variables, particularly socio-economic characteristic? and 
competitive position. The SPD, for example, entered the 
government for the first time in the I960*s. Also, in the 
earlier period, approximately 1946-1953, the West German 
parties were in the unique position of determining to a 
considerable extent such system factors as the constitu
tional-electoral arrangements. By focusing on the parties 
after the founding of the Federal Republic, we are able 
to look more clearly at how these factors in turn influenced 
the on-going party organizations.

We might make some comment here about information 
sources on the system and party-related variables. Con
stitutional-electoral arrangements, party competitive 
positions, and socio-economic characteristics are readily 
available from a number of secondary sources. Both govern
ment documents and private studies are obtainable on such

88rhe only previous analysis of the CDU organization, 
Arnold J. Heidenheimer, Adenauer and the CPU (The Hague: 
Martlnus Nijhoff, i960) has only a brief section on the 
1950*8, another justification for beginning our study with 
the 1953 election.
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factors as elections results, and the parties' membership 
characteristics. As for political culture, we will rely 
on the survey data collected by Almond and Verba, as well 
as a number of German works on political attitudes. Party 
doctrine can be determined from the party literature and 
published statements by party leaders and members.

Candidate selection
The first organizational dimension in our framework 

is the parties' selection of candidates for the Bundestag. 
This involves four aspects: (1) participants in the pro
cess and the level of dominant influence— central, local 
party, or external g r o u p (2) the frequency of contested 
nominations including challenges to incumbents; (3) the 
criteria used by participants in the nominating process; and 
(4) the characteristics of elected candidates— age, SES, 
prior political experience, and turnover.

Similarities
The literature review above indicates that two fea

tures of the West German political system— the constitution
al-electoral arrangements and the political culture— set 
certain limits or structure to the nomination process, with
in which the parties may differ. A frequent contention of

®9seligman, op. clt., has a discussion of this.
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the literature is that electoral systems directly affect 
the level of control of nomination processes— straight 
proportional representation leading to centralized control, 
pure single-member districts to the independence of local 
party units. The West German system is an unusual mixture 
with one-half of the m.p.'s nominated on Land (state) lists 
and one-half in districts and with legal authority for 
nominations vested in Land and district party conventions. 
Thus, one would expect a minimal influence by national 
party or parliamentary leaders in Bundestag nominations, 
Land party control of lists, and local party organization 
control of district nominations.

West German federalism can be expected to reinforce 
the Land control of lists since it provides political posi
tions independent of the national legislature. With re
spect to nomination criteria and m.p, characteristics, 
federalism is likely to diminish the attention to require
ments important to the pariiamentary party and provide op
portunity for some political experience at lower levels for 
most m.p.*s before reaching the Bundestag. Evidence from 
periodical accounts and published research on CDU and SPD 
nominations that the parties differ on these general fea
tures of the nomination process would indicate that, con
trary to the hypotheses, electoral-legal variables do not 
have much Impact on internal party nomination processes.
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Hypotheses about the impact of the West German 

political culture on party nominations must be more ten
tative since there is much less in the literature relating 
political attitudes explicitly to this process, and because 
these hypotheses depend on the extent to which studies and 
polls show that the relevant general political attitudes 
do not vary by party. The relatively low status of poli
ticians in West Germany90 might limit the availability of 
potential Bundestag candidates and the occupational groups 
from which they are recruited for both parties. This 
might give more advantage to local activists, produce a 
narrow range of occupational groups and some stagnation 
in the CDU and SPD parliamentary parties. Two other 
general characteristics of the political culture— dislike 
and avoidance of political conflict and belief in the 
importance of expertise and professionalism in compart
mentalized social areas— might perhaps result in a low 
level of contested nominations in both parties, a resent
ment towards external interest group participation in 
party nominations, and an expectation of some previous poli
tical experience as a requisite for Bundestag nomination. 
Finding, on the other hand, in the research on nominations 
that there is a wide difference between the CDU and SPD on

9°And its material concomitant— poor salaries
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the number of contests, external group influence, and vari
ous characteristics of m.p.'s— experience and turnover par
ticularly— despite similar attitudes across party lines 
would disprove these tentative associations and suggest 
that party-related variables are more significant than 
political culture in the nomination process.

Differences
The literature suggests some relationship between 

differences in competitive position and some aspects of the 
nomination process. Because the West German system is at 
least formally decentralized and federal, hypotheses on the 
impact of differences in national competitive position (both 
vote percentages and governmental position) on the nomina
tion processes must be tentative.^1 During the period 
studied, the CDU has had a larger percentage of votes for 
the Bundestag than the SPD at each election and until 1966 
when the two parties formed a coalition government, the CDU 
has been in government, the SPD in opposition. Because of 
its minority position and less promising career opportuni
ties, we expect fewer contested nominations in the SPD than 
in the CDU as well as a somewhat slower rate of turnover in

9lThus the SPD and CDU get different vote percentages 
in each Land, Since lists are made at the Land level, these 
may be more Important than national percentages.



www.manaraa.com

49
its parliamentary party. In addition, the SPD's greater 
need to gain votes might make the candidate's potential 
vote-appeal a more important selection criterion than in 
the CDU. As the SPD's competitive position has improved 
considerably in the 1960's, changes in these characteris
tics in the same period would be further Indication of a 
relationship. On the other hand, If the CDU and SPD do not 
differ on these aspects of candidate selection, these ten
tative relationships may be rejected,

A number of the authors reviewed above also suggest 
that the socio-economic characteristics of party members 
and the ties of a party to particular Interest organiza
tions are features which can help explain differences in 
party organization. One, if studies of CDU membership 
indicate (as usually assumed) that the CDU differs from 
the SPD in having a much greater socio-economic range 
among members, dominance of middle-class occupations, and 
closer ties to a number of economic interest organizations, 
one would expect Its nomination process to also differ in 
the direction of a much greater Involvement of external 
organizations in nominations at the local and Land level. 
This, in turn, would produce a greater occupational range 
among m.p.'s and perhaps a younger age than in the SPD
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parliamentary party,9 2 Qn the other hand, the legal frame
work may make it Impossible for external groups to dominate 
nominations and an examination of this question should give 
some insight into the relative weight of system vs. party- 
related variables in influencing party organization. Two, 
if as expected, the SPD has a larger percentage of working- 
class members from which it must recruit candidates, this 
may produce a greater tendency to Job security compared to 
the CDU, i.e., more hesitancy to challenge incumbents for 
renomination and a slower turnover rate among m.p.fs,^^ as 
well as a narrower occupational range. It may be, of 
course, that political careers are so structured by the 
system as to be limited to the middle-class in which case 
the two parties may show little difference in the occupa
tional background of m.p.'s despite differences in member
ship.

The Schlesinger article mentioned above in the 
literature review argues that party differences In age and 
political experience prior to a mandate are dependent on

middle-. . , ,ther working-class par
ties have older leaders because they require additional 
education first (as Duverger suggests), or the leaders 
are middle-class and do not reflect the class character of 
the party.

93los s of Job meaning greater economic deprivation 
than for members of independent professions.

92Epstein, op. cit., argues
_ _ _ _ . _ ■

that politics is a
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the differences In the nomination process itself— the de
gree of centralization and role of the party vs. external 
groups in the process. We would expect the SPD to have a 
decentralized process, with m.p.’s predominant in the or
ganization and younger, more experienced m.p.’s than the 
CDU, whose process would also be decentralized, but with a 
greater external group role. If this is not the case, this 
suggests that age and experience of m.p.'s are not adequate 
as indicators of his dimensions of the nomination process 
and other party and system variables must be considered.

Finally, we would expect party doctrine to have some 
effect on the nomination of parliamentary candidates, al
though it is difficult to indicate precisely the relation
ship. If CDU and SPD doctrine differs on the role of 
members in party decision-making and the tradition of 
deference to those in authority, this may produce differ
ences in centralizing tendencies in the process. For ex
ample, we would expect the SPD doctrine to place a stronger 
emphasis on deference to party authorities and leaders as 
compared to a CDU doctrine which emphasizes federalism and 
the party as a coalition of independent political powers.9**

9^0n the other hand, the SPD Is also famous for in
sistence on internal democracy in its organization doctrine 
(whether fulfilled In practice or not) which might produce 
stronger negative sanctions against national Interference 
in local decisions than in the CDU.
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If this Is the case, it may result in a greater role for 
the national leaders In SPD nominations and produce a 
higher value on Incumbency. The CDU's initial organization 
as a union of all Christians and Its self-image as an 
equal coalition of the two formerly antagonistic religious 
denominations in Germany Is likely to mean that religion 
will play an important role as a criterion for candidate 
selection in the CDU.

National party leaders: selection
and characteristics

The second organizational dimension, the national 
party leadership, Includes the top positions in the party 
organization Itself, as well as the leadership of the 
parliamentary parties. We are interested in the formal 
and informal selection procedures as well as certain 
characteristics, particularly career patterns as reflected 
in prior offices and turnover rates. These characteristics 
are likely to reflect the degree of centralization within 
the party organization. Party regulations and documents, 
as well as the accounts of outside observers, will be used 
as sources of information on CDU and SPD similarities and 
differences on this dimension.

Similarities
Since West Germany is a federal system, which
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provides the opportunity for a number of levels of politi
cal participation and office-holding, we would expect both 
CDU and SPD national organization leaders to exhibit some 
experience at lower levels and a number of career patterns. 
In addition, the existence of state government and party 
organizations as independent sources of influence at this 
level may mean that neither party can develop a completely 
central oligarchy, excluding lower levels from participation 
in the selection of the top leader. To determine this re
lationship, we need to investigate whether the federal sys
tem indeed allows for development of political influence 
independent of national party leaders as well as the degree 
of overlap between national and Land leadership positions.
If this is the case, but the parties still differ in cen
tralization of selection and diversity of career routes, 
this relationship must be rejected.

It is possible that the political culture, as men
tioned above with regard to candidate selection, may also 
have a similar Impact on internal organizational leadership 
in the CDU and SPD. A general deprecatory attitude towards 
political careers, regardless of party, might produce a 
certain stagnation and low turnover in both parties' lead
ership.
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D i f f e r e n c e s

The differences in the electoral positions of the 
CDU and SPD may also affect the national party leadership. 
The SPD's position as a minority party and in opposition 
until the late 1960's might be expected to discourage selec
tion of a party career as an opportunity for advancement 
and political prominence, thus producing a slower turnover 
than in the CDU, as well as less interest in the position 
of national chairman (since it is unlikely to lead to the 
Chancellorship). In the CDU, on the other hand, the ex
pectation of national prominence, as well as governmental 
leadership positions, might increase the importance of 
leadership offices and produce more contests and turnover 
in national party positions. These tentative relationships, 
of course, assume that party offices are directly linked 
with governmental position (i.e., CDU national chairman * 
Chancellor), and if this is not the case, they will not 
apply.

D u v e r g e r  i s  t h e  p r i m a r y  s o u r c e  f o r  h y p o t h e s e s  o n  t h e  

d i r e c t  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  p a r t y  

m e m b e r s  o n  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  I f  t h e  

m e m b e r s h i p  o f  t h e  S P D  i s  p r e d o m i n a t e l y  w o r k i n g - c l a s s  a n d  

t h a t  o f  t h e  C D U  i s  p r e d o m i n a t e l y  m i d d l e - c l a s s ,  D u v e r g e r ' s  

t h e s i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  S P D  w i l l  h a v e  a  c e n t r a l i z e d  l e a d 

e r s h i p  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  a n d  o l d e r  l e a d e r s  w i t h  l e s s
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turnover. The CDU conversely would be decentralized with 
younger leaders and more turnover. We might also suggest 
that the heterogeneity of CDU membership could lead to the 
need to satisfy and compromise a number of group claims in 
the selection of chairman, making the process more con- 
flictual than in the more homogeneous SPD.

Again, as In candidate selection, hypotheses about 
the impact of party doctrine on these processes are more 
tentative and depend to a considerable extent on the actual 
differences which may or may not exist in CDU and SPD doc
trine. Michel's study, for example, suggests a strong SPD 
tradition of deference and respect for authority which 
would mitigate lower organizational participation and in
fluence in the leadership selection process. Whether the 
CDU support of federalist principles will produce opposite 
effects is a question to be investigated.

Factionalism
Party factions may be defined as self-conscious 

groups pursuing their aims within the larger party organi
zation, as evidenced through behavior and statements at 
party conferences, and voting in the legislature.95 Two 
aspects of factions are of Importance: the existence and
extent of factions within the CDU and SPD, and their

95see Zariski, op. clt.
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nature, whether issue, socio-economic, personal, functional, 
or regional. Evidence of factions within a party can be 
obtained from an examination of party literature and party 
and other records of conferences and legislative voting 
behavior.

Similarities
The federal system in West Germany may make the de

velopment of regional factions within both parties more 
likely, although this also depends on whether West German 
federalism does Indeed have historical roots and signifi
cant regional differences. In addition, the existence of 
Land lists for Bundestag nominations may Invite the balanc
ing of competing claims and the organization of various in
terests within the parties to press for their share of list 
places, although this is a very tentative proposition.

Differences
The differences in the CDU and S PD^ electoral posi

tions may be related to differences in the extent of fac
tionalism in each party. Zariski's study, discussed above, 
suggests that the maintenance of the CDU's majority status 
over a period of time, requiring the incorporation of a wide 
variety of interests, would increase the extent of faction
alism In the CDU. Because the party was relatively secure 
in its winning position, party groups may also have been



www.manaraa.com

57
less hesitant In breaking any facade of party unity. In 
contrast, the SPD's long exile In the opposition would in
crease the need and demands for unity and lower the party's 
tolerance for internal dissent on issues important to its 
electoral chances. No evidence of a decrease in CDU fac
tionalism after its decision to share power with the SPD In 
1966 or of an increase in SPD factionalism after Joining 
the government would suggest the invalidity of these hypo
theses. The diversity of socio-economic groups among CDU 
members might also increase the probability of economic 
issue factions within this party, whereas the greater 
homogeneity of the SPD might make their emergence less 
likely.

Finally, party doctrine may affect the extent and 
kind of factionalism. The long history of the SPD as a 
disciplined movement as well as its commitment to a co
herent goal system would lead one to expect less faction
alism, particularly on Issues. The abandonment of a com
prehensive orthodoxy in the SPD in the early 1960's will 
give us a chance to investigate whether tolerance for Issue 
diversity has increased since then.

P a r t y  p o l i c y - p r o c e s s
The final aspect of party organization with which we 

are concerned is the Internal policy-making process of each
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party. The process may be divided into five different 
elements: (1) the level of initiative on policy positions
and of final decision-making; (2) the actual groups in
volved in the process, including the role of the formal 
organization in substantive policy-making; (3) the disci
pline and cohesion on policy positions taken by the party;
(4) the relationship between issue areas and internal party 
conflicts; and (5) the degree and direction of policy change.

Policy refers to the formal programs of the party, 
which may or may not form a coherent ideology, as well as 
to the election platforms and specific statements of party 
positions on issues and party strategy.96 Sources to be 
used for information in order to compare parties on this 
basis are party documents, reports of annual conferences 
and decisions, and public announcements of positions and 
programs. Also of importance are periodical and government 
reports on party voting in the legislature.

96i{jeology may be defined either as a Weltanschauung 
or attitude structure, i.e., MA more or less institutional- 
ized set of beliefs about man and society,'* James Christoph, 
"British Political Ideology Today," The American Political 
Science Review, LIX (September, 1965), 6^9. Most parties 
are likely to have some element of the latter. Chalmers, 
op. clt., p. 115, defines party policy as "any stated 
course of action to which the party publicly commits itself 
and which Is therefore binding in some important way on 
party members."
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Similarities

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, there is 
much less attention in the literature to the internal 
policy-process or the system and party related variables 
which may affect it. Nevertheless, we may make a few 
tentative suggestions as to these relationships. It is 
possible, for example, that the West German cultural em
phasis on expertise in compartmentalized issue areas will 
result in both parties' utilization of formal research 
units and in an avoidance of issue conflict. These aspects 
and others, however, seem more likely to differ between the 
parties as the result of the differences in other party 
variables.

Differences
The differing electoral positions of the CDU and SPD 

are perhaps of primary importance in explaining party 
policy-process differences. Until the mid-1960's, the CDU 
appeared locked into the government position.97 Since 
policy positions in the CDU thus carried the weight of 
potential governmental action, one would expect the actual 
public office-holders In the executive and Bundestag to 
hold the dominant Influence In party policy-making. Policy

9?Both 111 terms of voting percentages and the unwill
ingness of the FDP to perform a swing role and conclude a 
coalition with either major party.
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changes would be directed more towards the adjustment of 
internal claims than increased attractiveness to unneeded 
new voters. Conversely, a3 a result of the SPD's continu
ing opposition role, the external party organization might 
seek a greater role in policy-making, producing conflicts 
between it and the parliamentary leaders, particularly with 
regard to policy change in the direction of modifying dif
ferences between the two parties and thus attracting more 
votes. If these hypotheses are correct, the changes In 
electoral fortunes in the 1960*8, resulting in SPD parti
cipation in the Grand Coalition, should result In Increased 
parliamentary party dominance in the SPD process.

Again, Duverger suggests that the socio-economic 
status of members will directly affect the party policy- 
process. According to his categories, the CDU as a 
middle-class party should exhibit much more dominance by 
public office-holders in policy determination than the 
working-class SPD. Studies which Indicate that the two 
West German parties are becoming less class-distinctive, 
i.e., that the socio-economic range is Increasing In the 
SPD, should make It possible to determine whether this trend 
(If it exists) has been accompanied by an increase in the 
office-holders1 role In policy-making.

As far as the Impact of party doctrine is concerned, 
it is possible that the much stronger tradition of an
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e x t e r n a l  m e m b e r s h i p  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  S P D  w i l l  s t r e n g t h e n  

t h e  r o l e  o f  I t s  b u r e a u c r a c y  I n  t h e  p r o c e s s  a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  

t h e  C D U .

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  d i m e n 

s i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  a b o v e  a r e  o b v i o u s l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  

t h e  p o l i c y  p r o c e s s  i n  t h e  C D U  a n d  S P D .  I f ,  a s  w e  e x p e c t ,  

n o m i n a t i o n s  a r e  l e s s  c e n t r a l i z e d  i n  t h e  C D U  t h a n  t h e  S P D ,  

t h i s  i s  l i k e l y  t o  m a k e  v o t i n g  d i s c i p l i n e  m o r e  d i f f i c u l t  i n  

t h e  C D U .  T h e  e x p e c t e d  g r e a t e r  d e g r e e  o f  f a c t i o n a l i s m  i n  

t h e  C D U  m i g h t  a l s o  h a v e  s o m e  e f f e c t  o n  i t s  p o l i c y  p r o c e s s .  

I n i t i a t i v e  a n d  d e c i s i o n s  m a y  t a k e  p l a c e  a t  l o w e r  l e v e l s  

t h a n  i n  t h e  S P D ,  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  s e r v i n g  

o n l y  a s  a n  a r e n a  f o r  c o m p r o m i s e .  I n  t u r n ,  t h i s  m i g h t  p r o 

d u c e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  r e s p o n s e ;  t h e  n a t i o n a l  

c h a i r m a n  a c t i n g  p a s s i v e l y  a s  a  b r o k e r  b e t w e e n  c o m p e t i n g  

g r o u p s .
T h e  f r a m e w o r k  b r i e f l y  o u t l i n e d  a b o v e  i s  s t a t e d  I n  

v e r y  g e n e r a l  t e r m s .  T h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  o f  p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n 
s h i p s  b e t w e e n  v a r i a b l e s  s u m m a r i z e d  f r o m  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  d o  

n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  t h e o r y  o f  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  n o r  a r e  

c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  n e c e s s a r i l y  i m p l i e d .  T h e  d a t a  f o r  a n  

e x p l i c i t  t h e o r y  I s  n o t  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  n o r  a r e  t h e  r e l a 

t i o n s h i p s  e a s i l y  q u a n t i f i a b l e  i n  a l l  a s p e c t s .  B e s i d e s ,  o u r  

s t u d y  I s  c o n c e r n e d  o n l y  w i t h  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  

p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  t h e  W e s t  G e r m a n  c a s e .  W e  h o p e
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t h a t ,  b y  c o m p a r i n g  t h e s e  t w o  p a r t i e s ,  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  p r o p o 

s i t i o n s  m a y  b e  c l a r i f i e d ,  a l t e r e d ,  o r  r e j e c t e d .  T h i s  i s  a  

n e c e s s a r y  p r e r e q u i s i t e  f o r  m o r e  d e t a i l e d  r e s e a r c h  o n  p a r 

t i e s ,  b o t h  i n  G e r m a n y ,  a n d  i n  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  o t h e r  p a r 

t i e s ,  w i t h i n  c o u n t r i e s  a n d  c r o s s - n a t i o n a l l y .
There are some aspects of the West German party sys

tem which make application of this framework to the German 
case especially interesting. For example, the West German 
Basic Law requires internal democracy in the political par
ties, and this provision was implemented by Federal statute 
in 1967. Thus, the legal system gives sanction to a cer
tain type of organization and increases the possibility of 
constitutional-electoral arrangements having an important 
impact on both party organizations. In addition, the de
cline of ideology literature frequently treats the West 
German SPD as a prime example supporting the argument.98 
Why this is the case, how the relatively smooth changes in 
the SPD program came about, and how leadership and competi
tive position operated to affect the apparent relationship 
between declining socio-economic differences and de- 
ideologization are questions which can perhaps also be more 
closely examined in our analysis of the party policy-process.

9®See, for example, Otto Kirchheimer, "Germany: The
Vanishing Opposition," in Robert Dahl (ed.), Political Op
positions in Western Democracies (New Haven: Yale Univer
sity I^ress, 1966), pp. 237-59*
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CHAPTER II

T H E  P O L I T I C A L  S Y S T E M  A N D  P A R T Y  V A R I A B L E S

B e f o r e  w e  t u r n  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  W e s t  G e r m a n  p a r t i e s  

a n d  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  d i m e n s i o n s  o u t l i n e d  I n  t h e  f r a m e w o r k ,  

a  b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  e n v i r o n m e n t  i n  w h i c h  

t h e  p a r t i e s  o p e r a t e  a n d  a  s u r v e y  o f  t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t  s y s t e m  

a n d  p a r t y - r e l a t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  n e c e s s a r y .

W e s t  G e r m a n  P o l i t i c a l  C u l t u r e
I n  d i s c u s s i n g  G e r m a n  t r a d i t i o n s  a n d  c o n c e p t i o n s  o f  

a u t h o r i t y  a n d  c o n f l i c t ,  s e v e r a l  a u t h o r s  e m p h a s i z e  a  c l u s t e r  

o f  a t t i t u d e s  w h i c h  i n c l u d e  r e s p e c t  f o r  a u t h o r i t y  a s  e m 
b o d i e d  i n  t h e  S t a t e ,  t h e  d e s i r e  t o  a v o i d  c o n f l i c t ,  a n d  a  

r e l i a n c e  o n  o b j e c t i v e  " e x p e r t i s e "  t o  d e p o l i t i c i z e  i s s u e s . 1  

D a h r e n d o r f  t r a c e s  t h i s  a t t i t u d e  t o w a r d s  c o n f l i c t  t o  H e g e l i a n  

n o t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  c i v i l  s o c i e t y  a n d  t h e  s t a t e .  T h e  w o r l d  

o f  c o n f l i c t i n g  I n t e r e s t s  r e p r e s e n t e d  b y  c i v i l  s o c i e t y  i s

1 S e e ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  O t t o  H .  G a b l e n t z ,  D i e  V e r s a u m t e  
R e f o r m ;  Z u r  K r i t l k  d e r  w e s t d e u t s c h e n  P o l l t l k  ( K l o l n :  
W e s t d e u t s c h e r  V e r l a g ,  19^0), p .  7; H a l f  b a h r e n d o r f ,  " C o n f l i c t  
a n d  L i b e r t y :  S o m e  R e m a r k s  o n  t h e  S t r u c t u r e  o f  G e r m a n  P o l i 
t i c s , "  B r i t i s h  J o u r n a l  o f  S o c i o l o g y . X I V  ( S e p t e m b e r ,  1963)* 
1 9 8 - 2 1 0 ;  a n d  t h e  m o r e  e x t e n s i v e  t r e a t m e n t  i n  h i s  b o o k ,
S o c i e t y  a n d  D e m o c r a c y  i n  G e r m a n y  ( N e w  Y o r k :  D o u b l e d a y  A
( i o m p a n y ,  i n c ,  l 9 t > 7 ) »  C h a p t e r s  9  a n d  1 0 .
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aufgehoben» i.e., finds its synthesis in the state which be
comes the ultimate impartial authority. Thus, the retreat 
to private pursuits and disinterest in the political which 
Dahrendorf finds characteristic of the political culture is 
the other side of this same basic attitude; if some have 
certain knowledge, the rest can resign and renounce any 
claims to participation.2 More concrete political manifes
tations of these attitudes include: (1) dislike for the
conflict inherent in the multiparty system and the search for 
unity through such devices as the Grand Coalition; (2) a 
preference for appointment over voting as a more efficient 
and practical procedure; and (3) compartmentalization and 
functional specialization to restrict participation in poli
tics, These attitudes are widespread and apply to political 
activists in both parties as well as to the general popula
tion. ̂

2Dahrendorf, "Conflict and Liberty," op. cit., pp.
204-10.

3on avoidance of conflict, see ibid.; Hans Speier and 
W. Phillips Davison (eds.), West German Leadership and 
Foreign Policy (Evanston, 11 1 How, Peterson, ana company, 
l y y n , pp. and H. p . Secher, "Current Ideological
Emphasis in the Federal Republic of Germany," (Paper de
livered at the Annual Meeting of the American Political 
Science Association, 1964), p. 25. On preference for ap
pointment, see Gerhard Loewenberg, Parliament in the German 
Political System (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell university Presh,
19b6), p. 46. Oh specialization, see Jeff Fishel, "Party 
Professionalism and Its Consequences," (Paper delivered at 
the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Assocla' 
tion, 1970), p. 1.
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In another, but similar formulation of the character
istic manifestations of this effort to avoid politics, i.e., 
conflict, Spiro suggests that there are four preferred 
courses of action which illustrate this syndrome: institu
tional engineering, legalism, ideologism, and intellectual 
elitism,"Legislation can reduce political issues by anti
cipating disputes and prescribing settlements for them. 
Provision for further adjudication can accomplish the same 
on the assumption that the machinery of Justice operates 
independently of politics."5 The third method— finding a 
new ideology which bridges old opposing ones in order to 
obscure conflicts— reflects a German conviction that politi
cal commitments must be based on a set of principles from 
which a comprehensive system of knowledge can be built and 
capable of solving all problems. The fourth method— "faith 
in depoliticizing effects of education"— is founded on the 
"assumption that correct solutions to most Issues can be 
found, given general and complete knowledge."^ These stra
tegies for conflict avoidance were common to both parties in 
the controversy over mltbestimmung (codetermination) studied

^Herbert J. Spiro, The Politics of Codetermination 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 195H)* PP. b-14.

5ibid., p. 8. 6Ibid., pp. 6-12.
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by Spiro.^
The now classic study by Almond and Verba provides a 

differently phrased but similar overview of West German 
political culture based on survey research. The German 
political culture is characterized as one of "political 
detachment and subject competence.1,8 Despite a fairly high 
degree of cognitive information, there was a low level of 
attachment or pride in the political system. Participation 
in organized activities, including politics, was viewed in 
a passive form. Among both CDU and SPD supporters the com
mon response to possible party membership was negative.9

The data obtained in public opinion polls also sup
port these generalizations on political attitudes and pro
vide additional information on the status of a political 
career. In periodic polls from 1952 through 1965, the per
centage of those interested in politics rose only slightly, 
while unwillingness to join a party remained at the same 
high level— 85 per cent of population, and the number 
actually attending party activities declined by a few

?Ibld., passim.
8Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture 

(Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1965), PP. 31^-13.
9Ibid., pp. 68, 103. The attitudes mentioned did not 

vary significantly by class or education, pp. 68, 110, 131*» 
322. Since the most important distinction between party 
members is class, we may assume that these attitudes cut 
across party lines as well.



www.manaraa.com

67
percentage points. Those believing that a parliamentary 
career requires great ability increased only slightly to 
approximately half the population, with a somewhat larger 
percentage of CDU supporters giving this response (63 per 
cent - CDU supporters, 50 per cent - SPD supporters). *0 
Other studies confirm that a Bundestag career is only 
moderately attractive in terms of status and other more 
material rewards.11

The Constitutional-Electoral System
When the Bundesrepublik Deutschland was founded after 

the war, federalism along traditional German lines was one 
of the features of the new constitution or Basic Law 
(Qrundgesetz). In contrast to the more familiar American 
federalism, German federalism traditionally involved a 
division between policy-making and execution. Policy, with 
the exception of a few cultural areas, was made at the na
tional level and administration left to the states.12

lOElisabeth Noelle and Erich Peter Neumann (eds.),
The Germans: Public Opinion Polls, j-9^7-1966 (Allensbach:
Verlag fflr Demoskopie, 1967), pp. 209, *112, £32.

^Otto Kirchheimer, ’’Germany: The Vanishing Opposi
tion, " in Robert Dahl (ed.), Political Oppositions in West
ern Democracies (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966),
p. 251; and Loewenberg, op. cit.. pp. **1-63.

12gdward L. Pinney, Federalism, Bureaucracy and 
Party Politics (Chapel Hi 111 *The University of North 
Carolina Press, 1963), pp. 26-30.
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Although the eleven western zone Lender (states) after the 
war were mostly artificial creations of the Allies, the 
German Parliamentary Council which wrote the Basic Law set 
up a federal system; the Federal Parliament (Bundestag) and 
Federal Council (Bundesrat) at the national level have exclu 
sive Jurisdiction in most major policy areas and concurrent 
Jurisdiction with the state governments in others. The 
Bundesrat, composed of delegations from the Lander govern
ments, does have a veto in some important areas— particu
larly those of finance and tax legislation, and as a result, 
the composition of state governments is considered important 
by the parties in attempts to gain influence at the national 
level.1 3 since the state governments also have a wide range 
of discretion in the administration of federal legislation 
and policy-making powers in the increasingly important areas 
of culture and education, they cannot be viewed simply as 
adjuncts of the national government. In addition, since 
federal and state elections are held at different times, 
party competition can develop at the state as distinct from 
the national level.^

13por a detailed study of the Bundesrat and its role, 
see ibid., passim.

^ A  description of the organization of national, 
state and local governments can be found in Roger H. Wells, 
The States in West German Federalism (New York: Bookman
Associates, 1961), expeciaily pp. 72-79. Peter Merkl, 
"Executive-Legislative Federalism in West Germany," American
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The LSnder are not homogeneous in terms of size and 

socio-economic characteristics, and while only a few, such 
as Bavaria and the Hanseatic city-states, have any histori
cal continuity, their diversity in wealth and population 
produces different regional interests.^ Thus, the German 
system creates alternative political positions with some in
fluence and interests different from the national level.

The Basic Law also explicitly recognizes the role of 
parties in the system and provides certain standards for 
their organization. Article 21 and less directly Article 
38 deal with parties: Article 21 defines the parties* role
as cooperation in forming the political will of the people 
— "Die Parteien wirken bei der politischen Willensbildung 
des Volkes mit"— and requires that their internal organiza
tion correspond to basic democratic principles; Article 38

Political Science Review. LIII (September, 1959)* 732-41, 
discusses functional federalism and concludes that such a 
division of powers falls within the accepted concepts of 
federalism. For a contrasting view of the declining impor
tance of federalism and its lack of influence on the party 
system, see Lewis Edinger, "Political Change in Germany:
The Federal Republic After the 1969 Election," Comparative 
Politics, II (July, 1970), 571-72. The author argues that 
there Is no traditional cultural support for the state divi
sions and that the institutional framework alone cannot have 
a significant impact on the parties— a question we shall 
consider in our analysis.

15p0r figures on the size and socio-economic charac
teristics of Lfinder populations, see Wells, op. clt., pp. 
15-23, 108.



www.manaraa.com

70
defines the role of the m.p. as a representative of the en
tire people, free from party discipline and bound only by 
conscience. As interpreted by constitutional authorities, 
the legal definition of party Includes the following ele
ments: continuity of organization based on democratic
principles, the presentation of candidates for public of
fice, and a specific program,1  ̂ Interpretations of this 
section of the Constitution abound, and in 1967* a Federal 
Party Law was passed to regulate party organization. It
generally reaffirmed the existing formal organizational

17structure and processes of the parties.
The West Qerman electoral system is a unique mixture 

of proportional representation and single-member districts.

-^Grundgesetz articles cited In Ossip K. Flechtheim, 
Dokumente zur Parteipolltlschen Entwicklung in Deutschland 
selt 19*15. Vol. I (Berlin: Dokumenten-Verlag Dr. Herbert
Wendler & Co., 1962), p. 116. According to the Federal Con 
stitutional Court, the definition of party in the sense of 
the GG Is "elner Zusammenschluss von Personen, die durch 
eine auf die Dauer berechnete, demokratische Grundsatzen 
entsprechende Organization zu dem Zwecke verbunden sind, in 
Wahlkorperschaften Vertreter zu entsenden, die nach einem 
bestimmten Plan Politik treiben sollen.," Ibid., p. 121.
The party law commission report has a similar definition, 
Ulrich Lohmar, Innerpartelllche Demokratle (Stuttgart: 
Ferdinand Enke Verlag, 19&3), P*

^ A  good example of the interpretive literature Is 
Ute Muller, Die Demokratische Wlllensblldung in den polltl- 
schen Fartelen (Malnzl v. Hase and Koehler Verlag, 1967/. 
The author applies democratic criteria such as equality and 
popular sovereignty to the party organizations and suggests 
needed reforms. Excerpts of the Party Law can be found in 
Flechtheim, Vol. I, op. clt., pp. 13*1-38.
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With the exception of the first election In 19^9> an elec
toral law has been repassed In essentially the same form 
(with the exception of progressively stricter requirements 
for minority parties) for each election through 1969. The 
West German voter casts two ballots, one for a Wahlkrels 
(election district) candidate, and one for a Land party list. 
A party's number of seats from each Land is assigned on the 
basis of Its percentage of the second vote, and additional 
seats are added to the Bundestag for those parties whose 
Wahlkrels m.p.'s exceed the number allotted by the propor
tional formula, thus giving some advantage to the party 
with a stronger first vote position in the constituencies.1® 
The electoral law also regulates the parties with regard to 
the nomination of Bundestag candidates. Wahlkrels candi
dates (one-half of the Bundestag) must be nominated on a 
secret ballot at a convention of party members or delegates 
within each district. If the state party executive objects, 
the nomination must be reconfirmed by the district conven
tion. Land list candidates must be nominated on a secret 
ballot by a statewide party delegate convention.

1®U. S .  K i t z i n g e r ,  G e r m a n  E l e c t o r a l  P o l i t i c s :  A
S t u d y  o f  t h e  1957 C a m p a i g n  ( O x f o r d :  T h e  C l a r e n d o n  p r e s s ,
196CT), pp. 18-19.

19Bodo Zeuner, Kandldatenaufstellung zur Bundestag- 
swahl 1965 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, I9f0), pp. 20-29.
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T h e  P a r t y  S y s t e m  a n d  C o m p e t i t i v e  P o s i t i o n  o f  P a r t i e s ,

1953 to 1969
Tables 1 and 2 present the results of Bundestag elec

tions In the period of this study. Prom 1953 to 1957, there 
was little change In the SPD!s competitive position with 
only a slight Increase in its percentage of the votes. CDU 
gains, on the other hand, were the result of its continued 
success in gathering in the votes of smaller parties to the 
right, a trend begun in 1953-20 The period through 1957 
can be characterized as a lopsided process of reduction in 
the number of parties through a concentration on the right 
of the political spectrum. The historic victory of the CDU 
in 1957 was due to this long-term process plus the short
term extraordinary popularity of Adenauer, both factors 
fated to decline in significance as Adenauer aged, throwing 
the CDU into a crisis over his successor, and as the
smaller right parties were absorbed.

Studies of the 1961 election suggest that it marked a 
turning point in the development of the party system and in 
competitive trends. The results indicated a weakening of 
traditional class and ideologically bound voting patterns, 
and a higher degree of pragmatism on the part of voters with

20Por an analysis of the 1957 results, see Kitzinger,
op. cit., pp. 279*80; and Heino Kaack, Die Parteien in der 
Verfassungswlrkllchkelt der Bundesrepubllk {Schleswig-
Holstein, 1963), p. "ll.------------ -----
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TABLE 1
NATIONAL VOTING RESULTS, 1953-1969

1953 1957 1961 1965 1969

CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD

t 2nd. votes 45.1 28.8 50.2 31.8 45.3 36.2 47.6 39.3 46.1 42.7
No. of WK 
m.p.*s 172 45 194 46 156 91 154 94 121 127
No. - all 
m.p.'s* 244 151 270 169 242 190 245 202 242 224

•minus non-voting m.p.'s from Berlin.
Source: Statlstlsches Jahrbuch fur die BundesrepubIlk Deutschland. 1965, 1969,

1970 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag).
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TABLE 2
B U N D E S T A G  V O T E  R E S U L T S ,  B Y  L A N D E R

71*

SchH Harab. Ndsa. Brain. NRW
CDU SPD CDU SPD CDU SPD CDU SPD CDU SPD

% 2nd. 
1953

vo tes 
47.1 26.5 36.7 38.1 35.2 30.1 24.8 39.0 48.9 31.9

1957 48.1 30.8 37.4 45.8 39.1 32.8 30.4 46.2 54.4 33.51961 41.8 36.4 31.9 46.9 39.0 38.7 27.0 49.7 47.6 37.3
1965 48.2 38.8 37.6 48.3 45.8 39.8 34.0 48.5 47.1 42.6
1969 46.1 43.6 34.0 54.6 45.2 43.8 32.3 52.0 43.6 46.8

WK seats 
1953 13 1 3 1 12 12 0 3 46 14
1957 14 0 1 7 21 8 0 3 49 131961 13 1 0 8 15 9 0 3 41 25
1965 10 1 0 8 20 10 0 3 38 35
1969 7 4 0 8 12 18 0 3 26 47All seats 
1953 14 7 7 7 25 21 2 3 72 471957 14 7 7 9 27 22 2 3 87 54
1961 13 8 6 9 26 25 1 3 76 60
1965 11 8 7 9 29 26 2 3 74 66
1969 10 10 6 10 30 29 2 3 69 73

Hessen RhP BaWu Bay Saar
CDU SPD CDU SPD CDU SPD CSU SPD CDU SPD

% 2nd. 
1953

votes
33.2 33.7 52.1 27.2 52.4 23.0 47.8 23.0

1957 40.9 38.0 53.7 30.4 52.8 25.8 57.2 26.4 33.3 25.1
1961 34.9 42.8 48.9 33.5 45.3 32.1 54.9 30.1 49.0 33.5
1965 37.8 45.7 49.3 36.7 49.9 33.0 55.6 33.2 46.S 39.8
1969 38.4 48.2 47.8 40.1 50.7 36.6 54.4 34.6 46.2 39.9

WK seats 
1953 11 10 12 3 28 2 41 3
1957 15 10 12 3 32 1 47 0 3 1
1961 3 19 10 5 27 6 42 5 5 0
1965 5 17 11 5 30 11 36 8 4 1
1969 2 20 10 6 27 9 34 10 3 2

All seats 
1953 15 16 18 9 38 16 52 25
1957 20 19 18 10 37 18 53 25 5 2
1961 17 21 16 11 32 22 50 28 5 3
1965 18 21 16 12 35 28 49 30 4 4
1969 19 24 16 13 37 27 49 31 4 4

S o u r c e : S t a t l s t l s c h e s  J a h r b u c h  f u r  d i e  B u n d e s r e p u b l l k
Deutschland. 1965. 1969. 1970 (Stuttgart: W7 Kohl
hammer Verlag)•



www.manaraa.com

75
regard to party choice. This opened the way to a more 
competitive two-party system with at least the potential 
for alteration in the national g o v e r n m e n t T h e  1965 
election produced further Increases in these trends, with 
the SPD picking up votes in former CDU strongholds and 
vice-versa. A post-election analysis of results in the 
largest Land— Nordrhein-Westfalen— found that a decline in 
party identification and a decrease in the psychological 
distance of voters in the two parties produced the SPD 
increases. The SPD gains among Catholic workers were linked 
to a changed image of the party, its reconciliation with 
the churches, and to an increased secularization of society 
which made the CDU appeals to "Christian" politics less 
salient. Increased urbanization was also an important fac
tor in the growth of SPD votes in former rural CDU strong
holds. As traditional class lines changed into more com
plex socio-economic divisions, the two parties1 socio
economic voter characteristics were growing somewhat more 
similar. SPD percentage Increases, for example, were due 
in large part to increases in the vote of white-collar

23-Rudolf Wildenmann and Erwin K, Scheuch, Zur 
Sozlologle der Wahl (K51n: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1965),
pp. i27-2d. and passim.
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workers.22

Finally, the 1969 election pattern which allowed the 
SPD to form a government for the first time (with the help 
of FDP) was a reflection of large increases in trends es
sentially begun in 1961 and 1965. The SPD continued its 
inroads into CDU strength in the rural areas and among the 
Catholic urban population— particularly among Catholic 
workers in the Ruhr area. The CDU/CSU was able to make a 
relatively good showing only because it profited from FDP 
losses. The year 1969 also brought a considerable increase 
in voters switching directly from the CDU/CSU to the SPD, 
The SPD also Increased its vote percentages among women in 
the younger age groups, formerly solidly CDU, and among 
youth and first voters in general.23

2 2 S e e  " A n a l y s e :  S i c h e r  w a r  s i c h e r , "  P e r  S p i e g e l .
V o l .  19 ( S e p t e m b e r  29, 1965), 3^-37; S c h e u c h ,  " W a c h s e n d e r  
W o h l s t a n d  h i l f t  d e r  S P D , "  P e r  S p i e g e l .  V o l .  19 ( O c t o b e r  13, 
1965), ^7-^9; a n d  B e r n h a r d  B e g e r ,  * W a h l - A n a l y s e  1965:
Wahler, Parteien, und Abgeordneten," Die Polltische Meinung. 
Vol. 10 (October, 1965), 62-63.

23in Hans D. Klingemann and Franz U, Pappi, "The 1969 
Bundestag Election in the Federal Republic of Germany," Com
parative Politics. II (July, 1970), 527-32, the authors ex
amine four constituency types and conclude that Catholic ur
ban and Protestant rural areas produced the major SPD gains. 
Survey data on voting preferences also indicated an in
creased tendency to shift from the CDU to the SPD instead of 
the FDP— the more common previous pattern. The authors also 
suggest, pp. 5^0-52, that two events produced these shifts 
in voting patterns; the participation of the SPD in the 
"Grand Coalition" with the CDU/CSU, and the election of the 
SPDfs candidate as Federal President. For an analysis of 
regional and socio-economic trends in 1969, see Beger,
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Most analyses of trends in the competitive situation 

and party system in the Federal Republic agree that socio
economic changes in the population and SPD reform have 
gradually moved the system to something close to two-party 
competition. By 1969* the two major parties received ap
proximately 90 per cent of the votes cast,^ The likelihood 
of voters switching between the two parties, particularly 
from the CDU to the SPD, has also consistently increased as 
SPD Internal reform and participation in the Grand Coali
tion changed its image from that of a traditional "social
ist” opposition to a reformist party equally capable of 
governing (regierungsfahig).25 The strong constitutional 
position of the Chancellor plus Adenauer's use of the of
fice combined with his position as party leader also 
strengthened the tendency to make federal elections into a

"Wahler im Aufbruch: Eine kritische Bilanz der sechsten
Bundestagswahl," Die Folltlsche Melnung. Vol. 14 (1969), 
41-52; and "Swing": Sleg 1993." Per Spiegel, Vol. 23
(October 23, 1969), 57-58.

2l*Kaack, op. cit.. pp. 25-26; and Werner Kalte- 
fleiter, "Wahler and Parteien in den Landtagswahlen 1961- 
1965,” Zeltschrlft fur Polltlk. Vol. 12 (1965), 245.

25Rudolf Wildenmann, Helmut Unkelbach and Werner 
Kaltefleiter, Wahler. Parteien und Parlament (Bonn:
Athenaum Verlag, 19657, pp. 158-59. The CDtf/CSU leadership 
crisis beginning in 1959 also negatively affected the 
voters* image of the party and raised doubts about its 
capacity to govern. Kaltefleiter, op. cit.. p. 245.
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choice between the two parties* chancellor-candidates*^6

An assessment of* the competitive positions of the 
two major parties Is complicated by the existence of a 
federal system. The SPD*s competitive position at the Land 
level— its percentage of votes in Landtag elections and 
control of LSnder governments— has always been better than 
its position in Bundestag elections. Although changes have 
finally taken place in the national electorate’s image of 
the SPD, throughout much of the period studied, voters 
tended to have a different image of the SPD on the Land and 
national levels, thus producing consistently better showings 
for the SPD in Land elections. Some authors have suggested 
that this is due to the salience of foreign policy at the 
national level. For much of this period, the CDU position 
was more in agreement with post-war voters* desires for 
stability. Turnout has also been a factor in Land/Federal 
electoral differences. While SPD voting percentages have 
been similar in Land and national elections, a number of 
CDU/CSU voters apparently are apathetic with regard to state 
political contests.^7 Land governments have had more al
teration in power, and the SPD’s consistent control of at

26wildenmann, Unkelbach, and Kaltefleiter, op. cit., 
pp. 153-57•

2?Kitzinger, op. cit.. pp. 296-300; and Lowell W. 
Culber, **Land Elections in West German Politics,” The West
ern Political Quarterly. XIX (June, 1966), 312.
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least some Land governments has mitigated the national 
dominance of the CDU and given the SPD leadership govern
mental experience. Shut out of power at the national level 
until 1966, federalism became valuable to the SPD, although 
the party originally was a strong supporter of centralism.28

A 1967 study of party competition by Lfinder in fed
eral and state elections from 19^5 through 1965 measures 
precisely the competitive situation In each Land during that 
period. The author uses five categories of competitiveness: 
(1) competitive, (2) cyclically competitive, (3) one-party 
cyclical, (*1) one-party predominant, and (5) one-party 
states, based on two dimensions: division in party control
over a period of time and the rapidity of alteration in 
office. An analysis of Bundestag elections by state, using 
these categories shows all but two Lander as one-party 
states, i.e., the minority party never won an election.
Thus, the CDU/CSU has completely dominated Schleswig- 
Holstein, Nordrhein-Westfalen, Rheinland-Pfalz, Baden- 
Wtlrttemburg, Bayern, and the Saar in all Bundestag elec
tions, while the SPD has won all federal elections in Ham
burg and Bremen. The other two Lander— Hessen and 
Niedersacksen— are both one-party dominated, the CDU in

^®See Kaltefleiter, op. cit., and Culber, o p . cit., 
for an analysis of Lander electoral trends in the i960vs.
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Niedersacksen, the SPD in Hessen.^9
In LSnder elections most states also fall in the 

fifth category— one-party states. Nordrhein-Westfalen, 
Rheinland-Pfalz, Baden-Wurttemburg, and Saar are all CDU; 
Bremen, Hessen, and Niedersacksen are SPD. Bayern and 
Hamburg become one-party predominant for the CSU and the 
SPD, respectively, while only Schleswig-Holstein appears 
to be cyclically competitive.^ At the Land level, SPD 
fortunes have more nearly equalled those of the CDU. It 
has dominated or been predominant In four states, the CDU 
in five, with one Land alternating between the two parties, 
whereas In national elections the division Is seven Lander 
predominantly CDU, three predominantly SPD.

Socio-economic Characteristics and 
Party Differences

A n  e a r l y  s t u d y  o f  s o c i a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  i n  W e s t  G e r 

m a n y  I n  t h e  1950*s f o u n d  o c c u p a t i o n a l  d i v i s i o n s  v e r y  s i m i l a r  

t o  t h e  pre-1939 s t r u c t u r e .  D e s p i t e  I n c r e a s e s  i n

29porest L. Grieves, "Inter-Party Competition in the 
Federal Republic of Germany, 19^5-1965: A Methodological
Inquiry,” The Western Political Quarterly. X X  (December, 
1967), 914* 916-171. The 19&9 election produced one shift. 
NRW moved into the one-party dominant category as the SPD 
gained a higher percentage of votes there for the first 
time.

30por statistics on Lander election results through 
1967, see Statlstiches Jahrbuch der Bundesrepubllk Deutsch
land. 1968, 1970 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlharamer verlag).
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urbanization and the size of the white-collar category, In
dustrial workers remained the largest population segment. 
Inter-generational social mobility was highly dependent on 
education, access to which was extremely limited. Results 
of a survey question on subjective class identification 
indicated the overwhelming majority of the population 
divided evenly between middle-class C^1.2 per cent) and 
working-class 08.5 per cent). These results do not suggest 
the emergence of a middle-class consensus society, but 
rather traditional class cleavages.31

A 1959 study reconfirmed the existence of substantial 
gaps in income between the manual/nonmanual strata, and the 
retention of class distinctions with no significant popular 
perception of trends towards blurring class lines. Chal
lenging the notion of increased similarity in Income and 
style of life in modem "middle-class society," the 
author*s analysis of consumption patterns Indicated Just 
the reverse. Prom 1953 to 1959, Increased differences In 
consumption trends and life-styles appeared between the 
middle-class and workers.

3lMorris Janowltz, "Social Stratification and 
Mobility in West Germany," American Journal of Sociology. 
LXIII (July, 1958), 7-21.

32Richard Hamilton, "Affluence and The Worker: The
West German Case," American Journal of Sociology. LXXI 
(September, 1965), 144-51. Merkl. in Germany; Yesterday 
and Tomorrow (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965),
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Using more recent figures, Dahrendorf, in his survey 
of German society, constructs his own stratification model. 
While he accepts the validity of arguments about the level
ing of income gaps, he criticizes those who suggest there 
are no longer important socio-class divisions in West Ger
many. 33 The flattening of the income pyramid is mislead
ing, as higher education remains a monopoly of a small per
centage of the population, thus limiting mobility and 
creating barriers to it. "It divides an Above from a Below 
— namely, approximately the upper third of the edifice of 
stratification [the elite, service, and old middle-class] 
from the lower two-thirds [working elite, false middle- 
class, working, and lower], . • „"3M

Dahrendorf is strongly critical of the popular 
"leveled middle-class society" thesis and suggests that its 
popularity Is attributable to the "striking German aversion

pp. 128-29, accepts the argument of those German sociolog
ists who see the emergence of a mass middle-class society. 
The chief representative of this school and the coiner of 
the phrase "nivillierte Gesellschaft" Is Helmut Schelsky, 
particularly in his book Auf der Suche nach Wirklichkelt 
(Koln, 1965).

^Dahrendorf, Society and Democracy in Germany, op. 
cit., pp. 85-124. Another criticism of the "leveled 
Society" thesis can be found in von der Gablentz, op. cit.,
pp. 19-22.

3*1 Dahrendorf, Society and Democracy in Germany, op. 
cit.. p. 109. For a diagram of his stratification model" 
and description, see pp. 92-102.
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to recognizing existing inequalities."35 Dahrendorf argues 
that rather than evidencing increasing social mobility, 
Germany is a society in which only one of ten working-class 
children has the opportunity to move upward. He suggests 
that this theory is itself a useful ideology for the 
service class— ". • . behind the screen of this ideology 
the elites can conduct their business undisturbed by awk
ward questions and worries— a business that may often be 
harmless enough, but always also serves the preservation of 
their own power position and thereby the cementing of the 
status-quo."3^ Regardless of the final Judgement on this 
argument over the nature of German society which concerns 
attitudes much more than objective demographic divisions, 
those divisions are linked through the membership and 
voter characteristics to the nature of the German parties.

Throughout the 1950*s, surveys of voting behavior" 
and its relationship to demographic characteristics, as 
well as research on party preference, indicated fairly

35lbld., p, 121.
3^Ibld., pp. 121-2M. The following is representa

tive of the view Dahrendorf is arguing against: " . . .
result of pervasive and comprehensive upward and downward 
mobility is levelled middle-class society. . . .  the social 
leveling into a relatively uniform social stratum, which is 
neither proletarian nor bourgeois, that is, which is 
characterized by the disappearance of class tension and 
social hierarchy."; quoted on p. 122.
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stable party divisions on various demographic variables. 
Party supporters varied on sex, age, and religion. The 
SPD was strongest among men, under 30's, weakest among 
those over 60; the CDU strongest among women, over 60*s, 
and weakest among those 30-59. Despite CDU efforts to 
overcome religious divisions, almost two times as many CDU 
supporters were Catholic, while SPD support was approxi
mately split between Catholics and Protestants. As for 
distribution of party support along occupational lines, in 
the 1950*3 over two-thirds of the SPD's supporters were 
workers and farm laborers, the other third white-collar 
employees and civil servants. CDU supporters, on the 
other hand, were more evenly spread across occupations, 
largely paralleling the population with the exception of 
a larger percentage of farmers, and a slightly lower per
centage of workers.3?

An extensive study of party supporters in 1961 dif
ferentiates between two groups within each party: those
historically tied to the party through class ideology or 
religious loyalty— an intensive, status-related

37wolfgang Hirsch-Weber and Klaus Schutz, Wahler 
and Gewahlte; Elne Untersuchung der Bundestagswahlen 1953 
(fcrankl^irt a. M.: Verlag Franz vahlen GMBli, l?57)» PP. 191- 
253* and Wells, op. cit.. p. 266. A 1959 study using in
come to differentiate classes found SPD support in the 
working class strongest among the best-off workers, Hamil
ton, op. cit.. pp. 150-51.
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identification; and those who were attracted to a party in 
the post-war period because of particular leaders or poli
cies— a more pragmatic identification. Comparing the re
lationship between social structure, attitudes and party 
identification in the United States and West Germany, the 
authors conclude that: (1) the socio-economic characteris
tics of party supporters are more distinctive in Germany;
(2) agreement between party preference and voting is less 
than in the United States; (3) German party supporters per
ceive more programmatic differences between the parties 
than in the United States; and (4) like the United States, 
a large range of differing political viewpoints exists 
within each party's supporters. There is a decline in the 
first group of supporters and an increase in support based 
on the pragmatic evaluation of events, although the number 
of independent voters remains quite large, perhaps a product 
of the Nazi past and the newness of the Republic,

During the 1960*s, a number of studies indicated cer
tain trends in the social composition of party preference. 
There appeared to be little change in the relationship be
tween sex, age, and religion, although in the 1969 election, 
the SPD had some successes in attracting support from 
younger women and youth. Most commentators have agreed that

3®Wildenmann and Scheuch, op. cit.. pp. 144-60,
164- 66.
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religion is also declining as a factor of Importance in 
voting behavior, if not party preference. ^  In terms of 
occupational characteristics, a number of changes have oc
curred in the period 1961 to 1969* White-collar support 
for the S P D  rose from 22 per cent in 1961 to 45 per cent 
in 1969 and there was also a less dramatic, but significant 
increase among civil servants* support for the S P D ,  which 
rose from 28 per cent to 38 per cent in 1969. The C D U / C S U ,  

on the other hand, has lo3t support almost across the board, 
but specifically most among farmers, whose support fell from 
73 per cent in 1965 to 58 per cent in 1969. Thus, although 
labor continues to be the largest group among S P D  sup
porters, its predominance is no longer as marked, and the 
white-collar employees* ratio has increased beyond its 
increase in the population. C D U / C S U  trends are less clear: 
the farmers* proportion among supporters has dropped 
sharply, the white-collar percentage has declined slightly, 
the self-employed have remained approximately constant de
spite a declining population ratio, and the proportion of 
skilled workers has Increased since 1961.1*® Religion and 
union affiliation, however, remain important in

39wildenmann, Unkelbach and Kaltefleiter, op. cit., 
pp. 24-36; Kirchheimer, op. cit.. pp. 426-32; and Edinger, 
op. cit.. pp. 564-65.

i,0Klingemann and Pappi, op. cit., pp. 533-35.
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differentiating party support.^

Shifting from supporters to party members, the dif
ferences are much stronger within this small percentage of 
the population (approximately 3 per cent). The member/ 
voter ratio throughout the period has been approximately 
3 of every 100 for the CDU, and 9 of every 100 for the SPD, 
which reflects both the mass-party tradition of the SPD as 
well as its divergence from reality. About 75 per cent 
of the supporters of both parties have been unwilling to 
become m e m b e r s . A c c u r a t e ,  up-to-date statistics on the 
characteristics of party members are not published by 
either the CDU or the SPD and Table 3 is based on estimates 
from various sources, plus a random sample of members for 
1969.43

4lMorris Janowitz and David Segal, "Social Cleavage 
and Party Affiliation: Germany, Great Britain, and the
U.S.," American Journal of Sociology. LXXII (May, 1967), 
612-16. SPD support ranges from 72 per cent of the working 
class, union-member, non-practicing Catholic group to 18 per 
cent of the middle-class, non-union, Catholic group.

42Lohmar, op. cit.. pp. 23-25; and Friedrich A. v.d. 
Heydte and Karl Sacherl, Sozlologie der deutschen Parteien 
(Munich: Isar Verlag, 1955), PP^ 156-57.

431955 figures - Arnold J. Heidenheimer, The Govern
ments of Germany (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company,
1961), p. 68; 1963 figures - Kaack, op. cit.. p. 113; 1969 
figures - Nils Diederich, "Some Aspects on the Structure of 
Party Membership in Germany," (Paper delivered at Regional 
Conference on German Politics, April 1, 1970), pp. 10-11.
The 1969 figures are based on a random sample of CDU and 
SPD members in NRW, Hessen, and Niedersachsen which make
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TABLE 3

PARTY MEMBERS, BY OCCUPATION

1955 1969

CDU* SPD* CDU* SPD*

Workers 15 45 13 37
White-collar
(Angestellte) 18 17 27 23
Civil servants 
(Beamte & Angestelle 
In offentlichen Dienst) 9 5 18 10
Professionals 7 12 3 1
Business 16 16 4
Farmers 15 2 12 1
Retired and
Housewives 20 19 11» 24»

•Housewives classified according to occupation of 
bread-winner.

Table 3 illustrates the extent to which party mem
bership as distinct from preference and voting continues 
to be very strongly class-based. Despite the considerable 
increase in white-collar employees among SPD members, 
workers are still the largest group in the party, whereas

up 60 per cent of the population. It Is assumed that the 
large percentage of retired in the SPD are about evenly 
distributed among workers and white-collar employee.
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the CDU proportion from the working class continues to be 
small. White-collar employees form the next largest group 
In the SPD as well as the largest group in the CDU, In 
general, more CDU members tend to come from the more presti
gious upper-half of the social ladder, while the SPD is a 
party of the working and lower middle classes.

Table 4, which presents Information on educational 
and Income differences for the 1969 sample, reinforces

TABLE 4
1969 PARTY MEMBERS, BY EDUCATION AND INCOME

Educational
Level CDU* SPD* Income CDU* SPD*
Elementary school

only 3 4 Up to DM 400 1 2
Elementary school 401- 600 4 9& basic occup.

training 35 61 601- 800 10 20
Middle school 34 18 801-1000 15 20
Higher (Abitur) 20 5 1001-1200 10 14
N.A, 8 7 1201-1 it 00 11 11

1401-1800 14 10
1801+ 20 7
N.A, 15 6

Source: Nils Diederich, "Some Aspects on the Structure of
Party Membership in Germany," (Paper prepared for 
Regional Conference on German Politics, California, 
1970).
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this distinction between CDU and SPD members. In addition, 
there are significant differences in affiliations with or
ganized groups and in religion between the two parties * 
members. Thirty-seven per cent of SPD members are affil
iated with unions, 12 per cent of the CDU. On the other 
hand, 18 per cent of CDU members have ties to other economic 
interest groups (predominately business associations), 
while only 7 per cent of SPD members have such ties. The 
CDU also remains a predominately Catholic party in its 
membership: 67 per cent Catholic, 33 per cent Protestant,
and the SPD predominately Protestant: 69 per cent, with
18 per cent Catholic and 1*1 per cent without church mem
bership.1*̂

Party Doctrine and Organization
The characteristics of German party organization in 

the Weimar period included large mass memberships, the de
velopment of party bureaucracies, and increasing power for 
the national party organization vis-a-vis the parliamentary

^Diederich, op. cit.. p. 15. A recent study Indi
cates the continuing Importance of union membership as a 
3tep to party membership in the SPD. In the CDU, reli
gious youth groups are the most frequent step prior to 
Joining the party, Merkl, "Party Members and Society:
West Germany and Italy" (Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Association,
1970), p. 11.
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p a r t i e s . T h e s e  features were common to all parties, 
including the center party which may be considered an 
antecedent of the CDU, although because of Michels' study, 
the most well-known example is the SPD. During this era, 
the SPD was controlled by a national executive in which 
the bureaucracy had a majority, and the entire party was 
dominated by those full-time officials who numbered in the 
ten thousands.

Although there were obvious new influences on party 
formation after the war— the Nazi experience, chaotic 
social conditions, occupational authorities— ties to the 
pre-Nazi era were not completely broken. The initial, and, 
as it turned out, most important parties to be licensed—  
the SPD and the CDU— in spite of many modifications ex
hibited a number of similarities to the parties of the 
Weimer era.**? This, of course, was most obviously true of 
the SPD which, with the exception of the German Communist 
Party, was the only party with a direct line of continuity

^Loewenberg, op. cit.. pp. 20-21. Chapter II re
views the development of German parliament and party tra
dition.

^Michels is still the best description of this 
organization. For a briefer description, see David Childs, 
From Schumacher to Brandt (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1966),
pp.

^Carl J. Friedrich, "The Political Thought of Neo- 
Liberalism," American Political Science Review. XLIX 
(June, 1955)
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to the previous party system.

Despite Its trials during the Nazi era, the SPD re
built after the war with amazing rapidity. Its membership 
was equivalent to 1932 by 1946— a tribute both to the via
bility of the original structure built up during Weimar as 
well as to the energy and effectiveness of Kurt Schumacher, 
who became the post-war leader. The Buro Schumacher in 
Hannover quickly became recognized as a functional national 
executive and with the lifting of some occupation restric
tions in 1946, was formally organized as such at the first 
national convention. This party congress re-established
virtually intact the pre-1933 organizational structure of

48the party, including its auxiliary organizations. Tradi
tionally, the party has placed high value on its democratic 
norms— both internally and in its relations to other groups 
in the political system. The party self-image Is of a 
community dedicated to the workers* movement. The trust 
and participation of members is given high priority in 
party doctrine, and the leadership is seen as the expres
sion of the members* will. In organizational terras, the 
democratic norms are often transformed into an insistence 
on formalized and bureaucratic characteristics. Despite

^Douglas a. Chalmers, The Social Democratic Party 
of Germany (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1964), pp.Pf=I77—
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leadership efforts to broaden the internal and external 
image of the party*s membership base from a worker*s party 
to a Volkspartei in the 1960*s, the party activists still 
view the SPD as a political community (Geslnnungsgemeln- 
schaft) .**9

The CDU pattern of establishment and its self-image 
are quite different. Growing out of a number of local 
groups with ties to Catholic and other parties to the 
right of the SPD in Weimar, the establishment of a national 
organization in the CDU was a slow process. A zonal group 
(ArbeitsgemelnBchaft) founded in 19^7, and then later the 
Land conference executive with Adenauer as chairman re
mained representative bodies with few functions and little 
effective authority. The first national party convention 
was not even held until 1950, after the first elections in 
the Federal Republic. At this convention, a national or
ganizational structure was established, although it was 
not until 1952 that a real central organizational head
quarters was set up with an administrative officer (Federal 
Agent). The formal organization has remained to some ex
tent a confederation of local and Land parties, and is 
still rudimental in some regions with activity only at

^^Wolf-Dieter Narr, CDU-SPD; Program! und Praxis 
selt 19A5 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1966), pp.
216-2?; Zeuner, op. clt., p. 86; and Flechtheim, Vol. V, 
op. cit., pp. 105-0?,



www.manaraa.com

94
election times.50 Both the "C" and the nUw have been 
sources of some internal disagreement over the party*s 
self image. While the original choice of union over party 
reflected both dissatisfaction with parties in Weimar, and 
an effort to bridge the antagonisms between the two reli
gious denominations, it has come to mean a coalition of 
all those groups and classes to the right of the SPD.
Party doctrine legitimizes the claims of various internal 
groups who are united only by a commitment to Christian 
responsibility and the common good. Consistent with its 
origins, CDU party doctrine also stresses the federalist 
character of the organization. Membership participation 
has never been widely valued within the party, despite the 
exhortations of national leaders on the need to develop a 
mass membership party to compete with the SPD.51

Both parties have organizational statutes, revised 
on occasion at party conventions, which outline the formal 
organizational structure of the parties. In each party, 
there are three basic levels of organization: the

50The early period of CDU development and Adenauer*s 
role is described in Arnold J. Heidenheimer, Adenauer and 
the CDU (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, i960), pp. 97-201.
Eixcerpts of the official party history can be found in 
Flechtheim, Vol. I, op. cit.. pp. 18-20.

51ibid.. Vol. IV, pp. 10-12, 64-65; Wildenmann, 
Unkelbach and Kaltefleiter, op. cit.. pp. 102-03; and 
Friedhelm Baukloh, "Soziale Ko&lltlon - Eine Alternative?M 
Frankfurter Hefte. Vol. 17 (1962), 656.
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Pig. 1.— The Parties* Organizational Structure

SPD

Partei- 
Prasidium

Kontroll- Partei
Kommission Vorstand ParteiRat

Parteitag 
(300 delegates)

20
Bezirke
UnterBez.

Ortsvereine

CDU
Bundesvorstand & Presidium

Vereini- Bundes-
gung Ausschuss

BundesParteitag 
(571* delegates)

18
Landesverbande

Kreisverbande

OrtsverbSnde
Sources: Jahrbuch der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutsch- 

lands. ~~L9bb/b1 (Bonn: Neuer Vorwarts Verlag Nau
& Co*, 1968), p. 156; CPU: Qeschichte. Idee,
Programs. Statut (Bonn: Bundesgeschaftsstelle
d'e r gCIT, lgb7)T~P> I2*.
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national executive, convention, some bureaucracy, and 
auxiliary organizations; the regional or Land organizations 
with similar subdivisions; and local organizations* Mem
bership in each party is a formal act, with fixed dues 
structure, and is a requirement for organizational parti
cipation.

The horizontal organization in the SPD consists of 
the Bundespartei and twenty regional party units (Bezirke), 
each of which may have some or all of the following sub
divisions; Unterbezirke, Kreisvereine, Ortsvereine, 
Distrikt or Stadtbezirke. The SPD national organization 
is headed by the executive committee (Parteivorstand) 
whose members include the elected party officials: party
chairman, two deputy chairmen, and treasurer, as well as 
a varying number of additional members— all elected at the 
national party conventions. A smaller group within the 
executive (FV)— the prSsidium— is selected to conduct day- 
to-day business. The PV, according to the party statute, 
has responsibility for directing the party, conducting 
party business, and controlling the actions of all party 
o r g a n s . T h e r e  are also two other national executive or
gans of the party whose functions appear to be more formal

52Organlsatlonsstatut. Schiedsordnung der Sozlal- 
demokratlschen Partei Deutschlands (Bonn; Vorstand der 
SPD, I96B;, pp. iiS-ld. For earlier statutes, see Flech- 
theira, Vol. I, op. cit.. pp. M3^—59•
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and less important in the actual leadership. These are the 
Parteirat (Council) (formerly Parteiausschuss) and the 
Kontrolkommission (KK). The Rat is composed of representa
tives of the Bezirke, as well as the party1s public offi
cials at the Land and federal level. It is supposed to 
meet four times yearly, to advise the executive on politi
cal and organizational questions, as well as election 
preparation, to coordinate Bund-Lander relations, and to 
serve as a watch-dog for the convention to see that its 
decisions are carried out. Its main actual function ap
pears to be providing a formal structure for the exchange 
of views among regional and national leaders.53 The KK is 
essentially a nine-man accounting committee whose members 
are chosen by the tag from those not in other leadership 
groups. Though it had a powerful early history, it Is now 
a formal group with no political functions. 51*

The highest organization of the party, according to 
the statute, is the Bundesparteitag or national party con
vention which meets every two years. It Is attended by 
the following: 300 delegates elected at the Bezirk con
ventions according to Bezirk membership size; members of 
the PV; and, without voting rights, Parteirat members,

53i968 statute, op. cit., pp. 18-19.
5^lbid.. p. 20. See also Muller, op. cit.. pp. 21-

24.
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one-tenth of the parliamentary party, and speakers selected 
by the PV. Its formal duties include electing the PV and 
KK, hearing reports from the executive, the KK and the 
Bundestag fraction, voting on resolutions, and deciding on 
"all questions of party organization and those affecting 
party life."55

At the national level, the functionaries (paid pro
fessional party employees) Include the Federal Manager 
(head of the national organization) and those working in 
departments (referente) in the national office. There are 
a number of advisory bodies attached to the PV which serve 
as essentially unpaid staff, in addition to the Fachauss- 
chusse, Beirats and Kommissions which provide advice on 
areas of policy. These units usually parallel the organi- 
zaton of the parliamentary party committees and the chair
men and members are frequently parliamentarians or members 
of the regional or national executives. Their efficiency 
and influence vary. Some parallel committees are often 
found at the regional level.56

Full-time paid professionals also include the 
Geschaftsfuhrer (party secretaries) at the Bezirk and some
times the Kreis level. These individuals, considered so

55x968 Statute, op. cit.. pp. 11-14. [All] " . . .  
das Parteileben beruhrenden Fragen.," p. 13.

S^Chalmers, op. cit.. pp. 168-70; and Lohmar, op. 
cit., pp. 57-58.
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Influential In Michels* era, are occupied with routine 
organizational tasks— dues collections, scheduling, and 
recruitment. Poorly paid, they no longer have high status 
and function to preserve the membership organization.
Their numbers are relatively small, ^

Finally, the SPD has a number of auxiliary organi
zations, Some of these are organized nationally, while 
others function at the regional and local levels, although 
they may hold national conferences to exchange ideas and 
discuss policy issues. These organizations are not dues- 
collecting, or restricted in membership, although the of
ficers generally must be party members. They are supposed 
to provide traditional **labor movement" functions— sociali
zation, education, training— as well as recruitment for the 
party. Some also perform advisory functions for the na
tional leadership on related policy issues. They include 
a number of groups of professionals sympathetic to the SPD, 
the women's organizations and communal-politlclans groups, 
as well as the youth organizations of the party— the 
Jungsozialisten, the Falken, and the Sozialdemokratischer 
Hochschulbund (successor to an earlier student organization 
— the SDS). Because, according to party doctrine, the SPD

5?Chalmers, op. cit., pp. 166-67; Harold K. 
Schellenger, The SPD in the Bonn Republic (The Hague: 
Martinus Nijhoff, 19^3)» PP. 62-63; and Lohmar, op. cit., 
pp. 170-83.



www.manaraa.com

100
is a worker'b movement, economic interest groups, including 
the unions, are not represented through any formal auxil
iary organisation,

The horizontal organization in the CDU consists of 
the Bundespartei, eighteen Landesverbande (two of which 
are paper organizations representing refugees) and their 
subdivisions, the Kreisverbfinde and OrtsverbSnde. Unlike 
the SPD whose basic organizational framework has been 
little changed from the pre-war era, the CDU national or
ganizational structure has been complicated, changed, and 
readjusted frequently in shifting power plays by various 
groups within the party. Its functions have only recently 
been defined, somewhat unclearly. The national executive 
(Vorstand) has thirty members: the national elected party
officials— the party chairman, five deputy chairmen, the 
treasurer, and General Secretary, plus a number of other 
non-specified members, all elected by the national conven
tion. Also members by statute are the Chancellor and 
Bundestag President (if the CDU heads the government), the 
Chairman of the parliamentary party, and the Federal Manager 
(Bundesgeschaftsfuhrer). According to the statute, the 
Vorstand leads the federal party and carries out decisions 
of the convention and of the party's federal council

58chalmers, op. cit.. pp. 170-83.
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(Ausschuss). The Vorstand also selects the federal manager 
who is the professional administrator of the party's cen
tral office. Unlike the SPD, where a tradition of col
legial leadership is stressed through the lack of specific 
duties for a national chairman, the CDU statute specifies 
certain responsibilities of the party chairman and general 
secretary (essentially an administrative assistant to the 
chairman) in conducting party business and coordinating 
organizational activities.59

Membership in the CDU PrSsidium is determined by 
the statute. The members are: the party chairman, general
secretary, five deputies, the treasurer, the Chancellor, 
the Bundestag President, the fraction chairman, and the 
federal manager, all of whom are members of the Vorstand. 
This is obviously a more elite circle of leading figures 
in the CDU, and the statute gives it responsibility for 
carrying out Vorstand decisions, conducting day-to-day

59statut der Christlich-Demokratischen Union 
Deutschlands. I$b7. In CPU: ueschichte, iaee, rrogramm,
St at ut (Bonn: Bundesgeschaftsstelie der uJu, j.y6y), pp.
95-95. Changes in the statute, and the organization of 
the national executive 3ince 1950 have reflected increasing 
centralization. It was not until i960 that leading the 
party was included in the executives duties; earlier 
statutes referred all Important questions to the Ausschuss 
or Tag for approval. As its size has grown, the confeder
ate aspects of the early organization, such as LSnder of
ficials' membership in the Vorstand, have been eliminated. 
Earlier statutes are reprinted in Flechtheim, Vol. I, op. 
cit., pp. 203-78.
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business, and keeping lower organizational levels advised 
on leadership decisions.^0 The other national executive 
group In the CDU Is the Bundesausschuss (Federal Committee), 
which has ninety members. At one time it had somewhat more 
Influence than the corresponding Parteirat in the SPD, 
since it was clearly an organization of important regional 
leaders— the chairmen of Land parties and public officials 
with power to appoint non-elected members of the Vorstand.
It is currently composed of delegates from Land party con
ventions, Vorstand members, the chairmen of CDU auxiliary 
organizations, and of special commissions of the Vorstand 
(with advisory vote only). The 1967 statute gives it re
sponsibility for all political and organizational questions 
of the federal party not previously decided by the national 
convention. It reports to the Vorstand three times a 
year.^1

The CDU Parteitag meets every two years and Is at
tended by approximately 57  ̂ delegates of the regional or
ganizations. The exact number from each region i3 deter
mined by a formula which gives representation according to 
both membership size and voting for the last federal

6°1967 Statute, op. cit.. pp. 95-96. In earlier 
statutes, this was called the managing Vorstand, and its 
membership was left up to the party chairman, Flechtheim, 
Vol. I, op. cit.. pp. 203, 210-11.

f>11967 Statute, op. cit.. pp. 9^-95.
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election Land list, plus ninety-five delegates from the 
paper Landesverbfinde— the exile CDU and Oder-Niesse. The 
Tag "decides the basic principles (Qrundlinlen) of CDU 
policy, as well as the party program," it elects the na
tional officers and other Vorstand members, hears and votes 
on reports of the Vorstand, and fraction, and decides 
financial questions.

Professional, paid party workers in the CDU include 
the Bundesgeschaftsfuhrer, 3taff in the departments of the 
national office, and a smaller number of geschSftsfuhrer 
at the regional and local levels with duties similar to 
those in the SPD, While each regional party has one full
time professional at least, there are a large number of 
Kreis without any paid employee. An understaffed bureau
cracy has been a constant problem for the CDU and appeals 
from the general manager for recruitment of paid profes
sionals for full-time party work are c o m m o n . a s  in the 
SPD, the CDU Vorstand has a number of special committees. 
Unlike the SPD, however, these are seldom composed of ex
perts in various policy areas, but are usually made up of

62ibid,, pp, 93-9^* Prior to I960, the number of 
delegates from a given region was determined by voting 
rather than by membership figures. Until the late 1960*3 , 
the Vorstand was not elected by the Tag, but by the 
Ausschuss, Flechthelm, Vol. I, op. cit., pp. 201-02, 209.

^Lohmar, op. cit., pp. 58-63.



www.manaraa.com

10k

the representatives of various groups within the party who 
advise and lobby the Vorstand on behalf of the Interests 
each group represents. Members are usually chosen from 
the members of parallel committees at the Land level

There are five auxiliary organizations (Vereinigung) 
formally recognized by the CDU statute— the Junge Union, 
Frauenvereinigung, Sozialausschusse, Kommunalpolitsche 
Vereinigung, and Mittelstands Vereinigung. These are open 
to non-members, but are much more closely tied to the party 
organization than in the SPD. Their structure parallels 
that of the party organization and the national chairmen 
belong to the party Bundesausschuss, and are elected by 
members "with advice of the party general secretary."
These organizations are recognized in the party statute 
as a means to link the party to these groups in society 
as well as a voice of these interests within the party on 
questions of policy and personnel. Their activity at lower 
levels of the party varies.^5 There are also three organi
zations recognized as associated with the CDU but consid
ered non-party organizations and therefore not regulated 
by the party. These are the Evangelical Arbeitskreise, an

^ Ibld.. p. 57. See also, Flechtheim, Vol. I, op. 
cit., p. 215.

^^1967 Statute, op^cit., p. 97. See also, Wilden- 
mann, Unkelbach, and Kalreflelter, op. cit.. p. 95.
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organization of Protestant CDU members, the Wirtschaftsrat 
der CDU, representing CDU businessmen, and the Ring 
Christlich-Demokratischen Studenten (a student group simi
lar to the SHB in the SPD). All three combine the func
tions of advisory and pressure groups on the party.66

The Christlich-Soziale Union (CSU) does not consider 
itself and isn't considered as merely a Land organization 
of the CDU, but is recognized as an independent regional 
party. Within Bavaria, its organization is somewhat dif
ferent from other CDU Landesverbfinde. It has a very well 
staffed central headquarters, a large membership, and a 
gradually decreasing dependence on other outside groups 
such as farmers and the church. In the 1960's, It de
veloped a more complete Kreis organizational network with 
professional workers.67 The CSU does not participate In 
the national party organization described above. Its only 
ties with the CDU at the national level are a formal 
Arbeitsgemeinschaft (association) of the two parties, which 
has no structure or officers, and the more important forma
tion of a unified parliamentary party in the Bundestag.68

6^1967 Statute, op. cit., p. 25.
67yfiidenraann, Unkelbach, and Kaltefleiter, op. cit.,

pp. 110-12.
68cPU: Geschlchte. Idee . . . , op. cit., pp. 19,

99.
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The regional and local organizations in the SPD are 
the twenty Bezirke, the Unterbezirke, and the Ortsvereine. 
The Bezirke are recognized by statute as the basic unit of 
the party organization. They have a fairly standardized 
structure. Where (as in most cases) the Bezirke boundaries 
do not follow Land lines, the PV may approve the organiza
tion of a Land-level ausschuss for certain purposes—  
primarily nomination functions, Bezirke organizational 
units parallel the national level and include a Vorstand 
elected by the regional convention, a council or ausschuss 
which is usually a coordinating group composed of officials 
from the Bezirk and lower levels, and a regional convention 
concerned primarily with electing Bezirk officials and 
delegates to the national convention. The Bezirk conven
tion may also be involved in list candidate selection or 
there may be a special Land convention for this purpose.
The size of Bezirke staff and number of fachausschuss and 
branches of auxiliary organizations varies. *>9

The Unterbezirke are primarily administrative units 
found in large Bezirke for coordination between the Bezirk 
and the basic membership units or Ortsvereine of which 
there are eight to nine thousand in the SPD. The geogra
phical distribution of Ortsvereine is uneven with more in

69SPD 1968 Statute, op. cit., p. 6; Muller, op. cit.. 
PP. 32-35; and v.d. Heydte, op. cit.. pp. 191-93*
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the cities and their membership size varies. This is the 
smallest party unit which participates in SPD internal 
processes. It may send resolutions to the Tag and has a 
Vorstand with a chairman, deputy and treasurer elected by 
a membership rather than delegate meeting. The pattern 
of meetings and attendance varies with the programs which 
Include non-political, social activities as well as poli
tical discussions.

Of the eighteen Landesverbande in the CDU, sixteen 
are actual regional organizations— eight of which follow 
Land lines. The Landesverbande are recognized by the 
party statute as Independent for all political and organi
zational questions in their geographic area. Coordinating 
units regulated by the national party are set up where 
political boundaries overlap. Although their actions 
may not conflict with guidelines established by the 
national party, there Is much more variation in their 
organization than In SPD Bezirke. All do, however, have 
the usual vorstand, tag, and ausschuss. Where the 
Landesverbande parallels the Land boundaries, the party 
organization officials are likely to be political leaders 
In the state. Unlike the SPD, CDU Land executives vary

7°Chalmers, op. cit., pp. 183-86; and Lohmar, 
op. cit.. pp. 38-39.
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greatly in membership. Most are a mixture of ex-officio 
members— Land and Bundestag m.p^s, and auxiliary organi
zation leaders— and members elected by a Land convention 
of delegates from the Kreis level. The Land ausschuss as 
in the SPD serves as a coordinating group for officials 
from different levels in the region.71

The four hundred Kreisverbande are the smallest in
dependent organizational units in the CDU. Like the Land 
organizations, they have their own statute and are re
sponsible for organization and political questions in their 
geographic area. Most have a vorstand composed of ex
officio and elected members from the local units, as well 
as a delegate convention. In some areas, the Kreisverbfinde 
are active organizations; however, most are understaffed 
associations of officials whose primary activity is at the 
local level. The local organizations or Orstvereine (ap
proximately 6000) are much more poorly organized than in 
the SPD and are frequently little more than small groups of
local notables.72

71cDU 1967 Statute, op. cit.. p. 91; Muller, op. cit.. 
pp. 36-37*

721967 Statute, op. cit,, p. 91; and Lohmar, op. 
cit., p. 38. For a detailed study of one Kreisverbana and 
a number of Ortsgruppe in the Berlin CDU, see Renate 
Mayntz, Parteigruppen in der Qrossstadt (Koln: West-
deutscher Verlag, ±959)*
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Finally, party financial arrangements are quite dif

ferent in the CDU and the SPD. The SPD publishes a yearly 
financial report which gives a fairly accurate Indication 
of the sources of Its Income. The main source is the 
monthly dues which are paid by members at the Orstvereine 
level and sent to the Bezirke which, In turn, send 15 per 
cent to the national organization. In addition to this 
regular source which accounts for approximately two-thirds 
of the party's income, the SPD levies special assessments 
on members which raise approximately another 15 per cent. 
The rest of the party income comes mainly from contribu
tions, a levy on m.p. salaries, plus a small income from 
the party's enterprises such as p u b l i s h i n g . u n l i k e  the 
SPD, finances are a topic difficult to uncover information 
about in the CDU. Party income is not considered a matter 
of public record. Studies which have been done indicate 
that membership dues do not provide more than one-fifth of 
the revenue needed by the party organization— the dues re
main with the local and Kreis headquarters. Another two- 
fifths of the revenue raised by the party comes from m.p. 
salary levies, private contributions, and the party's 
publishing activities. The remainder is contributed by

73chalmers, op. cit.. pp. 235-39.
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sponsors* associations which were formed by various trade 
and industry groups to channel business money for politi
cal p u r p o s e s . T h u s ,  despite its commitment to a federal 
principle in organization, the CDU is unable to raise 
enough through dues to support the party and must rely on 
outside sources channeled from the top down.

^Arnold J. Heidenheimer, "German Party Finance:
The CDU," The American Political Science Review, LI 
(June, 1957), 3^9-b5.
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CHAPTER III

CANDIDATE SELECTION

This chapter will consider the process of nomination 
of candidates to the Bundestag in the CDU and the SPD. 
Schattschneider suggests that: "The nomination process has
become the crucial process of the party. The nature of the 
nomination procedure determines the nature of the party.
. . . This Is therefore one of the best points at which to 
observe the distribution of power within the party,"1 
Whether or not nominations are the most important party 
function, they do distinguish parties from other political 
groups within West German society. We are interested in 
the following questions about the selection processes In 
each party: Which party units at what level influence the
nomination and renomination of candidates for the Bundestag 
what role do groups external to the party play in the pro
cess; what criteria are used by those In control In

1E. E. Schattschneider, Party Government (New York: 
Farrar & Rinehart, Inc., 19^2), p. eft,

2Bodo Zeuner, Kandldatenaufstellung zur Bundestags- 
wahl 1965 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1970), p. 3.
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selecting candidates; and what are the characteristics of 
m.p.'s in each party? Due to the mixed character of the 
West German electoral system, we will also consider whether 
the answers to the questions differ according to the dif
ferent types of nominations— Wahlkreis (WK) and Land List, 
Finally, we will consider which attributes of the political 
system and the parties themselves may account for the simi
larities and differences between the CDU and the SPD in 
candidate selection.

While the party nomination process is not considered 
"secret," the public attention to these processes is not 
very high either, presenting obvious problems to research 
in this area.3 The following discussion is based on jour
nalistic accounts in each election year, three case studies 
of nominations in specific Lander, and one general study 
for 1965.4

Both parties have basic internal regulations on

^Ranney found a similar problem in his study of 
British party nominations, Pathways to Parliament (Madison: 
The University of Wisconsin Press, 1965), p* ^

**Heinz J. Varain, Partelen und VerbSnde (K51n: West
deutscher Verlag, 196*0 covering nominations in Schleswig- 
Holstein for 1953 and 1957. Karlheinz Kauftaann, Helmut 
Kohl, and Peter Molt, Kandldaturen zum Bundestag (K61n: 
Kiepenheuer & Witsch, 19t>lJ, a study of* nominations in 
Baden-Wurttemburg and Rheinland-Pfalz in 1957, and Zeuner, 
op. cit.. a general study of nominations in 1965 which in
cludesinterviews with party officials and detailed infor
mation for 36 WK.
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candidate selection. The CDU statute does not mention 
Bundestag nominations as a specific function of its Land—  

and Kreisverbande. The section outlining the powers of the 
national executive gives the Vorstand authority to partici
pate in the nomination process and to raise objections, 
along with the regional executives, to the candidates nomi
nated by the delegate conventions.^ This placement in the 
party statute seems to reflect debate over the proper locus 
of the process, and the national leaders1 dissatisfaction 
with their current lack of influence. In 1964, at the 
national Tag, Adenauer proposed a national list to insure 
the nomination of qualified m.p^s, a suggestion not 
greeted with any enthusiasm by the regional party leaders.^

The SPD has somewhat different regulations on the 
procedures of selection. It states that constituency nomi
nations are to be made by the appropriate local organiza
tion in consultation with the Bezirk Vorstand and PV, re
spectively, and that Land list nominations are to be made 
by the Bezirk with PV consultation. The statute thus 
clearly gives both the national and lower organizations a 
role in the process. As in the CDU, an explicit procedure

5cPU: Geschlchte. Idee. Programm. Statut (Bonn:
Bundesgesch&^tsstelle der CDU, 1967;* p.

^"Abgeordnete: Qualltat Gesucht," Der Spiegel.
Vol. 19 (January 13, 1965), 25.
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for coordination Is not spelled out.^

C D U  Nominations In the Wahlkreis
An early study of nominations in the CDU and the SPD 

strongly criticized the extensive influence of national 
party leaders who used the nominations to satisfy the needs 
of the parliamentary parties, despite the federal struc
ture of the system. However, studies since then, and es
pecially after the passage of legal regulations in 1956»
indicate that the lines of control in the CDU district

onomination process are considerably different.
Formally, the CDU candidates are nominated at the WK 

conventions of delegates— the average number of delegates 
in 1965 was fifty-three— selected by the membership. The 
delegates are usually party activists and officials from 
the Orts and Kreis levels. In many cases where there is 
more than one Kreisverband in the district, each Kreis may

^Organlzatlonsstatut. Schiedsordnung des Sozlal- 
demokratlschen Partei Deutschlands (Bonn: vorstand des
SPD, 1968), pp. 7-tf.

®This somewhat subjective analysis can be found in 
Rudolf Wildenmann, Partei und Fraction (Meisenheim am 
Gian: Verlag Anton Hain, 1955) t PP* 133-46. For a later
analysis, see Heino Kaack, Die Partelen in der Verfassung- 
swirklichkelt der Bundesrepublik (Schleswig-Holstein,rmv.  ------
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hold a delegate convention prior to the WK convention,9 
The actual process may be divided into two types, according 
to whether only one individual or at least two are con
sidered for the nomination.

Competitive or safe WK where only one individual is 
considered are almost always those with an incumbent m.p. 
who is not challenged for renomination, either because of 
satisfaction with his performance or because the opposition 
cannot find a viable alternative. It is thus difficult to 
determine the influence of various groups in such cases, 
but since most of the districts have had a contest at some 
time in the past, they will be covered In the discussion of 
contested nominations below.10 in hopeless districts the 
lack of more than one contender is much more common. This 
is primarily due to the difficulty In finding Individuals 
willing to wage a campaign with no hope of an election 
victory. Often the individual nominated has run previously 
or Is also an incumbent m.p. elected on the list who has

9ln 1965 there were only three districts In which 
C D U  members nominated the candidate directly, Zeuner, op. 
cit., pp. 45-48.

^^Examples of such unanimity in WK on nominations 
are by no means rare, see Varain, op. cit., pp. 150-55; and 
Zeuner, op. cit.. p. 24. In general, safe districts are 
defined as those with a winning margin of ten per cent or 
better, hopeless those lost by ten per cent or more, and 
competitive those in-between.
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served as a substitute WK representative.11

Contests over a district nomination may be resolved 
prior to the actual convention in which case other con
tenders withdraw or there may be a vote at the convention 
itself. It appears that whether the decision is made prior 
to or at the convention, similar groups are involved in the 
process, although their influence may vary somewhat. The 
Kreis executives within a WK will usually have a number of 
meetings to discuss the nomination, beginning as much as 
eighteen months before the election. At these meetings 
the executive members hear the claims of external groups 
Interested in the nomination, the views of higher party 
units, and those of other Kreise in the WK. All of these 
groups may support their own man. The various Kreise in 
the district frequently attempt to bargain over support for 
their Bundestag candidate and future support for another 
Kreis* candidate in Land or local elections.12

11See examples, Varain, op. cit.. pp. 160-63, 172- 
74j Kauftnann, Kohl and Molt, op. cit., pp. 80-83* 159-62; 
and Arthur Gunlicks, "Intraparty Democracy In Western Ger
many," Comparative Politics, II (January, 1970), 2^3-^5.

12Extemal groups with a strong proportion in the 
local party membership may be particularly important. The 
role of the farmers In Schleswig-Holstein Is a good ex
ample of this, Varain, op. cit., pp. 150-55, 160-63. 
Nationally, other Important groups are the refugee associa
tions , the "Handwerker Verband" and various business as
sociations, Wolfgang Hirsch-Weber and Klaus Schutz, Wahler 
und Qewahlte (Berlin: Verlag Franz Vahlen GMBH, 1957)>
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The Land (or regional) party executive may also be 

consulted by the Kreis executives, and its views may have 
some influence, particularly in hopeless WK where to be 
elected the candidate must also get a good place on the 
Land list. Occasionally, individual members of the Land 
vorstand will make known their support for one of those 
being considered, but an official position by the Land 
executive is seldom taken and would be strongly resented.*3 
The national party executive has never taken an official 
position on a particular WK nomination. Even informal ex
pressions of support by national Vorstand members tend to 
be resented and have a negative effect. Indirectly the 
national party*s ability to persuade an incumbent to re
tire may limit to a small extent the field of potential 
candidates.^

The CDU auxiliary organizations and committees at 
the Kreis level frequently also hold meetings during this

pp. 5*1-73* See also Zeuner, op. cit., pp. 45—7*♦ for the 
bargaining between Kreise.

13varain, op. cit.. Kaufmann, et al.. op. cit., pp. 
80-83; Gerhard Loewenberg, Parliament in the German Poli
tical System (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1966), pp.
75-77. fn "lo of 24 CDU contests where individual Land of
ficials supported one contender, the individual they sup
ported won in 5 and lost in 5, Zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 45-74.

■^Kaack, op. cit.. pp. 96-97* In four of 24 CDU 
contests where national executive members wrote letters 
endorsing a particular contender, their candidate was suc
cessful in only one, Zeuner, op. cit.
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period to discuss the nomination and to decide whether to 
present their own contender or support one of the other In
dividuals being considered. Because of the weakness of the 
CDU organization In many areas, a majority of the party 
members and activists who participate in the Kreis execu
tive or delegate conventions may belong to one of these 
groups and their support can thus be the decisive factor. 
The Mittelstand organization and the Junge Union (JU) are 
frequently in this position. The dominance of these groups 
among party members does not necessarily parallel their 
ratio in the population of the district, although farmer 
and refugee groups tend to be Important in rural areas and 
business and worker groups in the industrial WK,1^

Most of the disputes over the nomination are settled 
prior to the WK convention. One of the most common reasons 
for the contest being carried over into the convention 
voting is the failure of two or more Kreis within the WK 
to agree, and each hoping to get its own man nominated. 
Personal animosities, regional loyalties and interest 
group disputes are common factors in these cases. The 1965 
study found that contested votes at the conventions were

15I£id.; Varain, o p . clt.. pp.172-74, 183-92; Kauf- 
mann, op. cit., pp. 197-202; Kaack, op. clt., pp. 105-06; 
"CDU: wein Und Ritterkreuz," Per Spiegel. Vol. 19 (June 2,
1965) 47; and "Die Vaterm3rder,H Per Spiegel. Vol. 23 
(July 7, 1969), 32-36.
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directly related to the number of Kreis within the dis
trict.1  ̂ Of all WK in 1965 and 1969, there were contested 
votes in approximately twenty per cent in the CDU, and 
these also appeared to be related to the CDU's electoral 
situation in the district. In 1965, there were contests 
in sixty-nine per cent of the safe CDU districts, and none 
in those hopeless for the party.1^

Where the actual decision on the nomination is made 
by the convention, the delegates may have considerable 
power. Their support is sought by various groups prior 
to the meeting, and although the Kreis executives1 recom
mendation is frequently followed, It is not binding on the 
delegates.1® The convention delegates frequently divide 
on other than Kreis lines. While there is no evidence of 
the existence of divisions on the basis of policy dif
ferences, socio-economic blocs, businessmen vs. workers 
for example, are common. Junge Union members also fre
quently form an important voting bloc among delegates, 
their membership being the largest among the CDU auxiliary 
organizations. In addition, the personal followings of 
various local notables— communal office-holders, Landtag

^Zeuner, op. cit., pp. 41, 74-75.
17ibid., pp. 33-34; and "Die VatermSrder," op. cit..

P.33.
l^Zcuner, op. clt., pp. 45-74.
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m.p.fs, or the Kreis leaders— sometimes are decisive.*9
The rare personal appearance of individual national lead
ers to persuade the convention almost always produces a 
strong negative reaction and where an individual with such 
support wins it is because the local support is also
strong.20

In general then, WK nominations are made at the 
local level in the CDU. The role of the national party is 
practically non-existent, and the Land executive views have 
some effect only in those hopeless districts where the 
candidate also needs a list place. The three most impor
tant groups in the process are: (1) the members of the
Kreis executive; (2) the leaders of the three major 
Vereinigung— Mittelstand, the Sozialausschuss, and Junge 
Union; and (3) the locally prominent office-holders. The 
delegates to the WK convention play an important role only 
in those cases where the above groups are unable to agree 
on a single individual before the convention.

10” — ' _ Kaufmann, op. cit.; and Zeuner,

20Por examples of negative reaction, see "Personal- 
ien: Theodor Blank,n Per Spiegel. Vol. 11 (July 24, 1957),
48; U. W. Kitzinger, German Electoral Politics (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 19o0), p. 64; "Abgeordnete: Adel ver-
zichtet," Per Spiegel. Vol. 15 (July 19, 1961), 12-15; and 
"Die VatermSrder." op. clt.. p. 38.



www.manaraa.com

121
In the CDU, nomination contests are, as we have seen, 

more frequent In safe WK. The chance of a contest In these 
districts also Increases If there Is no Incumbent. A con
test Is fairly common for the CDU WK m.p. on his first at
tempt at the nomination, but is much less likely there
after. Renomination is therefore an important aspect of 
the nomination process and criteria. Table 5, using fig
ures from three Lander for 1957, and a nation-wide study 
for 1965 provides some idea of the trends in renomination

TABLE 5
RENOMINATION OP CDU WK M.P.'S

Renominated Not Renominated
Without
Contest

With
Contest Total

Withdrew
Retired

, Lost 
Contest Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

1957
(n-58) 34 59 5 8 39 67 14 24 5 8 19 33
1965(n«204) 121 59 7 3 128 63 69 34 7 3 76 37
Sources: 1957: Karlheinz Kaufmann, Helmut Kohl, and Peter

Molt, Kandldaturen zum Bundestag: Die Auswahl der
Bundestagskandldaten 195V in zwel feundeslandern 
(Ktfin: Kiepenheuer & Witsch, 1961), and HeinzJ.
Varain, Parteien and VerbSnde (Koln: Westdeutscher
Verlag, 196*0. 1965: Bodo Zeuner, Kandldatenauf-
stellung zur Bundestagswahl 1965 (The Hague: 
Martinus Nljho^f, 19?0), p. 38.
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of CDU WK m.p.fs. As the table Indicates, few Incumbents 
seeking renomination were Involved In contests— sixteen 
per cent in the 1957 sample, six per cent In 1965* How
ever, once challenged for renomination the incumbent only 
wins half the time. Analyzing available reports of twenty- 
eight cases in which the sitting m.p. was not renominated 
(1953-1969) provides some explanation of the limitations on 
incumbency. In eleven of the twenty-eight cases the In
cumbent retired, and in seventeen he lost a contest for the 
nomination. The major reason for retirement was advanced 
age and most of these instances involved elderly back
benchers who withdrew more or less voluntarily In favor of 
younger men.

Discontent over the m.p.'s performance of local 
party duties, plus age were the most important reasons for 
losing a renomination contest. This was true in twelve of 
the seventeen cases, even though In several the m.p. was 
not a backbencher, but a member of the parliamentary party 
leadership.21 The five other cases Illustrate the impor
tance of maintaining ties with influential groups in the 
district. The Incumbents lost because of their failure to

21Loewenberg, op. clt.. pp. 72-74; KItzinger, op. 
cit., p. 62; and Zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 92-93. For examples 
in which lack of local work defeated even Bonn notables, 
see "Personalien," op. clt., and "Die Vatermorder," 
op. clt.. p. 38.
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retain the support of a key group or because the balance of 
Interests within the WK changed.22 A 1965 Per Spiegel re
port provides a good example. The incumbent, a buslness- 
association representative, and backbencher, devoted con
siderable time to party duties, but was defeated by a 
younger list m.p. supported by the JU and other local 
auxiliary groups,23 There is no evidence in the above 
cases that the incumbents position on national policy was 
ever an important factor in deciding on his renomination. 
Although incumbency is a very important criterion , no WK 
m.p. can assume continued automatic renomination. His age, 
efforts in the local party, and ties to local groupB are 
also important.

The CDU has no formal party regulations on nomina
tion criteria,21* but the following, in order of importance, 
appear to be significant assets in winning a WK nomination:
(1) local connections and function within the party,

22Kaufmann, op. cit.. pp. 72-73; Zeuner, op. clt.. 
pp. 92-93; and "Unertl: Partisan in Passau," Per Spiegel.
Vol. 19 (June 9, 1965), 25-26.

23«cDU: Wein und R i t t e r k r e u z op. cit., p. 47.
2ltThe national office did draft a list of "general 

viewpoints in the selection of candidates" for use in the 
1965 election, although it was never actually sent to the 
Kreis. It Included the following criteria: congruence with
the WK social structure, ability for public office, personal 
integrity and social standing, democratic behavior, knowl
edge in special areas, and party loyalty, Zeuner, op. cit.. 
p. 172.
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(2) the support of locally dominant auxiliary groups (3) 
local public office, (4) congruence with the dominant 
socio-economic strata in the party or population in the 
district, (5) a special skill needed in the fraction, and 
(6) Land or national party support*

Local connections
Surveys of winning WK nominees in the CDU indicate 

that local ties as well as some office in the party or
ganization are the most common characteristic. Successful 
contenders are local men who have either grown up, or are 
employed in the district. Non-locals win nomination only 
when they are adopted by a local Kreis organization or 
group in response to another Kreis* candidate. In addition, 
large numbers of first-time candidates have already held or 
hold a local party office— usually at the Kreis or Orts 
level. This appears to be a proof of party loyalty and 
devotion highly valued in assessing contenders for the 
nomination. Since, however, the percentage of incumbents 
with such offices is even higher, the career lines go both 
ways, many successful candidates assuming such an office 
after their election. In part this may also be a response 
to the inadequacy of the CDU bureaucracy for in contrast 
to ehrenSmtllch (volunteer) officials, functionaries (paid 
employees) are almost never CDU nominees. Such an
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occupation is viewed as insufficiently prestigious for 
Bundestag candidacy.2^

Group support
A number of studies indicate that as CDU party 

organization has developed, reliance on external interest 
groups has declined from the earlier period,2^ although 
ties to a wide range of economic interests is common among 
CDU nominees. Particularly where these ties overlap with 
a position in the corresponding auxiliary group in the WK, 
such support is important in winning the nomination. In 
addition, JU support, due to its size and dominance in many 
WK, is quite clearly an asset for those hopeful of a 
Bundestag career.27

25For examples, see Varaln, op. clt., pp. 160-63* 
172-74, 183-92. In the 1965 study or 5I CDU contenders, 
the winner almost always was a local man, and all but 2 
had some party office. Only two contenders were function
aries— one lost and the other won in a hopeless WK. Sixty 
per cent of the BT m.p.’s in 1965 had a party office, 45 per 
cent of all new nominees had one. Zeuner, op. cit., pp. 
91-103*

26Kaack. o p . clt.. p. 97; and "Die VatermSrder," 
op. clt.. pp. 40-45.

2?Ulrich Lohmar, Innerparteillche Demokratie 
(Stuttgart: Ferdinand Enke Verlag, 19&3J* p* 95;
Loewenberg, op. clt., p. 76: Kitzinger, op. clt*» p. 65; 
Varain, op. cit.. pp. 172-74; Kaufmann, op. clt., pp.
162-63; WCDU: Wein und Ritterkreuz,*1 op. clt., p. 47;
"Die V a t e r m o r d e r o p .  cit., p. 36; and Zeuner, op. cit., 
pp. 104-43.
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Local public office

While not all successful nominees are communal poli
ticians, it does appear that holding a local public office 
helps an Individual win a CDU nomination. Such a position 
is fairly common and is apparently considered an asset be
cause such individuals are likely to be well-known and re
spected in the district. On the other hand, while Landtag 
m.p^s are occasionally contenders for a WK nomination, 
this does not appear to affect their chances of success. 
Parliamentary office at the state and federal levels seems 
to be viewed as distinct and not stages in the same 
career.2®

Social status and religious 
conformity

The socio-economic status of successful candidates 
appears to be primarily the result of other assets in the 
nomination contest mentioned above. Most CDU candidates 
are from the upper-middle or middle class. Their occupa
tion is more likely to be congruent with the largest group 
among the local party members, not necessarily in the 
population.29 in addition, while religious denomination

2®Ibid., pp. 104-07.
29"Abgeordnete: Adel verzichte," op. clt., p. 15;

and Zeuner, op. cit., pp. 91-143.
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Is not enough to win a WK nomination, most successful 
nominees belong to the denominational majority In the 
district. Deviations are In the direction of over-represen- 
tatlon of Catholics, a reflection of their larger percent
ages among CDU members.3®

Parliamentary skills
Neither special expertise In national policy areas, 

nor the expectations of a leadership role play a signifi
cant role in selecting nominees. While speaking ability 
and outstanding personal characteristics may be of some 
advantage to a contender, his qualifications as a "special
ist" are important only in so far as they are considered 
assets in the representation of regional interests in the 
Bundestag.3*

Land or national support
It is difficult to Judge the role of such support 

in winning nomination. It appears that successful con
tenders with such support win because of other assets, and 
in fact, outspoken support may be a liability. A number 
of cases testify to local resentment against interference

3°lbid.; Kaack, op. cit.. p. 97; Kitzinger, op. clt., 
p. 65; and Loewenberg, op. clt., p. 176.

33-Lohmar, op. clt.. p. 97; Kauftnann, op. clt., p.
202; and "Abgeordnete,"op. clt.. p. 12; and Zeuner, op. 
clt.
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In their responsibility to nominate by higher party of
ficials, 32

Age and sex are not significant assets in themselves. 
There is a wide range of ages among CDU nominees, although 
as we have seen advanced age can be a liability in renomina
tion. Women are very seldom nominated in the districts and 
their appearance at all is due to efforts of their auxil
iary to claim representation.33

As may be noticed from the above list, the potential 
nominee's voter appeal is not an asset. It is occasionally 
an indirect consideration in the effort to get candidates 
who reflect the socio-economic characteristics of tradi
tional CDU voters, along with assessment of their potential 
popularity in those districts in which the CDU margin of 
victory has been quite small. 31*

In those WK the CDU regards as hopeless, other cri
teria may be important. Because of a lack of individuals 
willing to make a futile race, the nomination usually goes 
to an Individual as a reward for past efforts, or to a list 
m.p. to assure the district of substitute representation

32"Balsliemkes Durchfall," Per Spiegel. Vol. 11 
(August 1M, 1957), 28-29; "Abgeordnete . . . ," o p . clt. 
p.12; and Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 76-78.

33lbid., PP. 69-72; and Zeuner, op. clt.
3**ibld.; Loewenberg, op. clt.. p. 78; and "Abgeord

nete . . 0£1_Cit. , p. l̂ fi”
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In the Bundestag, although WK nominations ordinarily take 
place before the list has been agreed upon.35

SFD Nominations in the Wahlkrels
At the outset, the difference in the electoral im

portance of WK nominations for the CDU and the SPD should 
be noted. Up until the 1969 election, more CDU m.p.'s were 
elected in WK than were SPD m.p.'s, although the percentage 
of districts the SPD won increased gradually throughout the 
1960's .

The formal nomination decision, as specified in the 
election law, is of course made by a district convention. 
The average number of delegates in 1965 was 111, twice the 
size of CDU conventions, reflecting the difference in mem
bership size. The delegates are usually party office
holders at the Orts or Kreis level. As in the CDU, in many 
districts there are several Kreis, in which case each Kreis 
may hold separate conventions of its delegates prior to the
WK meeting.36

35see, for example, Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 76-82, 
161; and Gunlicks, op. clt., pp. 243-^5. Since the dif
ference between candidates and list votes in a WK is rarely 
more than 5 per cent, large margins of defeat mean that the 
local organization is not likely to consider voter appeal 
as particularly important or effective.

36zeuner, op. clt.. p. A7. In the 1957 study of 
Rheinland-Pfalz one Bezlrk held a convention for all 5 WK 
in its boundaries, at which the districts voted separately, 
Kaufmann, op, cit.. pp. 17^-77.
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The actual nomination process in the SPD is more in

volved than the legal regulations imply and also differs 
from the CDU*s. In general, there are two types of pro
cesses: a large number of nominations in which only one
individual is considered, and those in which the nomination 
is contested, Nominations are usually uncontested in most 
of the safe SPD WK, In these and large number of hopeless 
districts, an incumbent is renominated. This occurs in 
the hopeless WK because of an SPD policy of giving nominees 
in such districts good list places. Thus the lines of in
fluence are difficult to discern, although presumably the 
local party is satisfied with the Incumbent,

Many of the contested nominations are resolved prior 
to the delegate convention, thus increasing the appearance 
of unanimity in the SPD, but study of the process in these 
cases indicates that the influential groups are similar 
whether the contest Is carried over Into the convention or 
not. The local SPD Kreis executives will have several meet
ings on the nomination up to eighteen months before the 
election. Potential candidates supported by groups within 
the WK are discussed, the views of the Bezirk executive 
heard, and the chairmen of the largest Ortsvereine in the 
district consulted. The SPD Orts executives may support 
a particular individual and usually also hold extensive 
meetings on the nomination during this same period. In
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most cases, the Kreis executive eventually makes a final 
choice which it recommends to its delegates.37

Because the Kreis executive in hopeless WK la anxious 
to select a candidate who will have a chance for a good list 
place, the Bezirk's view of important criteria for the list 
is considered. Although an official position is rare, the 
Bezirk executive's recommendation of a particular indivi
dual or even an outsider for the nomination may be accepted 
because it is believed to coincide with local interests.3® 
Somewhat more frequently, an individual Bezirk executive 
member may informally support a particular contender for 
the nomination. This is seldom enough to insure success, 
although it appears to have somewhat more impact than in 
the CDU.39

Despite the SPD regulations on consultation with the 
national executive, no such formal consultations take place.

3?lCaack, o p . cit. . pp. 95-96; "Abgeordnete: Quali-
tat Gesuchte," op. clt.. p. 29; and Zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 
47-74, 86-87.

38Ibid., pp. 47-74. For an example, in one WK case 
reported, a Land official and member of Brandt's "shadow 
cabinet" was nominated because the local organization felt 
this would Increase their influence at higher party levels 
and would attract new voters, Bernhard Vogel and Peter 
Haungs. Wahlkampf and Wahlertraditon (K5ln: Westdeutscher
Verlag, IOT), p p T S I T - S T -----------

39Kitzinger, op. clt.. pp. 64-75; and "Die VatermSr- 
der," op. clt., p. 3BT In 1965 of seven instances of such 
Informal support, the individual won in five and lost in 
two, Zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 47-74.
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Informal support by Individual FV members Is somewhat more 
common than in the CDU, but still occurs very rarely.
While such support is taken into consideration by the local 
organization and is not apparently resented as in the CDU, 
it is not a key factor in the nomination. Occasionally 
efforts of the national party to persuade an incumbent to 
retire may also indirectly Influence the nomination by re
moving a possible contender.**°

The West German unions are the only economic in
terest organizations with traditional if informal ties to 
the SPD, There Is no SPD auxiliary representing labor and 
when they take a position in support of a particular con
tender, they are only moderately successful. Their role 
in SPD WK nominations is based on the extent of overlapping 
membership between the local union and the party. In 
districts where industrial workers dominate party member
ship, union functionaries are frequently contenders for 
the nomination.^1 Informal groups of communal

^See, for example, Varain, op. cit.; and Kauftaann, 
op. clt.. pp. 99-101. In the four instances reported in 
1965, those supported by the PV informally were successful, 
although it appears that local considerations were more 
significant In their victories, Zeuner, op. cit.

^Vogel and Haungs, op. cit.. pp. 237-52; Rudolf 
Wildenmann, Helmut Unkelbach and Werner Kaltefleiter, 
Wahler. Partelen. and Parlament (Bonn: Athenaum Verlag,
l^fc5). p. 130: Hirsch-Weber. op. clt.. pp. 65-67; Zeuner, 
op. clt.. pp. 75-84.
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office-holders who are prominent In many districts may also 
support one of their own for the nomination. The support
of such a group or the personal following of a contender

homay help In winning the nomination.^
SPD auxiliaries do not in general play the important 

role in WK nominations that they do in the CDU. While the 
Jungsozlallsten (Jusos) occasionally discuss the nomination, 
or informal groups of younger members support a younger con
tender, their role has not been decisive in the p a s t . 1* 3 
An interesting exception to this pattern however occurred 
in 1969. The Juso organization, as a representative of 
certain dissenting policy opinions, and of a younger genera
tion of party activists, took a more active role in con
testing nominations with their own contender. By carrying 
the contest to the delegate conventions in districts where 
younger members were in a majority, they had some success.1*1* 

Up until 1969, the number of actual contests at the 
delegate conventions was much smaller than in the CDU. In 
1969, the SPD had a remarkably high number of contests— in

42ibld., p. 81.
**3ibld.. pp. 75-80; Kaufmann, op. clt.; and Varain, 

op. clt.
^"Die Vatenndrder," op. clt.. pp. 32-45.
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approximately one-third of the districts.^ Unlike the CDU, 
there does not appear to be the same relationship between 
electoral situations and contested WK nominations in the 
SPD, and in fact more contests have taken place in hopeless 
than in safe districts. A 1965 study of twenty-three WK 
found that this relationship was distorted because of par
ticular features of the Baden-Wurttemburg party organization 
in which ten of the contests in hopeless WK took place. Ex
cluding these, the pattern of contests in those districts 
studied was three in hopeless, five in competitive and 
five in safe districts. This still however does not indi
cate the kind of clear relationship that exists for CDU 
nominations.^^ Contests in hopeless SPD districts appear 
to be due in part to the SPD policy of giving list places 
to such candidates, thus making such nominations a first 
stage to the Bundestag. Their occurrence is also increased 
because such nominations are used as a Btarting point for a 
career in communal politics, or because the Kreis organiza
tions in such districts are unusually weak and unable to 
control the nomination process to the same extent as in 
safe districts.

While there is greater effort within the SPD to

^5zeuner, op. cit., pp. 35-36. The 1969 contests 
appeared equally in hopeless and safe districts, "Die 
V a t e r m o r d e r op. clt.. pp. 32-33.

^Zeuner, op. clt., p. 86.
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resolve disputes prior to the convention than in the CDU, 
rivalries between two Kreis organizations, generational 
conflicts or those between a contender supported by higher 
party units and a local candidate do produce some actual 
contested votes. In these cases where the actual nomina
tion decision is made at the convention, the dominance of 
Kreis executives in the process is diminished to a con
siderable extent. Delegates are not selected according to 
their support for a particular individual, and the con
tenders thus have to lobby for their support. SPD WK 
delegates also appear to be more independent of Kreis in
structions than in the CDU, and divisions at the conven
tion on other than regional lines are fairly common. These 
may Include occupational blocs, generations, or policy- 
oriented groups. In the past, policy disputes have not 
been frequent, but increased considerably in 1969 due to 
the new Juso role mentioned above.^

In general, as in the CDU, WK nominations are made 
at the local level. Although the Bezirk and national ex
ecutive members are somewhat more frequently involved than 
in the CDU, their role is a minor one. The three most

^For an example of a common delegate division, 
see Vogel and Haungs, op. clt., pp. 237-52. Also,
Zeuner, op. clt., p. 75.
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influential groups within the district are: (1) the members 
of the Kreis executive, (2) chairmen of the Ortsvereine and 
other local activists who may be delegates to the conven
tion, and (3) the local public office-holders. Unlike the 
CDU, the leaders of external groups and auxiliaries have 
little influence on the nominations.

Although the number of contested nominations is lower 
in the SPD, the number does increase when there is no incum
bent. Table 6 provides some idea of the pattern of renomina
tion of SPD WK m.p.*s in 1965. Figures for 1957 comparable 
to those used for the CDU (Table 5) are not presented as no

TABLE 6
RENOMINATION OF SPD WK M.P.*S, 1965 (n-180)

Renominated Not Renominated
Without
Contest

With
Contest Total

Withdrew
Retired

, Lost
Contest Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

123 68 3 2 126 70 1*9 27 3 3 54 30
Source: Bodo Zeuner, Kandidatenaufstellunj; zur Bundestag-

swahl :
P. 38.

196? (The Hague: Martinus 1lijhoff, l9?0j,

SPD incumbent was challenged for the WK nomination in those 
LSnder, Nation-wide, only one SPD incumbent lost a renomina
tion contest in 1 9 5 7 . Both the percentage of incumbents 
renominated and the percentage involved in contests were

^Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 99-113; Varain, op. cit.. 
pp. 165-66; and Kitzlnger, op. clt.. p. 62.
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very similar for the SPD and the CDU in 1965. However, 
once challenged, SPD incumbents were less successful at 
renomination. The former m.p. lost in five of the eight 
contests. It appears that incumbency is very highly valued 
in the SPD, and challenges are only undertaken when the 
chances of success are very good.**9

The few available reports on such challenges indi
cate that incumbents fail to be renominated for reasons 
similar to those in the CDU: age, personally negative
characteristics, and failure to perform party duties in the 
district.5^ Of the five incumbents who lost contests in 
1965* most lost because of their age and personal failings. 
In addition, two of the incumbents' renominations were 
strongly opposed by the Bezirk executive.51 a report in 
1969 on fifteen SPD Incumbents who were challenged for re
nomination Indicates a new basis for such challenges. Nine 
of the fifteen contests were the result of the development 
of an internal leftist opposition group composed of Jusos 
and unionists who disagreed with the party's position on 
the emergency law and its participation in the Grand Coali
tion. The incumbents were challenged because of their

^Loewenberg, op. cit., p. 75.
5°wildenmann, Unkelbach and Kaltefleiter, op. clt.. 

p. 130; and Kaack, op. clt.. p. 95-
51zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 92-93-
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Bundestag votes on these Issues.52

The SPD PV has issued a set of criteria supposed to 
guide the selection of both list and WK nominees. Those 
with political and technical ability, and representatives 
of women, refugees and other groups are to be preferred. 
Nominations of Landtag m.p.'s and party functionaries are 
specifically discouraged.53 it is interesting to compare 
these general guidelines with the five actual characteris
tics which appear to be assets for individuals seeking a 
WK nomination. These are: (1) local connections and
function within the party, (2) local public office, (3) 
group support or a particular social status, (4) skills 
relevant to parliamentary work, and (5) higher party sup
port for a Bundestag career.

Local connections
Almost all individuals considered for an SPD nomina

tion either work or live in the district. In addition, 
party office appears to be a pre-Bundestag career test in 
the SPD. Like the CDU, most nominees have held or hold a 
party office at the Kreis or Orts level. In the 1965

52"Die Vaterm6rder,tt op. cit.. pp. 32-^5.
53Reprinted in Ossip K, Flechtheim, Dokumente zur 

Partelpolltlschen Entwlcklung In Deutschland selt 19^5»
Vol. v (Berlin: Dokumenten verlag - Dr. Herbert Vendler
& Co., 1966), 158-60.
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contests studied, there were no successful nominees without 
such a background.54 The SPD also shares to some extent 
the CDU aversion to party functionaries assuming a Bunde
stag mandate and the number seeking nomination has declined. 
In the SPD case, this reflects the PV regulations and party 
doctrine which put organizational viability first. The PV 
guidelines specifically state that functionaries should not 
be nominated because their contribution to the organization
is needed.55

Local public office
It is somewhat difficult to Judge the Importance of 

this criterion since most individuals competing for the 
nomination hold a communal office of some sort. It ap
pears in part to be a common career for a great many local 
party activists who will In turn support one of their own 
for a nomination. It may also be valued because such 
candidates are likely to be well-known in the district.
While Landtag m.p.’s are not often nominated, SPD politi
cians who have been members of Land governments occasionally

5^Kaack. op. clt.. pp. 94—96; "Die Vatermorder," 
op. clt.. pp. 43-45; kaufmann, op. cit.. pp. 111-16; and 
Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 91-103.

55Ibid., pp. 104-05; and Flechtheira, op. cit.
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"retire" to the Bundestag through a WK nomination.5^

Group ties
The only important economic group is the unions and 

while their support is some aid in getting a nomination, 
most union employees who are nominated also hold a party 
office. Despite the urging in the PV regulations to nomi
nate the representatives of various groups in order to 
promote the Volkspartel image, external interest groups 
play little or no role in SPD nominations. The social 
status of potential candidates is not often a consideration 
either directly or because it will attract new voters. Most 
SPD candidates are either civil servants or white collar em
ployees, but this narrow occupational range does not re
flect a deliberate criteria, but is the result of a lack 
of other middle-class occupational groups in the party 
membership.57 As we have seen, the only important auxil
iary— the Jungsozialisten— played a minor role until 1969*

Parliamentary qualifications
While skills needed by the fraction are not a very

56wiidenmann, Unkelbach and Kaltefleiter, op. cit., 
p. 130; "Die Vatermorder," op. clt.. pp. 38-40; and Zeuner, 
op. clt.. p. 107.

57Lohmar, op. clt.. pp. 94-98; Kaufmann, op. cit.. 
pp. 111-16; Kaack, op. clt.. p. 96; and Zeuner, op. clt.. 
pp. 91-143.
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Important consideration In the local organization, despite 
PV urging that they be taken into account, they are men
tioned more often than in the CDU. To some extent this Is 
tied to the fact that the wishes of the Bezirk and national 
party are given a more considered hearing in the SPD. Un
like the CDU, informal support from higher party officials, 
while not decisive in a nomination contest, does not cause 
the kind of negative reaction one finds in the CDU.58

Age does not appear to be a significant criterion 
in itself, although in the 1965 study most SPD candidates 
were forty to forty-nine. This appears to be due to the 
requirement of previous party work which is so common among 
SPD candidates. As we have seen, advanced age may also be 
a liability in renomination. Women are only rarely nomi
nated, and then only because of the claim of the women*s 
organization for representation and because at least one 
woman representative will receive a good list place a l s o . 59 

Voter appeal plays almost no role in SPD WK nomina
tion decisions, although it may be an indirect factor in 
the nomination of local public office-holders who are well

58"oie Vatermorder," op. cit.. pp. 38-40. In 1965, 
the few outsiders nominated were supported by the Bezirk 
and national leaders, Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 91-100.

5 9 i b l d . .  p p .  91-143.
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known and have some prestige in a district.

Before we describe the CDU and SPD list nomination 
processes, it is important to consider the practice of 
"reinsuring” WK nominees with a list place. This policy 
can affect both the distribution of influence and criteria 
in list nominations. In both parties, the list nomination 
process normally begins only after WK candidates have been 
selected. The question of giving good list places to these 
individuals must be considered since, particularly In hope
less WK, reinsurance will give the weaker party regions 
representation in the Bundestag. Such a policy however 
obviously limits the control of the regional party leader
ship and increases that of the WK organizations even In 
list selection. In both the CDU and the SPD the majority 
of list candidates have also been nominated in a district. 
However the percentage has been much higher In the SPD 
than the CDU, despite PV regulations which suggest that 
such a policy apply only "where necessary." Although there 
are some differences by Land within each party, the higher 
percentages for the SPD are true In each s t a t e . T h i s ,  
of course, has obvious implications for the differences In

60por example, see Kaufmann, op. cit.. pp. 99-101.
63-Loewenberg, op. cit., pp. 71-83; Kaack, op. cit., 

pp. 94-96. For examples of state differences, see Kaufmann, 
op. cit.. pp. 197-202; and Varain, op. cit.. pp. 172-77; 
and Zeuner, op. clt.. p. 150.



www.manaraa.com

1^3
the list nomination processes of the two parties.

CPU List Nominations 
While the statewide delegate convention has the 

legal authority to make list nominations, the actual pro
cess of deciding on list nominations is much more complex. 
After the WK nominations have been made, the Landesverband 
executive (or a special coordinating committee in those 
L&nder with more than one Landesverband) usually meets 
to decide on the general principles for the distribution of 
seats, i.e., the extent to which a reinsurance policy for 
WK candidates will be followed, and how to provide for the 
representation of various regions. During these meetings 
the claims of auxiliaries and interest groups and of the 
different regions are heard. The interests of the Land 
party and of m.p^s from the Land are also considered.
Where there is more than one CDU Landesverband in the state, 
the regional executives will also hold meetings to choose 
candidates for the places they claim. Most of the auxil
iary organizations and committees have a seat on these 
executives and their views are well represented. There is 
no formal consultation with the lower (Kreis) party units, 
although some Kreis chairmen may also be members of the 
regional executive. Final recommendations by these groups
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are then sent to the state convention to be voted upon,62
The most influential groups in the nomination of 

CDU list candidates are the statewide and regional execu
tives, who are in a position to coordinate the various 
claims for list places. The members of these executives 
are the state political leaders and office-holders, re
gional party officers and the heads of the auxiliaries.63 
In those Lander with more than one Lande3verband, an ef
fort is usually made to solve potential regional conflicts 
by deciding on a principle for the number and order of 
seats to be allotted to each region. These vary not only 
in the exact formulas used, though most use some propor
tional method based on the last Bundestag election votes, 
but also in whether the same procedure is used at each 
election, or must be agreed upon anew. In these cases the 
regional (Landesverbande) executives are the key partici
pants in coordinating the claims of the dominant interests 
within the region* Neither the Land or regional executives 
have a completely open choice, since they must satisfy 
these demands plus take into account the need for reinsur
ance of WK candidates In hopeless districts. Their

62Kitzinger, op. clt., p. 67; and Zeuner, op. clt., 
pp. 176-84. For examples, see Varain, op. clt., pp. 151- 
55, 160-63.

63Kaack, op. cit., p. 97; and Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 
162-63, 195-97.
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influence derives from being the only group in a position

fi4to coordinate the various elements seeking list places.  ̂

Nordrhein-Westfalen provides an extreme example of this 
process of Land coordination and regional subdivision and 
the minimal role of the lower party units in the process.
The first five places are reserved for Land-wide use, usual
ly for the nomination of prominent parliamentarians who also 
have a safe district nomination, and the remaining actual 
list places are divided equally between the two Landes- 
verbande— the one receiving even-numbered places, the other 
odd. The Landesverbfinde executives then decide on the can
didates for their places, primarily on the basis of interest 
group claims. Reinsurance of WK nominees is not as im
portant a consideration, and NRW has a large percentage of 
list-only candidates. These decisions are then sent to the 
statewide tag which provides the only formal representation 
for the lower Kreis organizations. However, the convention 
votes on the entire list en bloc, thus making practically 
impossible any real lower level influence in the process.65

^ I b i d . ; Loewenberg, op. clt.. pp. 78-83; and 
Wildenmann, Unkelbach and Kalteflelter, op. PP» 82-
84. For examples, see Varain, op. clt.. pp. 183-92; and 
Kauftaann, op. clt., pp. 197-202.

^^The best description for NRW is in Zeuner, op. 
clt.. pp. 154, 161, 176-82. See also, "Industrie-Kandi- 
daten: Schlappe im Verein," Per Spiegel. Vol. 19
(August 25, 1965), 22-23.
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While this is an extreme case, the Influence of the 

statewide convention and of the lower party organizations 
in general is quite minor in the CDU. There is usually 
some discussion over the arrangement and individual names 
of the list, but changes in the names, or the order of 
names proposed by the executive Is unusual, since even one 
change might upset the balance of regional and Interest 
demands. In 1965* there were actual contested votes on 
list places in only 16 per cent of the individual nomina
tions.^ jn those smaller Lander where the party and state 
boundaries coincide and in those cases where the regional 
executives are unable to agree on a principle for balancing 
regional and other claims, the convention delegates are 
able to exert some Influence. Delegates are not selected 
on the basis of their position on nominations, and may
divide along regional or other lines. Changes In the ex
ecutive^ proposed slate are generally effected by coali
tions across regional lines of representatives of the
auxiliaries, or the efforts of one region to gain more list
places.^

^Zeuner, op. clt.. p. 172; Kaack, op. cit.. p. 97; 
Kitzinger, op. clt.. pp. 67-74; Wlldenmann, Unkelbach and 
Kalteflelter, op. clt.. pp. 82-84; and Loewenberg, op. clt.. 
pp. 78-83.

67dood examples of the differences in executives' 
and delegates* influence are Baden-Wurttemburg and Rhein- 
land-Pfalz. In B-W, four regional organizations divide
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The second most Important groups influencing list 

nominations are thus the economic Interest groups whose 
views are institutionalized through auxiliary and committee 
representation on the executives. CDU doctrine recognizes 
the legitimacy of differing interests within the party and 
the bargaining which takes place within the party executive 
is really concerned with balancing the claims of these 
groups. In most cases these groups as well as the tradi
tional women and youth organizations essentially select 
their own candidates, and in NRW places on the list are 
reserved for a particular group's representative. The 
auxiliaries which are important vary somewhat by Land, 
although the Sozialausschuss is more successful here than 
in the districts. The women's organization has a claim to 
at least one place in every Land.68

The major business associations have not been repre
sented by a CDU auxiliary organization. Instead, they have

the list and make recommendations based on interest group 
claims. The tag rarely does more than ratify these deci
sions. In the smaller Rheinland-P., the regional organi
zations are frequently unable to agree on a list division 
and the convention Is able to make changes on occasion. 
Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 84-90, 163-70.

6®Loewenberg, op. cit., pp. 78-83; Wlldenmann, Unkel* 
bach and Kaltefleiter, op. clt.. pp. 82-o4;and Zeuner, op. 
cit.. pp. 210-14. In NRW, the SozlalAusschuss Is parti
cularly successful in getting list places, "Industrle- 
Kandldaten," op. clt.. pp. 22-23.
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preferred to set up an Independent organization of 
"businessmen supporting the CDU." This has hindered to 
some extent their ability to get as many representatives 
on CDU lists as they wish, despite the dependence of the 
party on their financial contributions which varies from 
Land to Land, Business representation among list candi
dates appears to be due more to a natural congruence between
their membership and that of the party than to pressure

6qbecause of campaign contributions,
There is very little evidence of any federal party 

Influence on the Land list nominations, despite the fact 
that supporters of the list system frequently claim that it 
allows for more consideration of the parliamentary party*s 
needs than a district nomination system. Individual na
tional party leaders may have some voice in list decisions 
when they are also members of a Land executive. This is 
however fairly uncommon in the federalist CDU. Most Land 
parties are dominated by Land, not national, politicians 
who are Jealous of their prerogatives and react negatively

^Kitzinger, op. cit,. pp. 67-7^; Lohmar, op, clt., 
pp. 96-98; Arnold Heidenheimer, "German Party Finance:
T h e  C D U , "  A m e r i c a n  P o l i t i c a l  S c i e n c e  R e v i e w , L I  ( J u n e ,
1957), 378-80; "Industrie-Kandldaten," opr~clt., p. 22; 
and "Bundestags-Kandldaten: Post vom Handler," Per
Spiegel, Vol. 15 (August 9, 1961), 16,
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to open interference from the national leadership.70 While 
most fraction leaders have top list places, their election 
is due to nomination in a safe WK. Loss of the district 
renomination usually means their removal from the list as 
well.?1

The CSU is an exception to the above description due 
to its dominance in the past by Franz Josef Strauss, an 
important figure on the national scene as well. In cases 
of conflict between the interests of the Land party and 
the Bundestag m.p.'s in Bavaria, Strauss and his supporters 
have usually won.?2

There are electoral differences which affect the im
portance of the lists for a Land*s overall Bundestag repre
sentation. However, differences in the nomination process 
do not seem to be related to the differences in the CDU*s 
competitive position In different Lander. The party or
ganization within the Land appears to have a slightly 
greater effect. Of those six Lander in which state and 
party organization boundaries coincide, the delegate

?OLoewenberg, op. cit.. pp. 78-83; Kaufmann, op. 
cit.; and "Bundestags-Kandidaten . . . op. clt.. p. 16.

71?or e x a m p l e s ,  s e e  "Abgeordnete: Qualitat versucht,”
o p .  clt.. p p .  25-30; ttAbgeordnete: Adel v e r z i c h t e t o p . 
clt.. p p .  12-15; and "Abstiegs-Kandidat: S c h u s s  von 
hinten," Per S p i e g e l .  Vol. 19 (August 18, 1965), 16-18.

72Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 181-82.
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conventions are able to play some role in four. The two 
exceptions are both unusual in other respects— the CSU in 
Bavaria, and the Saar which is extremely small. Apparently, 
where regional organizations do not exist to mediate group 
claims, conflicts are more frequently carried to the con
vention.^

It is difficult to ascertain the percentage of CDU 
list m.p.'s who have sought renomination and failed. Some 
list incumbents may be renominated technically but given a 
poor place with little chance of re-election, which is in 
effect the same as failure In renomination. Other list 
m.p^s may be assigned as a substitute district represen
tative and then nominated the second time in the WK. In 
1965, 45 per cent of the list m.p^s were not renominated, 
including 14 per cent who reportedly wished another term 
in the Bundestag.^ Thus list renomination appears to be 
somewhat more uncertain than WK renomination. This may 
reflect the delegation of list selection to regional and 
auxiliary organizations. A list m.p. who fails to get con
tinued support from the organization he represented, or

73The best description of Land differences In the 
list nomination process can be found in ibid., pp. 154-56# 
160-63, 176-82.

^Examples, Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 88-90, 163-70; 
and "Absteigs-Kandidaten,” op. clt.. pp. 16-18. 1965
figures, Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 216-17.
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whose sponsors have declined In Influence In the Land may 
lose renomination.

From this description, it is possible to determine 
the assets important in gaining a list nomination. The 
top five to ten places (only the first five appear on the 
ballot) are usually reserved for nationally prominent in
cumbents. These individuals almost always are also nomi
nated in safe WK, and their names are used on the ballot 
to embellish the party*s image and because of voter appeal, 
as well as to provide at least one woman with a good chance 
of election. The effective list places are those immedi
ately below— the number depending on the party's assessment 
of its percentage of the vote.

As the above discussion indicates, the most impor
tant asset in getting a list nomination is the support of 
an auxiliary or interest group. Even where regional repre
sentation is adhered to, the regional executives give first 
priority to providing group representation. Because most 
groups have a parallel party auxiliary, party outsiders are 
not nominated, but rather a position in one of the

75Kaack, op. clt., p. 97; Kitzinger, op. cit., p.
74; and "Die VatermSrder," op. clt., p. 42.

76i,oewenberg, op. clt., pp. 78-83; Zeuner, op. cit., 
pp. 200-01. For examples, see "Abgeordnete: Qualftafe
versucht," op. clt., pp. 25-30; and "Die VatermOrder," op. 
cit., p. 43.



www.manaraa.com

152
organizations may serve as a route to a Bundestag career.77 
The support of the external business associations seems 
to be less successful, unless the businessman is also ac
tive in the party in some way.78

The principles of regional proportion and rein
surance of weak WK candidates, although not strictly ad
hered to, do also provide a more traditional career route 
through public office. Membership in the important Land 
leadership circles makes getting a list nomination rela
tively easy, and in those Lander controlled by the SPD, 
ambitious CDU politicians may use the list to further 
their c a r e e r , 79 on the other hand, expertise important for 
the fraction does not appear to be any more of an asset for 
list nominations than it is in the WK. Experts in special 
subjects who are nominated owe their place much more to the 
fact that they were supported by an important group.®0

As was true of WK nominations, denominational bal
ance on the lists is taken into consideration, but is not

77Kaack, op. clt.. p. 97; Kaufmann, op. clt., pp. 
170-71; and Zeuner, op. clt., p. 207*

7®Lohmar, op. cit., pp. 96-98; Hirsch-Weber, op. 
clt., p. 56; and "Bundestags-Kandidaten," op. cit., p. 16,

79varain, op. clt.. pp. 172-74; "Abgeordnete:
Adel v e r z l c h t e t op. clt., pp. 12-15; and rtAbsteigs-Kan- 
didat . . . ," op. clt., pp. 16-18,

®°Wildenmann, Unkelbach and Kaltefleiter, op. clt.. 
pp. 82-84; and Zeuner, op. cit., p. 202.
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strictly followed. In many cases to do so would Interfere 
with group representation, particularly since the Sozial- 
ausschuss candidates are predominantly Catholic. While 
policy differences may exist among contenders for a list 
nomination, they are not among the considerations for 
selection of candidates.®1

In most Lander, the party extends the number of list 
places beyond any possibility of election and these "filler" 
places are frequently spread among various occupational 
groups to provide for more congruence with the population.

In general, as a result of the differences in the 
process, the assets for WK and list nominations in the CDU 
are somewhat different. Local public office Is somewhat 
less important, while the number of upper-middle-class oc
cupations Increases among list candidates due to the 
larger number of businessmen and professionals. In addi
tion, the number of group representatives on the list is 
reflected in a somewhat higher age range as compared to the 
WK nominees.®®

®llbld. . pp. 214-22.
®2See, for example, Kaufmann, op. clt., pp. 197-

202.
®®For the differences in 1965* see Zeuner, op. clt.,

pp. 222-26.
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SPD List Nominations
After the WK nominations are made, the Bezirk ex

ecutive or a Land committee of the Bezirke executives in 
the state meets to estimate the number of good list places 
and to assign them on the basis of a regional formula, a 
practice much more closely followed than in the CDU. The 
Bezirke or regional executives then hold meetings, consult 
with subregional leaders, and decide on individuals to 
fill their places. These decisions are then sent to the 
statewide convention for the actual nominations.

The major role in SPD list nominations is played by 
the Bezirke executives. Their members are usually regional 
and Land politicians and Bundestag m.p.'s. The desire to 
avoid open regional conflict is very strong in the SPD, 
and it is solved by fairly strict adherence to a formula 
of regional proportionality of seats. Although the PV 
regulations suggest membership size as the basis for divi
sion, most Lander follow some formula which uses population 
and sometimes vote as well, thus giving some aid to regions 
with weak party organizations.^ Thus the Land coordinating

®^Kitzinger, op. clt., pp. 66-67.
®5wildenmann, Unkelbach, and Kaltefleiter, op. cit., 

pp. 129-31; Kitzinger, op. cit., pp. 68— 8̂ 1; Kaufmann, op. 
cit., pp. 121-23, 172; and Zeuner, op. clt., pp. 165-6^7
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group has less Influence than In the CDU, as even in those 
L&nder with parallel party boundaries, SPD list places are 
usually divided among the Unterbezirke or Kreis.®6 The 
regional executives are however also limited in their con
trol by a number of factors. They must consult and attempt 
to satisfy the claims of the subregional units, as well as 
those of Land and Bundestag office-holders who may have 
differing assessments of the needs to be filled through list 
nominations.®? Most importantly, the much stricter adher
ence to reinsurance in the SPD leaves less room for maneu
ver to the regional leaders. Since most SPD list nominees 
are also candidates in a district, the SPD WK organizations 
have a considerable role as essentially preselection bodies 
for the list. Even in Nordrhein-Westfalen where reinsur
ance is least strictly adhered to, it is still the most 
important consideration in list decisions within the re
gions.88

Because of the efforts to aid weaker regions through

®®See, for example, ibid., pp. 163-65.
®?Loewenberg, op. cit.. pp. 78-83; Kaack, op. cit., 

pp. 94-96; and examples, Varain, op. cit.. pp. 155-66, 177.
®®Kitzinger, op. cit.. pp. 68-74; Loewenberg, op. 

cit.. pp. 71-72; and Zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 152-54. In a 
Tew cases subregional divisions are made to the WK level, 
reserving a particular place for the candidate of a 
district regardless of who is nominated.
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distribution formulas and consultation with Kreis or sub
regional leaders, executive recommendations are only rarely 
challenged at the delegate conventions. Considerable dis
cussion is common, but in most Lander the executive slate 
is voted en bloc. The infrequent exceptions are usually 
cases in which a regional claim was not honored by the 
executive. Thus, although the delegates are not formally 
controlled by the regional leadership, they seldom do more 
than ratify decisions made elsewhere.

Unlike the CDU, the SPD makes no real effort to pro
vide representation for economic interest groups. Regional 
division of places and WK reinsurance in any case give the 
leaders less opportunity to use the list to balance other 
interests. The list nomination of union functionaries is 
due more to their overlap with SPD party activists, than to 
any organized role by the unions in the p r o c e s s . N e i t h e r  
of the two traditional auxiliaries have extensive influence. 
In both cases, their claims to at least one or two places

89wildenmann, Unkelbach, and Kaltefleiter, op. clt.» 
pp. 129-31. In 1965 there were contests on only four per 
cent of the SPD list nominations, Zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 
172-73# 195-97. For an example where an executive recom
mendation was rejected because of the belief that legitimate 
regional claims were ignored, see "Die Verschobene Kandi- 
dat," Per Spiegel. Vol. 11 (June 19, 1957)# 22.

9°Lohmar, op. clt.. ppv 91-96; Hirsch-Weber, op. clt., 
pp. 65-66; Kaack. op. clt.. pp. 9^-96; and Zeuner, op. cit.,
p. 166.
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are usually honored.91

Despite the traditional centralized Image of the 
SPD, the national PV does not play an Important role In 
the list nomination process. Since the national party 
leaders are somewhat more likely to also hold Land or 
Bezirk party offices in the SPD than In the CDU, the 
wishes of the fraction and national organization are likely 
to be given some consideration. The top list places are, 
as in the CDU, reserved for prominent politicians, and a 
somewhat larger number of these individuals in the SPD may 
have no WK nomination and must rely on the consideration 
of regional executives for their renomination. They are 
not always successful, particularly when their claims con
flict with Land interests.

Despite the differences in the electoral importance 
of list nominations in different Lander, these do not seem 
to have any effect upon the nomination processes which are 
quite similar. Nor does the structure of the party or
ganization in the Land have much effect. Even in those

91varain, op. clt., pp. 165-66; Kaufmann, op. cit.. 
pp. 197-202; Kitzinger, op. cit.. pp. 68-74; "Abgeordnete: 
Adel verzichtet," op. clt., pp. 13-15; and Zeuner, op. clt., 
pp. 190-91.

92Raack, op. cit.. p. 94; Kitzinger, op. clt., pp. 
68-74; "Der Verschobene Kandidat," op. clt., p. 22. For 
example, in NRW the first ten places are supra-regional, 
and used to fill PV requests, Zeuner, op. clt., pp. 184- 
89, 200-01.
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Lander with a parallel Bezirk the principle of regional 
subdivision is generally adhered to. Thus the lower party 
organizations are brought into the process prior to the 
convention and the delegates play little role in the nomi
nations. 93

Because of the rule of reinsuring WK candidates with 
good list places and therefore the considerable overlap 
between list and WK m.p.fs in the SPD, it is difficult to 
get a distinct picture of the renomination rate for SPD 
lists. Certainly the tendency to renominate is quite
strong in the SPD and the chances for list m.p.'s are
nearly as good as for WK incumbents. In 1965, 35 per cent
of the list incumbents were not renominated; only six per
cent did not wish to retire.9^ Most of the failures at 
renomination of those actively seeking it are due to an 
earlier failure in a district. This clearly gives the 
local organizations considerable control over list renomi- 
nations as well.

As mentioned above, the top places on the ballot are

93see the discussion in ibid., pp. 163-65.
9**Kitzinger, op. clt.. pp. 66-67; Kaufmann, op. 

clt.. pp. 177-83, 197-205. 1965 figures, Zeuner, op. clt..
pp. 216-17.

95por examples, see Varain, op. clt., p. 177; 
Kaufmann, op. cit., pp. 116-29; and f̂iie Verschobene 
Kandldat." op. ~cTt., p. 22.
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given to important parliamentarians or national leaders 
whose prominence enhances the party*s image and vote*
This Is the only point at which the SPD makes a direct 
concession to voter-appeal in its criteria,96 The other 
assets closely parallel those for WK nominations, since 
most list candidates were first nominated in a district. 
Obviously both a WK nomination and incumbency are important 
in list nominations. In addition, a position in the party 
organization or the support of the Bezirk or Kreis leader
ship is a most important asset, due to their influential 
role in the nominations. On the other hand, national sup
port does not appear to be particularly significant although 
it is a consideration and some places on a list may be re
served for extra-regional nominations.97 Unions and the 
traditional auxiliary organizations play only a small role 
in the list selection process.9®

As in the WK nominations, PV regulations urging the 
selection of candidates on the basis of ability and knowl
edge appears to have had little Impact, and even

9^Kaack, op. cit.. p. 96; "Die Vatermorder," op. 
cit., p. 42; and zeuner, op. clt.. pp. 200-10.

97Lohmar, op. cit., pp. 94-96; Wlldenmann, Unkel- 
bach, and Kaltefleiter, op. cit.. pp. 82-84; and Kitzinger, 
op. clt., pp. 68-74.

9®Wiidenmann, Unkelbach, and Kaltefleiter, op. clt., 
pp. 129-31; HIrsch-Weber, op. clt., pp. 65-66; "Abgeordnete: 
Adel v e r z i c h t e t op. clt., pp. 13-15; and Zeuner, op. cit., 
p. 210.
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parliamentary leaders are as likely to get bad places as 
good in most Lander, The lack of support for Landtag m.p.'s 
as list candidates may reflect the attitude found in the 
districts that these are distinct careers, as well as the 
desire of Land leaders to keep their "parliamentary stars" 
at the Land level. The PV regulations require special per
mission for the nomination of an incumbent Landtag m.p.99 

Finally, the occupational range for list candidates 
does not differ significantly from that for WK nominees. 
Those middle occupations with a strong percentage in the 
party membership— communal office-holders, white collar em
ployees— form the nucleus of list recruitment also. A 
broader range of occupations to fulfill the new Volkspartei 
image and attract voters from the CDU is only attempted in 
assigning the "filler" places at the bottom of the lists.

Characteristics of CDU and SPD M.P^s 
We would expect the composition of the CDU and SPD 

fractions to reflect both the similarities and differences 
in the candidate selection processes described above. We 
shall consider the occupational and age ranges among CDU

^Loewenberg, op. cit.. pp. 78-83; and Kaufmann, 
op. clt.. pp. 116-29.

l°°Lohmar, op. cit.; Kitzinger, op. cit;; "Die 
VatermSrder," op. clt.. p. **3; Kaufmann, op. clt.. pp. 
116-29; and Varain. op. clt.. pp. 155* l86-8tJ.
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and SPD m.p.'s, the extent of replacement of new parlia
mentarians for old, and Bundestag career routes as revealed 
In their party and public office experience.

There are a number of difficulties associated with 
any attempt to determine the occupational divisions among 
m.p.^. In particular, the official biographies often 
state original rather than current occupation which in 
many cases is that of professional politician or employee 
of an Interest group. Many of those listed in the white 
collar category probably are such representatives, or 
party employees. In addition, West German teachers and 
professors are civil servants and while their numbers are 
not large in either party, they do inflate this occupa
tional category somewhat.101

However, despite these problems, the occupational 
breakdowns for three Bundestag terms (comparable figures 
for the Third Bundestag were unavailable) presented in 
Table 7 do give some rudimentary Indication of the similar
ities and differences in the two parties. In both, the 
percentages of white collar employees and civil servants Is 
quite high and the civil service group has steadily in
creased. While some differences between the parties are

*01por a discussion of some of the problems in as
sessing these distortions in occupational categories, see 
Loewenberg, op. clt.. pp. 111-15*
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TABLE 7

OCCUPATION OP CDU AND SPD M.P*'S, SECOND, FOURTH, AND 
FIFTH BUNDESTAG, IN PERCENTAGES

1953-1957 1961-1965 1965-1969
Occupa CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD CDU/CSU SPD
tions n* 244 n-151 n- 242 n*190 n-245 n-202
Free pro

fessions 20 20 10 9 10 9
Business, 

self- 
employed 25 9 17 6 17 3

Civil ser
vants 15 18 24 21 33 32

White-
collar 20 40 33 60 30 52

Farmers 14 2 12 1 9 1
Skilled

workers 0 8 0 1 0 1
Housewives, 

other 6 3 4 4 1 -

Sources: 1953 CDU: George Rueckert, "CDU Devlancy In the
German Bundestag," Journal of Politics, XXIV 
(August, 1962), 486; 1953 SPD: David Childs, From
Schumacher to Brandt (Oxford: Pergamon Press,
1966), p. 33; 1961 and 1965 CDU and SPD: Bodo
Zeuner, Kandldatenaufstellung zur Bundestagsvrahl 
1965 (The Hague: Martlnus Nijhoff, 1970), p. 142.

concealed In these groupings— there are more local politi
cians In these groups In the SPD, and more Interest organi
zation employees In the CDU, the increasing numbers reflect 
a common structure of the opportunities for nomination in
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both p a r t i e s . The quite low percentages of skilled 
workers even in the SPD is explicable in terms of the 
middle-class orientation of those active In the nominations. 
The workers1 representatives in the SPD are predominantly 
union employees and would be classified as white collar.

While their proportions in the Bundestag have de
clined over the years, business and professional groups 
have been consistently more significant in the CDU fraction, 
thus giving it a broader range of occupations and weighting 
it more to the upper-middle class. Farmers as a group in 
the parliament have also declined in numbers, but again 
have been almost entirely CDU m.p^s. Many safe CDU dis
tricts are in rural areas, and as we have seen, farmers 
have been an important group in the district nominations.

An early report on the 1969 legislators does not 
indicate any very startling differences in these occupa
tional groupings from previous years. The C D U  fraction 
gained a few more businessmen, and lost a few farmers, 
while the number of civil servants increased in both 
parties.103

102por further discussion on the bureaucratization 
of German politics, see ibid.; and Otto Kirchheimer, "Ger
many: The Vanishing Opposition," in Dahl, Political Op
positions in Western Democracies (New Havenl Yale Uni
versity Press, 1966), p. ^32.

103HBundestag: Sehr angepasst," Per Spiegel. Vol.
23(October 20, 1969), 38-U.
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T h e  a g e  g r o u p s  I n  t h e  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  p a r t i e s  p r e s e n t e d  

i n  T a b l e  8  a l s o  a r e  t o  s o m e  e x t e n t  r e f l e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  n o m i 

n a t i o n  p r o c e s s .  T h e  C D U  f r a c t i o n  h a s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  b e e n

TABLE 8
A G E S  O F  C D U  A N D  S P D  M . P . ' S ,  S E C O N D ,  F O U R T H ,  A N D  F I F T H

B U N D E S T A G ,  I N  P E R C E N T A G E S

1953-1957 1961-1965 1965-1969
A g e s C D U / C S U S P D C D U / C S U S P D C D U / C S U  S P D  

l i s t  a l l

U p  t o  39 9 14 10 17 7 15 14
40-49 29 37 25 27 24 25 36
50-59 42 33 39 36 46 37 30
60-69 18 16 24 20 20 21 20
O v e r  69 2 0 2 0 2 2 0
Sources: 1953! Wolfgang Hirsch-Weber and Klaus Schutz,

W a h l e r  a n d  O e w a h l t e  ( B e r l i n :  V e r l a g  F r a n z  V a h l e n
G M B H ,  1957), p p .  353, 367. 1961: H e i n o  K a a c k ,
D i e  P a r t e i e n  I n  d e r  V e r f a s s u n g s w l r k l l c h k e l t  d e r  
B u n d e s r e p u b I l k  ( S c h l e s w i g - H o l s t e i n ,  19&3). P .
107. 1965 * B o d o  Z e u n e r ,  K a n d i d a t e n a u f s t e l l u n g  
z u r  B u n d e s t a g s w a h l  1965 ( T h e  H a g u e :  M a r t i n u s
FTijEoW, 197&7 , "pp.'TJB, 224.

s o m e w h a t  o l d e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f  t h e  S P D ,  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  C D U  g r o u p  

i n  t h e  50-59 r a n g e ,  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  S P D  g r o u p  i n  t h e  40-49 
r a n g e .  I n  b o t h  p a r t i e s  h o w e v e r  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t h o s e  

u n d e r  f i f t y  h a s  I n c r e a s e d  a n d  d u e  t o  t h e  s o m e w h a t  l a r g e r  

i n c r e a s e s  i n  t h e  C D U ,  i t s  p e r c e n t a g e  i n  t h i s  g r o u p  n o w
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closely resembles that of the SPD*!^

The study from which the 1965 figures differentiat
ing CDU list-only m.p^s were taken indicates that the over
all figures conceal some important differences between the 
two parties. It appears that the list-only m.p.^ are 
somewhat older in the CDU. Since almost all list m.p.*s 
are also WK nominees in the SPD because of the reinsurance 
policy, no differences were found between the two groups. 
Whereas forty to fifty seems to be the age range during 
which SPD activists have reached a career stage acceptable 
for a Bundestag nomination, the route appears less fixed 
in the CDU. Both younger and older individuals have a 
chance at a CDU nomination; the younger through Junge 
Union support in districts where an elderly incumbent has 
retired, and the older through prominence in an interest 
group career which gives them access to list p l a c e s . 1^5

Table 9 shows the turnover for both parties during 
the period covered by this study. Turnover is not high in 
either party, and the variations do not seem to be related 
to the nomination process. CDU turnover has generally 
been somewhat higher than in the SPD, which is consistent

lO^The same trends seem to apply for 1969, with 
somewhat younger m.p.*s In both parties and similar party 
differences, ibid., p. 38.

lO^zeuner, op. cit.. pp. 129-31.
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with the higher number of challenges to Incumbents In CDU 
nominations.

TABLE 9
TURNOVER OP M.P.'S, SECOND THROUGH FIFTH BUNDESTAG

1953 1957 1961 1965

C D U / C S U 21$ 24$ 28$ 36$
S P D 30$ 17$ 20$ 27$

To avoid the distortion due to electoral gains, the
following ratio was used for turnover: no. of new m.p.'s
- no. of new seats/no. of seats In previous term.
Sources: 1953: James Pollack, German Democracy at Work

(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1955)*
P* 95* 1957: U. Kitzinger, German Electoral
Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19f>0), p.

1961: Helno Kaack, Die Partelen In der
Verfassungswirkllchkeit der Bundesrepubllk 
(Schleswig-Holstein, 19&3), p. 107. 19^5: Bodo
Zeuner, Kandldatenaufstellung zur Bundestagswahl 
1965 (The Hague: Martinus Niihofr, l<)?o), p.

It is very difficult to get an accurate picture of 
the offices held by parliamentarians. Since a political 
career does not provide high status, many m.p.*s neglect 
to mention their party offices in official biographies. 
Fifty per cent of all CDU m.p.'s In 1953 had at least one 
party office at the national, state or local level. The 
1965 figure was sixty per cent, although as we have seen 
party office is somewhat less important In getting a
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n o m i n a t i o n  i n  t h e  C D U  t h a n  i n  t h e  S P D .  I n  f a c t ,  o n l y  

f o r t y - f i v e  p e r  c e n t  o f  t h e  n e w  C D U  c a n d i d a t e s  i n  1965 h e l d  

s o m e  p a r t y  o f f i c e . 1 0 ^

A different study of the 1969 Bundestag candidates 
provides some further Information on the amounts of time 
devoted to party affairs (not party office) by both candi
dates and incumbents in the CDU and the SPD. A sample of 
candidates was asked how much time they spent per week on 
party work between elections. Fewer of the new CDU candi
dates spent more than twenty hours a week on party activ
ities— twenty-two per cent to thirty-seven per cent for 
the SPD, which reflects the differences we have discussed 
In the criteria used in candidate selection. There is 
less external influence in SPD nominations, and contribu
tions to party affairs are an important test of the candi
date^ loyalty. Thirty-seven per cent of the SPD Incum
bents, the same as of the new candidates, spent more than 
twenty hours per week on party work. However, fifty-one 
per cent of the CDU Incumbents as compared to twenty-two 
per cent of the aspirants devoted that much time to party

106Hirsch-Weber, op. cit.. pp. 358-65, 367-71*; 
Friedrich v.d. Heydte and Karl Sacherl, Sozlologle der 
deutschen Partelen (Munich: Isar Verlag, 19^5)7 P- 293*
1$53 figure for the CDU, Max G. Lange, e t a l •, Partelen 
in der Bundesrepubllk (Stuttgart: Ring-Verlag, 19^5)»
p. 139; l9b5 figures, Zeuner, op. clt.. p. 102.
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work.*®? Apparently many CDU m.p.'s assume party duties 
only after they have been elected to the Bundestag* This 
may in part be due to the nature of the CDU organization 
and Its lack of sufficient paid functionaries to perform 
organizational tasks.

The figures are also available for the number of 
m.p.'s who held Land or local office prior to their elec
tion in 1965. Twenty-five per cent of CDU m.p.'s and 
twenty-three per cent of SPD m.p.'s were Landtag members 
prior to their election* The percentage of communal 
office-holders was somewhat higher in the SPD— forty per 
cent to thirty-three per cent in the CDU. The somewhat 
higher percentage in the SPD probably reflects the impor
tance of such offices in gaining a district nomination and 
the larger number of CDU list-only m.p.'s who owe their 
nomination to positions in important associations* Both 
the figures for party and public office-holding indicate 
considerable professionalization in both parties.

Conclusions
Similarities

In studying candidate selection in the CDU and the

10?Jeff Pishel, "Party Professionalism and Its Con
sequences," (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, 1970), p. 4a*
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SPD, we found a number of similarities between the two 
parties. These bear out some of the propositions in our 
framework, while others point to new relationships. In 
both the CDU and the SPD, the number of contested nomina
tions is quite low. This supports our assumption that 
negative attitudes towards conflict in the West German 
political culture would have this effect. As one author 
points out, even the German word for contested voting 
(Kampfabstimmung) has a negative connotation.

Secondly, the responsible party executive is the 
most influential group involved in list and WK nominations, 
i.e., the regional executive for the lists and the Kreis 
executives for the WK. National leadership interference 
in list and WK nominations is minimal, and the state lead
ership only plays a small role in district nominations in 
those WK regarded by the party as hopeless electorally.
Thus the electoral system and the election law which pro
vide for two types of candidates and give the party or
ganization at the respective levels the legal responsi
bility for nominations do structure similarities into CDU 
and SPD nominations. Because the electoral system pro
vides two levels for the nomination of candidates, there

0 amp fab s t lmmungen " . . .  sind unangenehm, 
unberechenbar, sie erfordern ausaergewohnliche Anstren- 
gungen und rufen aussergewShnliche Schwierigkeiten 
hervor." Ibid.. p. *43.
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Is also the possibility of some overlap in the nominees 
and in fact, in both parties the majority of list candi
dates have also been nominated in a district. This means 
that the WK organizations also influence list nominations. 
In addition, for both the CDU and the SPD, position in the 
local party becomes an important asset for obtaining a 
nomination. We may be more certain that the legal regula
tions have had this decentralizing impact, since an early 
analysis of candidate selection, prior to the passage of 
the law, Indicated considerable national control.H O

Interestingly enough, while West German federalism 
does provide for Independent political positions at the 
Land level, It does not have the expected result of making 
Land politicians the most important Influence in list 
nominations. Apparently this is because historical tradi
tions are associated with various regions, rather than the 
states, whose boundaries were created by the Allies, Both 
parties are organized on the basis of these traditional 
regions, and It is the regional party leaders who are in
fluential In list decisions. As a result, division of 
Land lists along regional lines Is an important principle 
for both the CDU and the SPD.

The election law does not provide for direct party

n^See Wildenmann, op, clt., pp. 130-40.
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m e m b e r s h i p  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  n o m i n a t i o n s ,  n o r  f o r  m e m b e r 

s h i p  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  t o  t h e  n o m i n a t i o n  c o n v e n 

t i o n s .  A l s o  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n  f o r  l i s t  n o m i n a t i o n s  i s  L a n d -  

w i d e ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  d o  

n o t  c o r r e s p o n d  t o  L a n d  b o u n d a r i e s .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  c o n v e n t i o n  

d e l e g a t e s  o n l y  p l a y  a  r o l e  i n  t h o s e  c a s e s  w h e r e  l e a d e r s h i p  

d i v i s i o n s  c a n n o t  b e  o v e r c o m e  p r i o r  t o  s u b m i t t i n g  p r o p o s a l s  

t o  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n s .  I n  c o n t e s t s  t h a t  d o  o c c u r ,  p o l i c y  

d i v i s i o n s  a r e  e x t r e m e l y  r a r e .  I t  m a y  b e  t h a t  c u l t u r a l  

a t t i t u d e s  a b o u t  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  a n d  t h e  c o m p a r t m e n t a l l z a -  

t i o n  o f  I s s u e s  a r e  o p e r a t i n g  h e r e .  T h u s  t h e  l o c a l  p a r 

t i e s  h a v e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  n o m i n a t i o n s  a n d  t h e  

e v e n t u a l  m . p . ' s  d e c i d e  p o l i c y  w i t h o u t  d r a w i n g  t h e  c o n n e c 

t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  t w o .

F i n a l l y ,  i n  t e r m s  o f  i n f l u e n t i a l  g r o u p s  I n  t h e  

n o m i n a t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  e x t e r n a l  g r o u p s  a p p e a r  

t o  p l a y  s i m i l a r  r o l e s  I n  C D U  a n d  S P D  n o m i n a t i o n s :  b i g
b u s i n e s s  a s s o c i a t i o n s  I n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  u n i o n s  I n  t h e  S P D .  

T h i s  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  d u e  t o  t h e  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m  a n d  t o  t h e  

s i m i l a r  i m p o r t a n c e  w h i c h  t h e s e  g r o u p s  h a v e  i n  t h e  r e s p e c 

t i v e  p a r t y ' s  m e m b e r s h i p .  T h e  e l e c t i o n  l a w  g i v e s  t h e  p a r 

t i e s  c o n t r o l  o f  n o m i n a t i o n s ,  m a k i n g  i t  e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i 

c u l t  f o r  o u t s i d e  g r o u p s  t o  - n o m i n a t e  I n d e p e n d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a 

t i v e s  o f  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s .  H o w e v e r ,  s i n c e  b u s i n e s s m e n  a n d  

u n i o n i s t s  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  s e g m e n t s  o f  t h e  C D U  a n d  S P D
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m e m b e r s h i p s  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a r e  n o m i 

n a t e d  b y  t h e  p a r t i e s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  p r o p o r 

t i o n  o f  t h e  a c t i v i s t s  f r o m  w h i c h  c a n d i d a t e s  a r e  r e c r u i t e d  

a n d  b e c a u s e  t h e  p a r t i e s  d e p e n d  o n  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  

s o m e  e x t e n t  f o r  c a m p a i g n  a i d — t h r o u g h  f i n a n c i a l  c o n t r i b u 

t i o n s  i n  t h e  C D U  a n d  c a m p a i g n  w o r k  a n d  v o t e s  i n  t h e  S P D .

I n  b o t h  p a r t i e s ,  t h e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  i n c u m b e n c y  i s  

q u i t e  h i g h  a n d  f e w  m . p . ’ s  e v e n  f a c e  a  c h a l l e n g e  f o r  r e 

n o m i n a t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  w h e n  i n v o l v e d  i n  s u c h  c o n t e s t s ,  t h e y  

d o  n o t  a l w a y s  w i n .  I n d i r e c t l y  t h e  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m  p r o 

m o t e s  t h i s ,  s i n c e  a s  w e  h a v e  s e e n  t h e  l o c a l  p a r t y  l e a d e r s  

a r e  t h e  m o s t  i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  n o m i n a t i o n s ,  a n d  i n c u m b e n t s  

a r e  i n  a  b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  t h r o u g h  

a i d  t o  t h e  l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  t h e  p r o m o t i o n  o f  r e g i o n a l  

i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  B u n d e s t a g .  C e r t a i n l y ,  w h e n  i n c u m b e n t s  

l o s e  r e n o m i n a t i o n ,  i t  I s  d u e  t o  t h e i r  f a i l u r e  t o  p e r f o r m  

t h e s e  d u t i e s  o r  r e t a i n  l o c a l  s u p p o r t .
A s  f o r  t h e  c r i t e r i a  u s e d  i n  c a n d i d a t e  s e l e c t i o n ,  

p u b l i c  o f f i c e  I s  a n  a s s e t  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  s e e k i n g  n o m i n a 

t i o n  I n  b o t h  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D .  C o m m u n a l  o f f i c e s  a r e  

m o r e  I m p o r t a n t  h o w e v e r  t h a n  a  L a n d t a g  m a n d a t e .  T h e  e x p e c 

t a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  s y s t e m  w o u l d  m a k e  a  l e g i s l a t i v e  

c a r e e r  a t  t h e  s t a t e  l e v e l  a  s t e p p i n g  s t o n e  t o  a  B u n d e s t a g  

c a r e e r  i s  n o t  b o r n e  o u t .  A p p a r e n t l y  W e s t  G e r m a n y ’ s  f u n c 

t i o n a l  f e d e r a l i s m  m a k e s  n a t i o n a l  a n d  L a n d  l e g i s l a t i v e
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careers seem two different specialties. Local office is an 
advantage because of the importance of communal politicians 
as a group in the local party organizations.

It would seem that the electoral system is more im
portant than the political culture in effecting the degree 
to which parliamentary skills and expertise are considered 
a nomination criteria. Because the parties* parliamentary 
leaders play little role in nominations, expertise needed 
by the fraction is not a significant criterion In either 
party. Of course, despite the high value attached to 
special knowledge In the political culture, it has also 
been pointed out that there Is some confusion on the 
actual skills important for the role of an m.p. and this 
may also result In less attention to political qualifica
tions in candidate selection.

In addition, certain aspects of the electoral sys
tem diminish the importance of voter-appeal as a criterion. 
The list vote determines the overall ratio of seats and 
the individual WK candidate has never affected the list 
vote by more than five per cent in any d i s t r i c t . T h u s  
the parties only directly consider voter appeal in the

•^^For a discussion of the uncertainty In atti
tudes towards the m.p.*s role, see Loewenberg, op. clt.,
pp. 60-72.

H 2 l n  other words, most voters vote a straight 
ticket for list and WK, Lohmar, op. cit.. p. 71.
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selection of the first five names of the list which ap
pear on the ballot. Our expectation that the SPD's 
minority status and greater need to attract new voters 
would lead to more consideration of this factor than in 
the CDU was not borne out.

As we expected, the low status of a political 
career, with unsatisfactory material rewards and the at
titude that politics is really an administrative matter 
has meant that the occupational range of m.p.’s in both 
parties is fairly narrow, with an ever-increasing propor
tion of civil servants in both fractions.

Differences
The differences in CDU and SPD candidate selection 

are due to their differing competitive positions, dis
similar membership composition, and divergent party doc
trines. In general, the difference can be summed up by 
saying that the CDU process is more externally-oriented, 
while the SPD nominations are more internal.

The hypothesis about the relationship between over
all competitive position and number of contests seems to 
be supported. It appears that the SPD’s position as a 
minority party made it place greater value on party 
unity; there were fewer contests generally in the SPD than 
in the CDU at both the list and district levels. There i3
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additional support for this relationship in the fact that 
in 1969, after its participation in the Grand Coalition 
and with real hope for the first time of forming a govern
ment, the SPD had more nomination contests than the CDU,
The differences in party membership and doctrine probably 
also contributed to the higher number of contests in the 
CDU, There are more conflicting interests among CDU 
members and party doctrine recognizes the legitimacy of 
their expression, whereas SPD membership is more homo
geneous and there is emphasis on the traditional unity of
the labor movement. Thus the SPD makes a greater effort 
to avoid conflict which may be disruptive of internal 
party relationships and adheres more closely to a regional 
distribution of list places.

Interestingly, the relationship between competitive 
position and frequency of contests does not appear to hold 
up at the level of Individual districts. If it did, we 
should have found more contests In safe districts in both
the CDU and the SPD, but this was not the case. While
there were more contests in the CDU in safe WK and none In 
hopeless districts, this was not true in the SPD. It may 
be that the nature of the party organization Is more im
portant. The SPD has a strong organizational structure 
and in those districts with a likelihood of victory, the 
leadership would be more concerned to maintain control,
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whereas the CDU organization is generally weak, so that 
the chance of election produces divisions that cannot be 
resolved prior to the conventions. The frequent contests 
in hopeless SPD districts may also be the result of its 
greater adherence to the practice of reinsuring WK candi
dates with list places. The reinsurance policy does not 
vary according to the proportion of WK vs. List seats won 
in a Land; even In those states where the SPD wins all the 
districts, WK candidates get a list nomination as well. 
Again, the SPD's extensive reinsurance seems to be due to 
the high value which contributions to the party and or
ganization have In the SPD. WK candidates are rewarded 
for their greater campaign efforts and contribution to the 
vitality of the party by being placed on the list also.

There are also differences between the CDU and the 
SPD In the importance of different groups in the nomina
tion process for list and WK candidates. While outright 
Intervention by the national party is rare in both, the 
local SPD organizations do not react as negatively to the 
Informal views of national leaders and give them somewhat 
more consideration than In the CDU. This supports our 
expectation that differences in party doctrine would give 
more influence to the national party in the SPD because 
of the emphasis on deference to authority and loyalty to 
the leadership. In contrast, CDU doctrine is strongly
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federalist in orientation reflecting its origins in grass
roots groups. The recent calls of national CDU officers 
for a national list indicate their inability to substan
tially influence the process as it now exists,1*3 cdu 

federalism is also reflected in the smaller overlap of Land 
and national party office-holders, which makes it more dif
ficult for the national leaders to present their views.

In addition, although party executives are the most 
Influential group In both, the second most important group 
varies. In the CDU, it Is the external interest groups 
which through the auxiliaries and committees play a key 
role. In the distribution of list places, while region
alism Is important, the representation of all groups is 
the major criterion of selection. In the SPD, on the other 
hand, it is the local party units which provide a counter
weight to the Kreis or Bezirk executives, because of dele
gate Independence In the WK, and reinsurance and region
alism on the lists which means that In many cases the 
Kreis executives select the list candidates also. Thus 
It appears that the membership and doctrinal differences 
between the parties have had the effect we anticipated.
The SPD has fewer ties to external groups and even the

H3see, for example, the party manager's speech 
in 1962, reported in Friedhelm Baukloh, "Soziale Koali- 
tion - Eine Alternative,” Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 17 (1962), 656.
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unions are not represented by a separate auxiliary and play 
a limited role. The emphasis on organizational service 
and the desire to avoid internal dissension which produces 
strict adherence to reinsurance and regional division also 
gives the lower party levels a greater role than in the 
CDU. The impact of such principles as "internal party 
democracy" is less clear, as It is the activists, not the 
extended membership who are important.

The CDU's contrasting heterogeneity of membership 
and attitudes towards the expression of different interests 
has meant that group balance Is the most important prin
ciple for the distribution of list places;and group sup
port, rather than that of the lower party units, Is the 
most Important asset in winning nomination.

The greater role which the CDU youth organization 
plays in its nominations Is more difficult to explain on 
the basis of our variables. Both parties have such 
auxiliaries, but the JU has been much more active than the 
Jusos, working particularly In the districts for the nomi
nation of younger candidates. Perhaps the best explana
tion is not any higher value on youth, since the SPD has 
a somewhat younger fraction, but rather the influence which 
a we11-organized, large member group can have in a gener
ally weak party organization like the CDU.
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The year, 1969, produced an Interesting exception 

to the generally low number of contests and renomination 
challenges in the SPD. Not only did the number of chal
lenges increase, but for the first time in either party, 
these were based on policy disputes. Although the SPD’s 
participation in the government for the first time un
doubtedly increased the importance of an m.p.’s voting 
behavior, the CDU’s governmental position never produced 
such challenges on renomination. Most important perhaps 
is the fact that the SPD has traditionally been committed 
to Social Democracy, i.e., definite principles upon which 
political decisions are to be based and a commitment to 
membership participation in making those decisions. Thus 
when the party leaders, now in government, made decisions 
not only without consulting the membership, but which some 
felt conflicted with the party’s Basic Program, policy 
challenges developed in the constituencies. It will be 
interesting to see how this conflict between governmental 
responsibility and party doctrine which long plagued the 
British Labour Party is resolved in the future in the SPD.

While the SPD pays a bit more attention to fraction 
needs for expertise in Its candidate selection, It Is not 
enough to support our expectation that there would be a 
considerable difference between the parties because of the 
SPD's minority position and Its inability to rely on the
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government bureaucracy for needed Information, As we have 
seen the nomination process does not allow for parliamentary 
party leadership participation In candidate selection.

The differences in the composition of party member
ship are clearly reflected in the occupational distribu
tion of CDU and SPD m.p.'s. The CDU fraction is more 
diverse and weighted towards the upper portion of the 
class scale, while the SPD m.p.'s are overwhelmingly 
middle-class. The recent efforts of the SPD to present 
a new image as a Volkspartei have not been able to over
come the fact that there aren't that many occupational 
groups represented among the party activists from which 
candidates are recruited. As expected, the CDU does pay 
some attention to religious balance in its selection of 
candidates, however Catholics are consistently overrepre
sented among m.p.'s as among the membership. Apparently 
of the two definitions of "Union" in party doctrine, the 
concept of a coalition of groups has become more important 
than bridging the gap between denominations, particularly 
since religious antagonism has declined in West German 
society.

Finally, we have characterized the differences in 
the nomination process by the fact that while both are 
decentralized, party units are most important in the SPD, 
whereas external groups play a major role in the CDU, On
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this basis, if the hypotheses suggested by Schlesinger111* 
are correct, the SPD should have younger, more experienced 
m.p.'s than the CDU. This is the case with respect to the 
age differences. In addition, there is an interesting dif
ference between the ages of CDU list and WK m.p.'s which 
apparently is due to the role of external groups in the 
list nominations and JU Influence in the districts. Party 
office, as we have seen, is also a more important nomina
tion criterion In the SPD. In general, the internal-party 
orientation of the process has made the SPD route to a 
Bundestag career much more routinized than in the CDU.

^**See Chapter I.
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CHAPTER IV

NATIONAL PARTY LEADERS: SELECTION
AND CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter will describe the selection and charac
teristics of the CDU and the SPD national party chairmen 
and executive committees. This dimension of party organi
zation should suggest the extent of "oligarchy" or Inter
nal party centralization. It will also provide a picture 
of the routes to power in party and government in West 
Germany and the extent to which the two major parties per
form the Important function of recruitment for the major 
positions in the political system.

The aspects of party leadership we are Interested 
in Include: the rules and actual selection process for
national chairman and other national leaders; participants 
in the selection; contests for these positions; criteria 
used; the career patterns as reflected in characteristics 
of the leaders; and the links between party office and 
government position, I.e., party chairman as Chancellor- 
candid ate and the overlap between the national party 
executives (Vorstande) and LSnder, Bundestag, or Cabinet
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offices. We will explore the ways in which the political 
system and other party variables have affected the simi
larities and differences between the CDU and the SPD in 
this dimension of party organization.

CDU National Chairmen and Chancellor-candidates
According to the current (1967) CDU statute, the 

national party convention is responsible for the election 
of the party chairman. Composed of delegations from the 
CDU LandesverbSnde, their numbers determined by a member
ship plus voter formula, such conventions are required "at 
least" every two years. In fact, there have been CDU 
Bundesparteitage in every year since 1950 with three excep
tions— 1955, 1959, and 1963. The chairman's term is two 
years; however, the actual elections have been irregular, 
as changes have taken place in mid-term. The voting is 
by secret ballot, with a majority necessary for election, 
although particularly in the early years the party was 
rarely that formal in its procedures.1 The statute makes 
no mention of a procedure for the selection of the party*s 
Chancellor-candidate. As we shall see, the lack of rules

1Ute Muller discusses CDU rules and convention pro
cedures in Die derookratischen Wlllensbildungin den pollt- 
lschen Partelen (Mainz; v. Hase and Kohler Verlag, l^b?1), 
p. 55- The current CDU statute can be found in CDU; 
Geschlchte. Idee. Programm. Statut (Bonn, 1967). PP. 93- 
$4, 91f.
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regarding the relationship between the party chairmanship 
and the Chancellorship was reflected in the so-called 
"succession crisis" when Adenauer*s long domination of both 
offices came to an end.

The CDU has had three national chairmen and Chancel
lors— Konrad Adenauer, Ludwig Erhard, and Kurt-Georg 
Kiesinger. We will begin this section with a description 
of their rise to office and the relationship between the 
two positions. The history of Adenauer's take-over of the 
CDU and election as the first West German Chancellor, which 
took place prior to the time period of this study, has been 
described in detail elsewhere.2 Briefly, as the party de
veloped out of scattered groups in the late 19^0*8, Ade
nauer was able to exert control over the developing organ
ization. This was due in part to his political skill and 
in part to an advantageous position as chairman of the 
party in the British zone, and head of the bizonal Economic 
Council. His party and public prominence prior to the 
founding of the Federal Republic, the lack of any effective 
central party headquarters, and his leadership in the 19^9 
campaign made it possible for him to assume the Chancellor
ship as CDU leader in 19^9 without any formal decision by

^The best description is Arnold J. He id enhe inter's 
book, Adenauer and the CPU* The Rise of the Leader and 
the Integration of the Party (The Hague: Martinus Nljhoff,b w ; —  ----------------------
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a party unit. Only after the first Federal Government had 
been in office for some time did the CDU hold a national 
party convention, at Goslar in 1950. At that time, a 
party statute was drawn up, the central office and execu
tive in Bonn established, and Adenauer's leadership was 
formalized by his election as national party chairman. 
During most of the 1950's, his re-election to the chair
manship was a mere formality, usually unanimous, and 
his re-assumption of the Chancellorship after the major 
election victories of 1953 and 1957 a foregone conclusion. 
It was not until 1959 that the party began to seriously 
consider Adenauer's role and performance as party chairman 
and Chancellor, and the question of what to do after he 
was gone.3

In 1958 and 1959* discussion began within the CDU as 
to the choice of a candidate for the Federal Presidency 
when the first President, Theodor Heuss's, second term ex
pired. From the beginning it was evident that this ques
tion was linked with the choice of Adenauer's successor, 
primarily because of Adenauer's initial efforts to promote 
Ludwig Erhard, the popular CDU Economics Minister, as the 
new Presidential candidate. This was an effort on the part

3lbid. For an official description of early party 
history up to the founding of the Federal Republic, see 
CDU: Geschlchte. Idee . . . , op. clt.. pp. 11-13.
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of Adenauer, his personal supporters, and some business 
Interests disturbed by Erhard*s economic policies to remove 
him as a rival and potential successor to Adenauer. When 
Erhard was nominated by a parliamentary committee, dis
satisfaction was immediately expressed by the Land party 
organizations which had not participated in the decision, 
and by a large number of m.p.’s among whom Erhard was the 
popular choice as next Chancellor. This prompted Erhard 
to decline the nomination. A new nominating committee 
which included regional party leaders as well as m.p.’s 
was set up by the party executive, but while it was still 
deliberating Adenauer announced that he would become the 
Presidential nominee. The reasons for Adenauer’s decision 
are not entirely clear, but he was apparently convinced 
that he could use the Presidency to remain in control and 
to influence the choice and actions of his successor.

This decision brought the succession question into 
the open, and it soon became clear that both the regional 
party leaders and the fraction were divided between those 
who would support whomever Adenauer selected and those 
favoring Erhard, who appeared to be in the majority. Even
tually Adenauer withdrew as a Presidential candidate be
cause of the negative public reaction to his obvious inten
tions to use the office for political purposes, and as he 
became aware of the difficulty of overriding his party’s
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preference for Erhard. He continued, however, to attack 
Erhard as unqualified to be Chancellor. Although the 
parliamentary leadership was eventually able to produce a 
superficial reconciliation between the two leaders, bit
terness within the party and fraction towards Adenauer's 
cavalier behavior and his disregard for attitudes within 
the party and parliament remained.11 While the inability of 
Erhard's supporters to force his choice over Adenauer's per
sonal antipathy indicates the continued strength of Ade
nauer's dominance within the party, the 1959 episode pro
duced for the first time serious questioning within the 
CDU on Adenauer's performance as party chairman and Chancel
lor. From this point on there was growing concern within 
the party about the need for a chairman who would not neg
lect the organization, and would work to unify rather than 
exacerbate party conflicts.

After the 1961 election, there were a few unorganized 
groups within the CDU which hoped to form the new government 
without Adenauer, but they were unwilling to precipitate 
another public conflict, and Adenauer was able to take the

** Jurgen Domes, Mehrheitsfractlon und Bundesreglerung 
(K5ln: Westdeutscher Verlag, l^tf), pp. 9^-ll^.
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Initiative.^ Discontent with Adenauer's leadership and 
inattention to the party organization was, however, in
creasingly clear. This resulted in the creation in 1962 of 
a new position in the national party— "managing chairman." 
While party leaders made great efforts to deny that this 
was an effort to diminish Adenauer's power, their state
ments justifying the new position made clear the growing 
recognition within the CDU that the leadership of the party 
organization was an important and separate function from 
leadership of the country as Chancellor.6

At the same time, declining vote percentages in Land 
elections after 1961 increased the pressure from regional 
party leaders for a new Chancellor who would have time to 
establish a record in office before leading the 1965 cam
paign. Adenauer finally promised to retire by the end of 
1963. Hoping to avoid the last minute indecision and pub
lic disunity revealed in 1959, party leaders were deter
mined that a successor be selected several months before

5Rudolf Wildenmann and Erwin Scheuch, Zur Soziologie 
der Wahl (Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1965), pp. 62-64;
and Peter H. Merkl, Germany: Yesterday and Tomorrow (New
York: Oxford University fc’ress, 1965), p. 25*7.

6see, for example, speeches by the deputy chairman 
and the new managing chairman Dufhues, during 1962, re
printed in Ossip K. Flechtheim, Dokumente zur Partei- 
polltischen Entwicklung in Deutschland seit 19^5, Vol. II
T196? ),~ pp"7 1 8 7-Btf, ah8~V5 I.'TV 7 1 9 0 5 ) T p T  g r C Berlin;
Dokumenten Verlag - Dr. Herbert Wendler & Co.)
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Adenauer*s retirement.7 in the absence of any clear party 
rule as to which unit was responsible for the Chancellor*s 
selection, the fraction leaders and Cabinet members seized 
the Initiative and played the key role in making the deci
sion. The fraction executive met and set a time limit for 
the final selection, and appointed the fraction chairman, 
Heinrich von Brentano, to make a recommendation. Brentano 
consulted with Josef-Hermann Dufhues, the recently elected 
managing chairman, who represented the party organization, 
and with Franz-Josef Strauss, the CSU leader.^

While a number of Individuals had been discussed as 
potential successors, including von Brentano himself, and 
Strauss, it was clear from the beginning that despite Ade
nauer's continued opposition, Erhard still had the support 
of a majority of m.p.’s. In addition, Dufhues, reflecting 
the concern of regional CDU leaders for the selection of 
someone with electoral appeal, worked for Erhard’s selec
tion. 9 None of the other individuals mentioned as poten
tial successors had enough support from the party organi
zation, voters, or m.p.’s, and von Brentano therefore

7Gerhard Loewenberg, Parliament in the German Poll- 
tical System (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press,
1966), p. m .

8"Erhard-Kandidatur: Odnstling der Stunde," Per
Spiegel, Vol. 17, no. 11 (March 13, 1963), 15-17.

9plechtheim, Vol. IV, op. cit., p. 63.
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recommended the selection of Erhard. In the full fraction 
meeting called to vote on von Brentano's recommendation, no 
other name was presented. A small number of no votes and 
abstentions probably reflected the few remaining Adenauer 
loyalists and some farm and business m.p.'s opposed to 
Erhard's economic views. Brentano was instructed to pre
sent the CDU choice to the Federal President at the appro
priate time, and following this meeting, the CDU national 
party executive met and ratified the choice.

Thus, despite the speculation on other individuals—  

most of it promoted by Adenauer, there was very little real 
conflict over Erhard's succession to the Chancellorship. 
Much more debate and controversy surrounded the question of 
a new party chairman, however. Despite the obvious concern 
within the party over the need for unity in the top leader
ship, Erhard was initially quite reluctant to become party 
chairman as well as Chancellor. Never active in party as 
opposed to public office, Erhard perceived his role as a 
non-partisan popular leader. As a result, Adenauer was 
re-elected party chairman without opposition at the 1964 
party convention.11 It was clear, however, that Adenauer

iOSee Brentano's report on the procedure, ibid., 
pp. 112-14•

^Merkl, op. clt., p. 265; and Flechtheim, Vol. VI 
(1968), op. clt., pp. 133-35.
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would use the position to state his own views, while 
Dufhues, the managing chairman, continued to do the actual 
organizational work. In a speech at the 1964 convention, 
Dufhues attempted to Justify this awkward divided leader
ship as a recognition of the importance of the party or
ganization as an independent entity.12

By 1965, it had become evident that the party needed, 
if not Erhard as chairman, at least someone in the position 
who would work with him as Chancellor, and Adenauer, who 
had continued to work to undermine Erhard1s position, was 
finally persuaded to retire at the 1966 convention. 
Throughout the period from early 1965 until the convention 
in 1966, there was considerable speculation and controversy 
over the choice of a new chairman, as Erhard continued to 
be reluctant to accept the position.13 Adenauer publicly 
promoted several individuals who would work against 
Erhard. Initially Dufhues appeared to have majority sup
port, since he was not considered a political rival, but a 
capable organizer who worked well with Erhard. As a 
Catholic, his selection would also provide religious 
balance in the top leadership since Erhard was Protestant. 
But early in 1966, Dufhues became seriously ill and dropped

l2Plechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. cit., p. 44.
■̂3"Adenauer-Rucktritt: Mai ein Anderer,” Per

Spiegel. Vol. 19, no. 53 (December 29, 1965), 18.



www.manaraa.com

192

out of consideration.!** Some regional party leaders and 
Dufhues himself continued to persuade Erhard to become 
chairman. Another group of younger regional CDU politi
cians who had hopes of giving the party a more progressive 
image, decided to support Rainer Barzel, the new fraction 
chairman, for the party chairmanship. Considering Barzel 
a potential replacement for Erhard as Chancellor and some
one more amenable to his foreign policy views, Adenauer 
also switched his support to Barzel. Although the formal 
nomination for chairman to be presented to the convention 
was the responsibility of the entire national executive, 
the major factor in their decision was the support of a 
potential nominee by the regional party leaders who could 
control the convention delegations.^5 Barzel, an obvious 
political rival for the Chancellorship and with consider
able political power as fraction chairman, publicly an
nounced his candidacy for the nomination in mid-1966, and 
this threat finally forced Erhard to announce he also 
sought the nomination for party chairman. The regional 
party leaders remained divided. Some supported Erhard, a

l**"CDU-Vorsitz: Ganz von Vom," Per Spiegel, Vol.
20, no. 6 (January 31, 1966), 15-16; and "CDU-Vorsitz:
Stop Barzel Now," Per Spiegel. Vol. 20, no. 7 (February 
7, 1966), 22-23.

15"CDU-Vorsitz: Pfeife vom Kanzler," Per Spiegel. 
Vol. 20, no. 9 (February 21, 1966), 19.
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smaller group from Nordrhein-Westfalen and Rheinland-Pfalz, 
with a significant bloc of convention votes, supported 
Barzel, and some were undecided* With the date of the 
convention approaching, these leaders met and due to 
Pufhues' efforts a compromise was agreed upon. Erhard 
was to be nominated for chairman, and Barzel as first 
deputy chairman— a new position. ^  This agreement was 
accepted by the party executive, and Erhard was nominated 
and elected party chairman, without opposition, at the 1966 
convention, although continued disagreement with his lead
ership could be seen in the large number of no votes and 
abstentions.1?

But the party's succession problem was not to be re
solved so soon. At the same time that Erhard finally es
tablished a position of leadership in the party organiza
tion itself, a crisis was developing over his weaknesses 
in the Chancellorship. A number of regional leaders grew 
increasingly dissatisfied with Erhard's leadership after 
poor electoral results in Land elections during 1966. In 
addition, there was growing disunity in the party on 
foreign policy, particularly with regard to the actions of

l6"CDU-Vorsitz: Pfeife vom Kanzler," Per Spiegel,
Vol. 20»no. 9 (February 21, 1966), 19.

^Erhard received *113 of 5^8 votes, there were 80 no 
votes, 50 abstentions, and 5 write-ins, "CPU: Trost beim
Bier," Per Spiegel. Vol. 20, no. l*t (March 28, 1966) , 31*
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Erhard's Foreign Minister, Kai-Uwe von Hassel, which were 
opposed to Adenauer's views. Not long after Erhard was 
elected national party chairman, several party leaders—  
including members of the Cabinet and the CSU— publicly 
suggested that Erhard resign as Chancellor. His actual 
downfall was of course precipitated by the governmental 
crisis in late October, 1966. This involved a dispute over 
the national budget in which the FDP Cabinet members re
signed, and a motion asking for a no-confidence vote was 
passed in the Bundestag. Both the national party executive 
and the fraction communicated to Erhard the impossibility 
of his attempting to form a new government, and were con
cerned that the decision on his successor be made as 
quickly as possible.3-® Unlike the situation in the period 
following Adenauer's announcement of his retirement as 
Chancellor, no one individual initially stood out as an 
obvious choice to replace Erhard. Barzel, the fraction 
chairman, Gerhard SchrSder, Defense Minister, Eugen 
Gerstenmaier, Bundestag President, and Kurt-Georg Kiesinger, 
Minister-President of Baden-Wurttemberg, were all mentioned 
as possible Chancellor-candidates in early meetings of the 
fraction executive and the national party executive. Each 
had some source of support within the parliamentary party

^"Koalitions-Zerfall: Ende einer D i e n s t f a h r t Per 
Spiegel. Vol. 20, no, 45 (October 31, 1966), 29.
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or the regional organizations, but most also had enough 
opponents to prevent a clear majority. Barzel was favored 
because of his vigorous leadership abilities, youth, and 
electoral appeal, but was disliked by many m.p.'s for his 
rough tactics as fraction leader; Schroder was popular 
among Protestant m.p.*s, and North Germans, but opposed 
by the older Adenauer group and the CSU because of his 
anti-French foreign policy views; Gerstenmaier had con
siderable personal popularity and parliamentary prominence, 
but was also considered an indecisive leader and was not 
personally interested in the Chancellorship; and Kiesinger, 
although supported by a number of South German leaders, had 
not been active nationally for a number of years and was 
not in the Bundestag.19 Prior to the Joint CDU/CSU frac
tion meeting at which the decision was to be made, the CDU 
party executive announced that these four individuals were 
nominees. The CSU fraction then met separately, and Strauss 
announced publicly that the CSU m.p.*s would vote for 
Kiesinger. This strengthened his support considerably and 
prompted Gerstenmaier to withdraw as a candidate.2  ̂ Thus, 
at the final meeting, the contest was between Barzel, 
Schroder, and Kiesinger, who received a majority on the

19Ibid., pp. 30-31-
20”Kanzler-tfahl: Vorsicht, Vorsicht," Per Spiegel.

Vol. 20, no. 47 (November 14, 1966), 34, 37.
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third round of votes. The vote divisions appeared to re
flect cross-cutting regional and policy differences. 
Kiesinger*s support from the CSU and South German m.p.*s 
was probably decisive. He and SchrSder led rn the first 
two votes, and Barzel's votes went to Kiesinger on the 
third round rather than to SchrSder, apparently because of 
opposition to Schroderfs foreign policy position.21

Erhard had only assumed the party chairmanship be
cause of the need for coordination with the Chancellor, 
and so announced he would retire as chairman at the 1967 
convention. Thus, the party was again faced with the issue 
of the link between the Chancellorship and the party lead
ership post. Despite the obvious lesson from the Adenauer- 
Erhard experience of the need for unity in the two posi
tions, a number of individuals besides Kiesinger were men
tioned as a possible new chairman. As before, those party 
leaders dissatisfied with Kiesingerfs leadership of the 
Grand Coalition promoted the nomination of individuals who 
might use the chairmanship to move the party in another 
direction. Unlike Erhard, whose long hesitation allowed 
serious opposition to build, Kiesinger quickly saw the need 
for control of the party organization and announced that he 
would be a candidate for the chairmanship. He had the

21Ibid., pp. 32-33.
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support of most of the regional party leaders, and those 
who opposed him were reluctant to continue further public 
display of CDU disunity. Instead, they concentrated their 
efforts on the selection of an independent General Secre
tary as a new rival to Kiesinger*s authority. Kiesinger, 
aware of this effort, and despite strong opposition, was 
able to persuade the executive to nominate his candidate, 
Bruno Heck, a Cabinet Minister, for General Secretary. At 
the 1967 convention itself Kiesinger was elected party 
chairman by an almost unanimous vote.22

The large number of no votes and abstentions in the 
party chairmanship election at the 1969 convention were in
dicative of the extent to which Kiesinger was held respon
sible for the electoral losses in 1969. However, it ap
pears that most of the leadership was reluctant to provoke 
a new contest over the chairmanship in the initially try
ing period of adjustment to the party*s first experience 
in the opposition, and no opposing candidate was nominated 
against Kiesinger in his re-election as party chairman.23

22Merkl, op. clt.. pp. 36, 38-UO. The vote results 
can be found in Keeslngs Contemporary Archives. Vol. XVT 
1967/1968, p. 220K5"I

23of 470 votes, Kiesinger got 386, with 51 nos and 
33 abstentions. 17. Bundesparteitag der Christlich DeniO"
kratlschen Union Deutschlands (Bonn; (JE>U Bun desge sc hafts- 
stelie, Niederschrift von November, 17/18, 1969), p. 1^9.
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The history of the CDU's chairmen and Chancellors 

illustrates the uncertainty within the party about the role 
of party chairman and its relationship to the position of 
Federal Chancellor* The two positions were not really 
perceived as distinct until Adenauer's influence began to 
decline. During the period of Adenauer's greatest influ
ence, the chancellorship was the dominant position, and 
this was the position for which the succession issue first 
arose. In the two individual changes which have taken 
place in CDU history, the pattern has been for selection 
of a Chancellor-candidate first, and then a decision on the 
question of a new party chairman. The lack of any formal 
rule on which party unit was responsible for the selection 
of a Chancellor-candidate made it possible for the fraction 
and Cabinet leaders to seize the initiative and play the 
key role in the selection of Erhard and then Kiesinger as 
Chancellor, although in both cases the preference of the 
majority of regional party leaders was also important.

In neither Erhard's nor Kiesinger's case was their 
selection as Chancellor unanimous, Erhard's opponents 
eventually withdrew during the long period of debate which 
preceded his selection, so that there was no actual contest 
in the final fraction voting. Since the decision on 
Erhard's successor was made under pressure of a government 
crisis, there was no time for a "behind-the-scenes”
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compromise or for the several Individuals considered to 
assess their chances prior to the actual fraction vote.

The decision on the party chairmanship, following 
as It has the selection of Chancellor, is formally the re
sponsibility of the national convention. The convention 
vote has, however, been only a ratification of the indivi
dual nominated by the national executive. Opposition or 
support for other individuals has not been manifested in 
the nomination of additional candidates, but in the ex
tent of no votes or abstentions. There has, of course, 
been a great deal of conflict in the actual selection pro
cess prior to the convention. Opposing candidates and 
their supporters have generally reflected three different 
views of the nature of the chairman's role and his rela
tionship to the Chancellor: (1) the view of the party
chairmanship as a purely managerial position, to be filled 
by someone other than the Chancellor who will not be a 
political rival, but who will assist him in the coordina
tion of party and government; (2) the view of the chairman
ship as a key political position and symbol of the party, 
to be filled by the Chancellor as indicative of party 
unity; and (3) the chairmanship as a position of politi
cal influence to be used for alternative leadership and 
opposition to the Chancellor.
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The 1963-1966 split between the Chancellor and party 
chairman has not been repeated, but in the selection of 
both Erhard and Kiesinger as chairman there was disagreement 
among those favoring the Chancellor’s assumption of the 
party office, those favoring a neutral chairman who could 
devote full attention to party work, and those hoping to 
undermine the current Chancellor by supporting a political 
rival for the chairmanship. Once Erhard and Kiesinger de
cided to seek the chairmanship, their position as Chancel
lor was undoubtedly an important influence in their even
tual nomination by the party executive. However, the de
cisive factor has been the support of the regional party 
leaders who could control the delegates’ votes at the 
national conventions, and it has been the preference of 
these leaders which was reflected in the larger executive’s 
nomination.

For most of the period, the most important criterion 
in the selection of CDU Chancellor has been electoral popu
larity, reflecting the party’s concern to preserve its 
dominant competitive position. As long as Adenauer led the 
party to major election victories in the 1950*s, there was 
no question of his continuing as Chancellor. It was the 
party’s perception of a decline in his public popularity, 
and the disappointing electoral results In 1961 and 1962 
which stimulated the pressure for his retirement and in
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turn the regional politicians1 preference for Erhard, an 
Immensely popular political figure, to succeed him. Ade
nauer^ efforts to promote opposition to Erhard on the 
basis of his governing ability and policy views had less 
impact compared to the crucial consideration of potential 
election results for public leaders whose careers depended 
on the party*s continued success at the polls. Adherents 
of differing issue positions within the party have only 
been able to exert a negative Influence In the selection 
of a Chancellor-candidate in the sense that the Individual 
selected could not be totally unacceptable to any one major 
group. This factor assumed greater importance in Kies
inger *s selection when remaining in government wa3 depen
dent on his immediate ability to satisfy different party 
groups and work with a coalition partner, rather than on 
his future popularity at the polls. While his voter- 
appeal as indicated by his popularity as Minister-President 
of Baden-Wurttemberg was definitely a consideration, the 
fact that he was not strongly opposed by any regional or 
policy group within the party was a more important factor. 
So far, as measured In terms of the individuals who have 
actually filled the position, the most Important criterion 
for the selection of a new party chairman has been their 
position as Chancellor. Whether organizational skill will 
receive more emphasis, if Kiesinger should step down, while
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the party remains in opposition, is difficult to tell.
A comparison of the political background and ca

reers of the three men who have been CDU Chancellors and 
party chairmen makes clear that there has been no single 
route to the highest governmental find party position. 
Adenauer, a local politician in the Weimar era, was a 
skilled political in-fighter who played a role in the 
early party development and dominated public life even 
before the founding of the Federal Republic. Ludwig 
Erhard, on the other hand, owed his public popularity to 
his reputation as the father of the "economic miracle."
He was never interested in a party role, and did not 
even become a CDU member until after his appointment to 
the first Cabinet. Finally, while Kiesinger had been a 
national executive member and an m.p. in the early 1950*3, 
his major background and experience was as a popular 
regional politician and Minister-President.

SPD National Chairmen and Chancellor-candldates
The 1968 statute of the SPD, as all previous party 

statutes, gives the responsibility for election of a party 
chairman to the national convention which is held every 
two years. The number of delegates from the party Bezirke 
is determined on the basis of membership size. Voting 
procedures specify a secret ballot, with a majority
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r e q u i r e d  t o  e l e c t .  N o m i n a t i o n s  b y  t h e  c u r r e n t  n a t i o n a l  

e x e c u t i v e  m u s t  b e  m a d e  t w o  d a y s  i n  a d v a n c e  o f  t h e  v o t e ,  

t h o s e  b y  d e l e g a t e s ,  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  s i g n a t u r e s  o f  t h i r t y  

d e l e g a t e s  f r o m  f o u r  B e z i r k e ,  m u s t  b e  s u b m i t t e d  o n e  d a y  

i n  a d v a n c e .  A s  i n  t h e  C D U ,  t h e  p a r t y  s t a t u t e  m a k e s  n o  

m e n t i o n  o f  a  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  a  C h a n c e l l o r -  

c a n d i d a t e ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  a n d  c o u n c i l s  J o i n t  r e 
s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d e c i s i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  

B u n d e s t a g  c a m p a i g n s  c o u l d  b e  t a k e n  t o  I m p l y  t h e i r  a u t h o r i t y  

f o r  s u c h  s e l e c t i o n .
The SPD has also had three chairmen and Chancellor- 

candidates: Kurt Schumacher, Erich Ollenhauer, and Willy
Brandt, who became the first Social Democratic Chancellor 
In 1969. Although Schumacher's term falls outside our time 
period, a brief description of his rise to the position of 
chairman, and the transition to Ollenhauer In late 1952 
may be useful. Schumacher, a minor SPD politician prior 
to 1933, and a concentration camp Inmate during the Nazi 
era, was able through Iron determination and a personality 
which inspired Intense loyalty to re-establish the party 
organization after the war. By 19^6, he had become the 
dominant party leader and a prominent public spokesman and

^Organlsatlonsstatut der Sozialdemokratischen 
Fartei Deutschlands vom Zl. Mgrz lgbb QBonn: Vorstand
der s£t>, n.d.), pp. 11-15, 19.
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was elected as the first post-war chairman without opposi
tion. Although the party*s experience during Weimar had 
been with a more or less colorless, collective leadership, 
Schumacher’s behavior and view of his role appear to have 
been much closer to the earlier dynamic, personal style 
and influence of the party’s founders— including Lassalle, 
Liebknecht, and Bebel,2^

After 1949, Schumacher devoted most of his attention 
to his role as leader of the opposition in the Bundestag. 
Despite superficial similarities to Adenauer in terms of 
strength of personality and political leadership, Schu
macher's relationship to the party organization as chairman 
and Chancellor-candidate was quite different from Ade
nauer’s. The basis of Schumacher’s strength as opposition 
leader was the SPD organization which he rebuilt, and re
mained in control of, although the actual managerial work 
was entrusted to his lieutenants. Schumacher relied on 
this organizational position plus his public prestige for 
maximum effectiveness as a symbol of Social Democracy. The 
outward unity of the party during this early period did

25Douglas A. Chalmers, The Social Democratic Party 
of Germany (New Haven: Yale University Press, l9b4), pp.
l40-4l. The best description of Schumacher’s role and 
personality as party leader can be found in Lewis J. 
Edinger, Kurt Schumacher: A Study of Personality and Poli
tical Behavior (Stanford: Stan/ord University l*reas,
19b5), Chapter Six, particularly pp. 94-143.
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conceal Internal discontent over Schumacher*s strategy and 
tactics, particularly from the so-called "Burgermeister 
flugel,*1 those SPD regional politicians who held public 
office. However, no one individual had enough prominence 
to challenge Schumacher personally, and he was re-elected 
party chairman by virtually unanimous votes at the party 
conventions in 19^6, 19^7* 19*18, and 1950.^

Kurt Schumacher died in August 1952, and one month 
later Erich Ollenhauer, the deputy chairman, a long time 
party servant, and member of the party1s exile-executive 
during the war, was elected unanimously as the new party 
chairman.27 There was no SPD succession crisis at this 
time. Party unity in its choice of Ollenhauer was due to 
its weak competitive position and desire to avoid internal 
controversy so close to an election, as well as to the fact 
that the reform elements within the party were not in a 
strong enough position to make a bid for the top leadership. 
In addition, Ollenhauer*s reputation as a devoted organi
zation man and a compromiser on policy differences tended 
to make him acceptable to all sides. Disagreements within 
the party during this period were more likely to be re
flected in policy resolutions and the election of members

26Ibid., pp. 116-28, 322.
27chalmers, op. clt., pp. 141-^2.
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of the national executive.2®

For most of Ollenhauer*s term as chairman, the party 
seemed to have turned back to the collegial leadership 
tradition of Weimar, with a reliance on the party*s 
image as a unified community of members, rather than on a 
single individual leader, to provide a public symbol.
While there were scattered criticisms of the leadership 
after the party*s second electoral loss in 1953, and the 
internal debate on a foreign policy position continued to 
grow, Ollenhauer was re-elected chairman without opposition 
at the 1951* convention and again in 1956. In 1956, he was 
supported by most of the parliamentary leaders who were 
later to be associated with the party reform, with whom 
Ollenhauer had cooperated in a modification of the party*s 
position on national defense.29

It was only after another disappointing result in

2®S. L. Wahrhaftig, "Der Weg der Sozialdemokraten 
zum Dortmunder Parteitag,** Frankfurter Hefte. Vol. 7, no.
11 (1952), 856; and Harold K. Schellenger, The SPD in the
Bonn Republic (The Hague: Martinus NIJhoff, 1968), pp.
72-75.

29chalmers quotes the following statement by a party 
member as indicative of attitudes towards the chairmanship 
during the Ollenhauer period: **. . . in a party in which
the majority decisions, taken on a democratic basis, are 
the highest law, it is in the last analysis a matter of no 
consequence who is the party chairman, . . . "  op. P*
140. For a discussion of the 1954 convention, see”~T?heo 
Pirker, Die SPD Nach Hitler (Munich: Rutten fc Loening
Verlag, 1$6£), p. 261; and of the 1956 convention, Schel
lenger, op. clt., pp. 80-82.
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the 1957 campaign which Ollenhauer again led as the party's 
alternative to Adenauer that open suggestions about his re
placement were heard. The 1958 SPD convention was signifi
cant in a number of respects. The increasing influence of 
the reform elements within the party, including many prom
inent parliamentarians, and a more general recognition of 
a need for change in the party's style and strategies re
sulted in the election of two reformers as Ollenhauer*s 
deputies and a reduction in the power of the party bureau
cracy. Nevertheless, Ollenhauer was re-elected chairman 
without an opponent, although the larger number of no votes 
and abstentions were a clear indication of considerable 
dissatisfaction with his leadership. In 1959, in the midst 
of major reform of the party's program, and hoping to 
capitalize electorally on the CDU's succession crisis, 
Ollenhauer and the party leadership accepted the need for 
adapting to the Chancellor-oriented voting patterns and he 
announced he would not be a candidate for Chancellor in 
1961. The party executive then appointed a seven-member 
commission to select a new Chancellor-candidate and elec
tion team for the 1961 campaign. The commission's members, 
with the exception of Ollenhauer, were regional politicians 
or m.p.'s associated with party reform.3°

30uirich Lohmar, Innerparteillche Demokratle (Stutt
gart : Ferdinand Enke Veriag, 1963), pp. 8b, ll4; Merkl,
op. clt.» p. 317; and Pirker, op. clt., p. 273.
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While there was Initially some consideration given 

to the selection of Carlo Schmid, a prominent parliamen
tarian and the party’s candidate for the Federal Presidency 
in 1959, as Chancellor-candidate, the commission eventually 
recommended Willy Brandt, Lord-Mayor of Berlin. Brandt’s 
primary reputation was not in party organization work, but 
in his public position. He had been associated with Ernst 
Reuter and a group of Berlin reformers, and was only elec
ted to the national party executive in 1958. Although not 
particularly popular with SPD activists in the organiza
tion, he had considerable national prominence and popu
larity as the leader of Berlin.31 His selection was ap
proved by the I960 convention at the same time that Ollen
hauer was re-elected chairman by an overwhelming majority. 
Thus, for the first time there was a division between the 
party’s election leadership and the organizational leader
ship. Apparently, the chairmanship continued to be viewed 
as a position requiring organizational experience and 
skills, and as a symbol of the more traditional values of 
party service and loyalty, while the campaign leadership 
was recognized as a separate instrument for attracting 
votes and appealing to the public. After the 1961 elec
tion Brandt returned to his Berlin post, Ollenhauer re
mained the fraction chairman and was re-elected party

31schellenger, op. cit.. pp. 114-25.
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chairman in 1962 at which time Brandt became a deputy party 
chairman.32

Ollenhauer died unexpectedly in late 1963. No 
party regulations governed the selection of a chairman when 
the incumbent dies in office (Schumacher died right before 
a regularly scheduled convention), and the next convention 
was not until November 1964. Because of great concern to 
avoid the public disunity over its top leadership which 
the CDU had recently displayed, and anticipating the pos
sibility of opposition to Brandt's election as chairman 
from among older traditionalists who wanted a party chair
man doing full-time organizational work in Bonn, the 
national executive called a special convention in February 
1964 for the election of Brandt as the new chairman. At 
this convention the leadership was apparently successful 
in arguing that the times required a new view of the chair
man as a public symbol and political leader, while the 
party deputy chairmen could concentrate on purely organi
zational tasks, and no opposition was put up to Brandt's 
election. He was then re-elected at the regularly

32Pirker, op. cit., pp. 273» 324-26; and Chalmers, 
op. cit., pp. 147-48, 150-54.
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scheduled convention in November 1964.33

After the party*s failure to get beyond forty per 
cent of the vote in 1965, Brandt was urged by Herbert 
Wehner, a deputy chairman and the real organization direc
tor, to stay in Bonn as leader of the opposition in the 
Bundestag, but he announced Instead his return to Berlin 
and a decision not to be the party*s Chancellor-candidate 
again in 1969. A number of the top leaders apparently 
shared his judgement that his background had been used 
effectively against the party by the CDU in the campaign. 
Speculation at this point was centered around the selection 
of a new Chancellor-candidate for 1969.3^ At the same time, 
no question was raised concerning the chairmanship, and 
Brandt was re-elected chairman at the 1966 convention with 
an overwhelming personal endorsement— the highest vote a 
party chairman had received. The party thus appeared to 
be contemplating another dual leadership, the Chancellor- 
candidate continuing to be viewed as a tool for gaining 
the best possible electoral results. The perception of the 
chairman*s role seemed to have become less clear, since it

33«spd: D e n  K o p f  h i n h a l t e n , "  D e r  S p i e g e l . V o l .  17,
n o .  52 ( D e c e m b e r  25, 1963), p p .  16-17. S e e  a l s o  t h e  r e p o r t  
o n  t h e  r e g u l a r  1964 c o n v e n t i o n ,  a n d  a  r e p r i n t  o f  a  s p e e c h  
b y  C a r l o  S c h m i d  a t  t h e  s p e c i a l  c o n v e n t i o n ,  i n  F l e c h t h e i m ,  
V o l .  V  (1966), o p .  c l t . ,  p p .  56, 105-06.

34**SPD: F a l s c h  V e r p a c k t , "  D e r  S p i e g e l , V o l .  19, n o .
40 ( S e p t e m b e r  29, 1965), p. 33.
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was now held by an unsuccessful popular figure. The situa
tion changed, of course, with the party*s decision to par
ticipate in the Grand Coalition. Brandt was the obvious 
choice for the top SPD Cabinet post in the new government, 
and he was then re-elected chairman in 1968. In 1969* he 
led the party*s campaign and afterwards became the first 
post-war SPD Chancellor.35

While the post-war history of succession in the SPD 
party chairmanship has been much more tranquil than In the 
CDU, the SPD has also gone through a period of uncertainty 
as to the differing roles of the Chancellor-candidate and 
party chairman. As we shall see in the next section, con
flicts within the party have been much more evident in the 
selection of other members of the national executive than 
In the election of a party chairman.

A small group of national party leaders in the ex
ecutive have made the actual decisions on the party chair
manship. In Ollenhauer*s case, there was no real question 
of an alternative, and the executive nominated from among 
its own members the second in command with the longest 
period of organizational service. In Brandt's case, the

35por the 1966 convention, see "Die Dortmunder Par- 
teltag der SPD," Polltische Studlen, Vol. 17, no. 168 
(July/August, 196b), t>5* For the 1968 convention, see 
Protokoll. SPD Parteitag Numbers 1968 (Bonn: Vorstand
der SM>, n . 'd .J . -p .  W .  ------------  --------
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national leadership was able to circumvent the possibility 
of an alternate candidate by holding a special convention 
immediately following Ollenhauer's death. Despite serious 
internal conflicts both during the Ollenhauer period over 
party reform, and in Brandt's case, over the Grand Coali
tion and accompanying strategy, dissident elements in the 
party never organized around a personal alternative to the 
party chairman. At most, the discontent was expressed in 
the number of no votes and abstentions in the chairmanship 
elections, which were at their highest in 1958.

Up until 1958, campaign leadership received less 
emphasis in the SPD and was assumed to follow from the 
party chairmanship, and both Schumacher and Ollenhauer 
served in both roles. As the reformers gained dominance 
in the top leadership and the party began to accept the 
fact that electoral gains required an adaptation to the 
realities of the political system— including elections as 
a choice between alternative Chancellors— even Ollenhauer 
and the more traditionally oriented leaders recognized the 
different requirements of the two positions. Brandt's 
election to the chairmanship in 1964 indicated that the 
conception of the chairman's role was also changing. Until 
then, the party had accepted the need for a popular leader 
with non-party appeal only in the role of Chancellor- 
candidate, but with Brandt's assumption of the chairmanship,



www.manaraa.com

213
the view of the party position also appeared to be changing 
to a locus for the exercise of a more symbolic political 
leadership and representation of the party image, while in
dividuals in secondary positions performed the more tradi
tional organizational tasks. On the other hand, the spec
ulation concerning a new Chancellor-candidate at the same 
time that Brandt was re-elected chairman after the 1965 
elections suggests that the possibility of a separation of 
the two positions was still considered acceptable.

A study of the SPD in the late 1950's suggested two 
possible future trends in the relationship of its public 
political and organizational leadership: either public
officeholders would come to dominate the organization 
positions, or these positions, including the chairmanship 
would diminish in importance and become managerial only.36 
The Ollenhauer-Brandt period seemed to follow the latter, 
but since then the party does seem to have gone in the first 
direction— the dominance of public office-holders. Cer
tainly Brandt's career and background in contrast to both 
Schumacher and Ollenhauer was not primarily in party work. 
Whether a similar career pattern applies to the secondary 
leadership positions will be considered in the section on 
the executive committee.

36chalmers, op. clt., p. 160.
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The CDU National Executive Committee (Bundesvor stand)

The Bundesvorstand Is the top leadership group In 
the national CDU organization. As noted In Chapter II, the 
CDU and CSU are primarily linked through a Joint parlia
mentary party, and the CSU does not participate in the 
national party organization. The CSU has its own indepen
dent party headquarters in Munich. Franz-Josef Strauss 
has been in control of the organization since the late 
1950*s and party chairman since 1961. Although Bundestag 
m.p.'s have not usually been in the majority on the formal 
CSU executive, they and Strauss * Munich-based supporters 
have controlled the organization.37

According to the most recent CDU statute, there are 
thirty members of the executive: the party chairman, the
General Secretary, five deputy chairmen, the treasurer, 
nineteen other elected members, the Bundestag President, 
the fraction chairman, and the party Federal Manager. All 
except the last three are elected, with separate ballots 
for the individual officers, at the national conventions. 
Voting is secret and a majority required for election. In 
the case of the ballot for deputies, and that for the other

37 per a more extensive description of the CSU or
ganization, see DSmes, op. cit.. p. 47; or Rudolf Wllden- 
mann, Helmut Unkelbach, and Werner Kaltefleiter, Wahler 
Parteien und Pariament (Bonn: Athenaum Verlag, 196$),
p". nr.--------
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nineteen members, the delegates must vote for at least 
three-fourths of the positions. The General Secretary Is 
to be nominated by the chairman and serve four years, the 
term for the others is two years. Of the three ex-officio 
members, two are parliamentary leaders, while the Federal 
Manager is a salaried position filled by the executive 
itself. Within the executive, a smaller group— the Presi
dium— is organized to conduct day-to-day business. It is 
composed of the chairman, General Secretary, deputies, 
treasurer, the fraction chairman, Bundestag President, and 
Chancellor if other than the chairman.38 This organiza
tional structure has only been in effect since 1967, and 
there were important changes in the size, ratio of ex
officio to elected membership, and extent of cooptation 
in the CDU executive during the period of our study.
Figure 2 illustrates the organizational changes in the 
elected membership of the Presidium from 1953 to 1969.

By 1953, Chancellor Adenauer had been able to exert 
control over the Land leaders of his party, and their role 
in national politics had declined. Although these regional 
leaders dominated the national party executive, the com
mittee met rarely and did not even play an important role

3^CPU; Geschichte, Idee . . . . op. cit., pp. 91*-
95, 98.



www.manaraa.com

216
Pig* 2— CDU PrSsidium (Elected Members): Changes 1953-1969
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in the internal party organization*39 Members of the ex
ecutive during this period were mainly regional leaders, 
interest group representatives and m.p^s. In 1953» there 
were twenty-nine individual members plus all CDU Land 
Minister-Fresidents and Land party chairmen ex-officio*
Of these, only the party chairman, two deputies, treasurer, 
and a three-member managing executive were elected by the 
national convention* The first Important changes in the 
structure were made in 1956*^®

At the 1956 convention, a coalition of regional 
party organizations led by the chairman of the largest, 
Nordrhein-Westfalen, Josef-Hermann Dufhues, proposed from 
the floor and succeeded In getting adopted, despite Ade
nauer^ resistance, an Increase in the number of deputy 
chairmen from two to four* The change was motivated by 
the desire of the regional parties for more Influence on 
the executive through the number of members elected at 
conventions. It also provided a position in the national 
organization for the former Nordrhein-Westfalen

39Amold J. Heidenheimer, "Federalism and the Party 
System: The Case of West Germany," American Political
Science Review. LII (September, 1958), 813-28; and Heino 
Kaack, Die Partelen in der Verfassungswirkllchkelt der 
Bundesrepubllk (Schleswig-Holstein* 19&3)* P. k8*

*tOcDU Bundesvorstand members, 1950, 1953* mimeo, from 
CDU Bundesgeschaftsstelle, Bonn; and Max Lange, e t a l ., 
Parteien in der Bundesrepubllk (Stuttgart: Ring Verlag,ppT -------- -------
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Minister-Fresident Karl Arnold, who for a long period had 
resisted Adenauer's attempts to control the organization 
of CDU Land governments. Arnold and another Land Minister- 
Presldent and regional party chairman, Kai-Uwe von Hassel, 
were elected to the new deputy chairmanships.^ At the 
same convention, a number of other changes in the organiza
tional structure of the top leadership recommended by the 
executive were also adopted. These changed the composition 
of the smaller executive (FrSsidium) to include the nine 
party officers elected at the convention, plus the fraction 
chairman and the three new ex-officio members— the deputy 
fraction chairman, the Bundestag President, and the federal 
manager. The larger executive was made up of these indivi
duals, the CDU Cabinet members, Land Minister-Presidents, 
regional party chairmen, and national party auxiliary

u pchairmen ex-officio, and ten additional coopted members,^
In I960, this organization was again changed. The 

three elected managing executive members were dropped, and 
the size of the Pr&sidium was increased by the addition of 
eighteen new members— fifteen selected by the party 
Ausschuss (itself dominated by the regional leaders) and 
three coopted by the executive. Thus, only seven members

^Merkl, op. clt., p, 255*
^Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt.. 45-47; and 

CDU Bundesvorstand members, 1956, mimeo.
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of the national executive were to be elected at the conven
tion. The other eighteen members were supposed to be 
specialists in particular policy areas, but most were 
m.p.'s as well as representatives of various interest
groups.^3

As noted above, the discontent over Adenauer's party 
leadership, particularly among the regional leaders, in
creased after the electoral declines in 1961. Within the 
party organization, this dissatisfaction was expressed in 
the changes in the top leadership proposed and adopted at 
the 1962 convention. Following the previous pattern, in
dividual leaders continued to be re-elected, but their 
positions were rearranged, and new positions created.^

A second chairmanship— managing chairman— was 
created to counter Adenauer's power, and Dufhues, the 
prominent NRW party leader was elected to the position.
The four deputy chairmanships were dropped, and von Hassel 
was elected Dufhues* deputy. This also provided some reli
gious balance as von Hassel was a representative of the 
Protestant wing, while Adenauer and Dufhues were both 
Catholics. The Pr&sidium was changed to include the above 
three positions, plus the treasurer and four new elected

**3iCaacle, op. clt., p. 89; and CDU Bundesvorstand 
memb ers, i960, l$ol, mlmeo•

^Lohmar, op. clt.» p. 88.
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positions of Prasldium members. The three other former 
deputy chairmen were re-elected as Prasldium members.
Ludwig Erhard, as Adenauer's potential successor, was 
elected as the fourth PrSsldlum member. The membership 
structure of the larger executive remained unchanged.^5 
As was usual throughout this period, the contested votes 
were on the proposed organizational changes, not on the 
election of individuals to fill the positions. There was 
only one candidate for each position and they were elected 
by acclamation.**6

The prolonged succession crisis, first with regard 
to the Chancellorship and then the party chairmanship pro
duced further changes in 1966. As a result of the compro
mise among the regional leaders which resolved the conflict 
over the chairmanship in Erhard's favor, a new position- 
first deputy chairman— had to be created for his rival, 
fraction chairman Rainer Barzel. As Dufhues was too ill 
to continue as managing chairman, this position was to be 
dropped, and the original compromise had assumed that his 
duties would be assumed by the first deputy. However, a 
group of Erhard supporters, including a number of m.p.'s 
who disliked Barzel*s methods in the fraction, and the 
Junge Union leaders succeeded in persuading the national

^Kaack, op. clt., p. 90,
^MQller, o p . cit.. pp. 50-51.
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executive to drop this provision from the recommended 
changes presented to the 1966 convention. In general, the 
final changes adopted worked in Erhard*3 favor. The new 
Presidium was composed of the chairman* three deputies, a 
new elected position of managing Prfisidium member (to take 
over the managing chairman’s functions), the treasurer, and 
six other elected m e m b e r s . ^7 Previous officers were re
elected to new positions. The chairman, deputies and man
aging member were elected unopposed although continued op
position to Barzel was reflected in the fact that he re
ceived the lowest number of votes for deputy chairman.
Bruno Heck, on the other hand, a member of Erhard's Cabinet 
and a former Federal Manager in the late 1950*s, nominated 
for managing member, received the highest number of votes 
with the exception of Erhard. Six Individuals were nomi
nated by the executive for the other Presidium positions, 
and three additional names were submitted by delegates, so
that for the first time there were more nominees than posi-

ii fttions. In the voting, one executive nominee was defeated. 0
This new arrangement of the CDU executive was not, 

however, destined to last long. When Kiesinger became 
Chancellor and was nominated for the party chairmanship In

^7"CDU: Duett oder Duell," Der Spiegel, Vol. 20,
no. 13 (March 21, 1966), UO-Ml.

^8»cdU: Trost beim Bier," op. cit., pp. 31-33-
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1967* still further changes were necessitated, Kiesinger 
wished to insure a closer coordination between party and 
government by nominating Bruno Heck, who remained in the 
Grand Coalition Cabinet, for a new position of General 
Secretary, A  number of the regional leaders wanted the 
new position to be a salaried, full-time one, but on the 
key vote at the convention, Kiesinger*s proposal was ac
cepted. Heck was then elected without opposition as Gen
eral Secretary.**9 A  number of other changes recommended 
by Kiesinger and the executive were also adopted at the 
convention. A  fifth deputy chairmanship was added to meet 
the demand of the women*s organization for representation 
on the PrSsidium and its membership was changed to: the
chairman, deputies, General Secretary, treasurer, and the 
Bundestag President, fraction chairman, and federal manager 
ex-officio. In addition, to comply with the new Party Law 
which required that the majority of a party*s national 
leadership be elected, and because Kiesinger believed a 
reduction in size would make the larger executive more ef
ficient, the forty-nine ex-officio and coopted members 
were dropped. The new national executive included the 
PrSsidium plus nineteen other elected members.50

^9"CDU-Vorsitz: E i n t r a c h t  B r a u n s c h w e i g ? ”  P e r
S p i e g e l . V o l .  21, n o .  22 ( M a y  22, 1967), AO-43.

SOpiechthelm, Vol. VI (1968), op. cit., pp. 157, 160.
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F o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t h e r e  w e r e  c o n t e s t s  o n  e a c h  b a l 

l o t  e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  c h a i r m a n s h i p .  T h i s  w a s  d u e  b o t h  t o  t h e  

r e d u c t i o n  i n  s i z e  w h i c h  m e a n t  c h o o s i n g  a m o n g  i n c u m b e n t s ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  t o  t h e  r e l u c t a n c e  o f  t h e  p a r t y  a f t e r  i t s  e x p e r i 

e n c e  w i t h  E r h a r d  t o  a c c e p t  w i t h o u t  o p p o s i t i o n  t h e  n e w  

c h a i r m a n ’ s  p r o p o s a l s .  I n  e a c h  o f  t h e  c a s e s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  

e x e c u t i v e ’ s  n o m i n e e s  d i d  e v e n t u a l l y  w i n .  T w o  n o m i n a t i o n s  

w e r e  m a d e  f r o m  t h e  f l o o r  f o r  t h e  d e p u t y  c h a i r m a n s h i p s  i n  

a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  f i v e  n o m i n e e s  o f  t h e  e x e c u t i v e ,  a l l  o f  

w h o m  h a d  b e e n  d e p u t i e s  o r  P r a s l d i u m  m e m b e r s  p r e v i o u s l y .

I n  t h i s  c a s e  t h e  r e a l  c o n t e s t  w a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  s p l i t  

I n  t h e  S o z i a l a u s s c h u s s e  b e t w e e n  s u p p o r t e r s  o f  t h e i r  r e 

p r e s e n t a t i v e  a n d  f o r m e r  d e p u t y  c h a i r m a n ,  P a u l  L u c k e ,  a n d  

s u p p o r t e r s  o f  H a n s  K a t z e r ,  a n o t h e r  S o z i a l a u s s c h u s s e  l e a d e r ,  

w h i c h  L u c k e  w o n .  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t r e a s u r e r ,  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  

n o m i n e e ,  a  f o r m e r  M i n i s t e r  a n d  r e f u g e e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e p r e 

s e n t a t i v e  w o n  o v e r  t h e  f o r m e r  t r e a s u r e r  w h o  w a s  r e n o m i n a t e d  

b y  h i s  L a n d  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  I t  t o o k  t h r e e  r o u n d s  o f  v o t e s  

t o  e l e c t  t h e  n i n e t e e n  o t h e r  e x e c u t i v e  m e m b e r s  i n  a  c o n t e s t  

b e t w e e n  t h e  e x e c u t i v e ’ s  s l a t e  a n d  t h r e e  i n d i v i d u a l s  n o m i 

n a t e d  b y  a  g r o u p  o f  y o u n g e r ,  m o r e  p r o g r e s s i v e  d e l e g a t e s .  

W h i l e  t h e r e  w e r e  n o  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c h a n g e s  a t  t h e  1969 
c o n v e n t i o n s ,  c o n t e s t s  a g a i n  t o o k  p l a c e ,  a n d  t h i s  t i m e
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several of those nominated by the executive l o s t . 51

The C D U  national executive can be3t be viewed, and 
the party itself has viewed it52 as a reflection of and 
locus for the coordination of a shifting coalition of dif
ferent organized interests within the party. At no time 
has any single group been able to entirely dominate the top 
leadership positions. Particularly the Sozialausschusse, 
but also business interests, the women*s organization, and 
the J U  have all made claims, recognized as legitimate by 
the party, for representation on the executive. The deputy 
chairmanships in particular have been used for this pur
pose. There have also been varying degrees of representa
tion for the different party units— regional leaders and 
the fraction. Of course, through 1967* each element of 
the party organization was guaranteed representation on the 
larger executive through ex-officio membership. The party 
bureaucracy, not large in any case, has been represented 
by the Federal Manager, currently an advisory member of the 
Prasldium, and throughout the period a member of the larger 
executive. The position has not been one of political lead
ership, but has been considered strictly managerial. For

51lbid., pp. 160-61; mimeo C D U  Bundesvorstand mem
bers, 196?1; and 17. Bundesparteltag der C P U ,  op. clt., pp. 
153, 187.

52see, for example, the statement reprinted in 
Flechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt.. p. 123.
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m o s t  o f  t h e  p e r i o d ,  c a r e  w a s  e x e r c i s e d  t o  a l s o  p r o v i d e  

r e l i g i o u s  b a l a n c e  a m o n g  t h e  t o p  o f f i c i a l s .  B y  t h e  l a t e  

1 9 6 0 ' s ,  h o w e v e r ,  l e s s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  w a s  g i v e n  t o  t h i s  

a n d  t h e  o v e r - r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  C a t h o l i c s  i n  t h e  m e m b e r s h i p  

w a s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  p a r t y  o f f i c e s  a s  w e l l .  P o l i c y  p o s i 

t i o n s  a n d  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  e x c e p t  a s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  h a v e  n o t  p l a y e d  a  k e y  r o l e  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  

o f  e l e c t e d  m e m b e r s .
C o n t r o l  o f  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  h a s  g e n e r a l l y  b e e n  

h e l d  b y  t h e  c u r r e n t  e x e c u t i v e  w h i c h  r e c o m m e n d e d  i t s  o w n  

r e - e l e c t i o n ,  a n d  c o o p t e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  o t h e r  g r o u p s  

a t  t h e  s a m e  l e v e l .  T h e  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  l e a d e r s ,  i n  o f f i c e  

b e f o r e  t h e  f i r s t  n a t i o n a l  e x e c u t i v e  w a s  o r g a n i z e d  i n  1 9 5 0 ,  

h a v e  a l s o  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  t o p  l e a d e r s .  B e c a u s e  

o f  t h e i r  r o l e  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  a  C h a n c e l l o r ,  b o t h  E r h a r d  

a n d  K i e s i n g e r  w e r e  a t t e n t i v e  t o  t h e i r  c l a i m s  i n  t h e  n o m i 

n a t i o n s  f o r  d e p u t y  c h a i r m a n s h i p s  a n d  P r S s i d i u m  m e m b e r s .
D u e  t o  t h e i r  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n  d e l e g a t i o n s ,  t h e  

r e g i o n a l  p a r t y  l e a d e r s  h a v e  a l s o  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  

i n  i t s  c h o i c e  o f  n o m i n e e s .

Until recently, more than one candidate for each 
position was quite unusual. With the elimination of ex
officio representation for the regions and auxiliaries in 
1967, the contests which occurred involved efforts by 
these groups to get representation in addition to that
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provided in the executive's slate of nominations,53 since 
the voting procedures have allowed delegates to vote for 
only three-fourths of the positions on a ballot, delega
tions, by concentrating their votes, do have some chance 
of getting their nominee elected.

Up until 1967, the ratio of ex-officio and coopted 
to elected members of the executive was quite high, rang
ing from three to one to nine to one* Throughout the 
period, ex-officio membership included the fraction chair
man and deputy, Bundestag President, Cabinet members, 
national auxiliary chairmen, Land party chairmen and CDU 
Land Minister-Presidents; those appointed by the Party 
Council or coopted by the executive increased from ten to 
eighteen in i960. The actual number of individuals varied, 
as some held more than one of these positions. The repre
sentation of non-party organized interest groups was 
primarily insured through their inclusion among the ap
pointed and coopted members. In addition, many of these 
individuals were also m.p.'s— 43 per cent of the total non
elected executive members in 1953* and an average of 50 per

53For example, in 1967» two of the three additional 
nominations for the executive were from the Sozialausschusse 
and the JU, respectively, Friedholm Baukloh, nErfreuliche 
Initiative: Der Arbeitnehmer Flugel der CDU aktlviert
Sich," Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 22, no. 10 (1967)* 664,
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Table 10 provides an indication of both the prior 

political experience and the extent of overlap with other 
party and public offices which existed among the elected 
members of the CDU national executive from 1953 to 1969.
In the early period, those elected members without prior 
party office were primarily m.p.'s who had achieved par
liamentary prominence before the national party organiza
tion was created. Some members of this group continued to 
be re-elected in each succeeding term. In addition, in
dividuals who achieved prominence in public office or held 
positions In Important outside interest groups— refugees, 
and farmers— have been elected to the executive. Close to 
half of the elected leaders in each term, however, have had 
some previous position in the regional parties or auxil
iaries. The consistent decrease between those holding 
prior regional party office and those holding such posi
tions concurrent with a national elected office, as well 
as the increase In the number of those with no other con
current party office would seem to Indicate some hierarchi
cal structuring of party careers. Some overlap between the 
regional and national elected leadership has existed, and 
of course regional leaders were also ex-officio members of

^^The estimates are based on CDU Bundesvorstande 
members, 1950-1969, mlmeo.
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TABLE 10
CDU ELECTED EXECUTIVE MEMBERS: PRIOR EXPERIENCE AND CONCURRENT DOUBLE

OFFICE-HOLDING, 1953-1969*

Offices
elected members elected members elected members

1953/54 Cn-7) 1956 (n-9) 1958 (n-9)
Party Office Prior to

1st Elec. Con- Con- Con-
to Exec, current Prior current Prior current

N o  o t h e r  P a r t y  o f f i c e 57% C 4) 00 cr\ H ( 6) 33* ( 5) 56* ( 5) 33* ( 3) 56* ( 5)
L o c a l ,  r e g i o n a l

p a r t y  o f f i c e ^ 43* C 3) 14* ( 1) 56* ( 5) 33* C 3) 56* ( 5) 33* ( 3)
N a t i o n a l  A u x i l i a r y

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  O f f i c e 14* ( 1) 14* ( 1 ) 22* ( 2) 22* ( 2) 11* ( 1) 11* ( 1 )
P a r l i a m e n t a r y  P a r t y ,

3) l )I n n e r  E x e c u t i v e 11* C 1) 33* ( 11* C
P u b l i c  O f f i c e
L a n d

C a b i n e t 22* ( 2) 11* ( 1) 22* ( 2) 33* C 3)
M d L  O n l y 22* ( 2 ) 22* < 2) -

N a t i o n a l
C a b i n e t 28* ( 2) 57* ( 4) 33* ( 3) 33* ( 3) 33* ( 3) 33* ( 3)
M d B 86* ( 6) 86* ( 6) 67* ( 6) 56* ( 5) 78* ( 7) 56* ( 5)

toro\o
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TABLE 10— Continued

Offices
elected members elected members elected members

I960 (n-6) 1962 (n-8) 1964 (n«8)

Con- Con- Con-
Prior current Prior current Prior current

No other Party office 
Local, regional 

party office11 
National Auxiliary 

Organization Office 
Parliamentary Party, 

Inner Executive 
Public Office 
Land

Cabinet 
MdL Only 

National 
Cabinet 
MdB

50% ( 3) 67* ( 4) 25* ( 2) 38* C 3) 38* C 3) 63* ( 5)

50% ( 3) 33* ( 2) 50* ( 4) 38* ( 3) 50* ( 4) 25* C 2)

13* ( 1) - 13* C 1)

17% C 1) 17* C 1) 13* C 1) - 13* ( 1)

17* ( 1) 17* ( 1) 38* C 3) 38* C 3)
17* C 1) 13* c 1) 25* < 2) 13* ( 1) 25* ( 2)

33* ( 2) 33* ( 2) 50* ( 4) 63* ( 5) 38* ( 3) 50* ( 4)
100* ( 6) 83* C 3) 88* ( 7) 75* ( 6) 88* ( 7 ) 75* ( 6)

230
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TABLE 10— Continued
Offices

elected members elected members elected members 
1966 (n«12) 1967 (n-27) 1969 (n-27)

Con- Con- Con-
Prior current Prior current Prior current

N o  o t h e r  P a r t y  O f f i c e  
L o c a l ,  r e g i o n a l

33* ( *0 50* ( 6) 7* ( 2) 22* C 6) 15# ( 4) 19# ( 5)
p a r t y  o f f i c e ^  

N a t i o n a l  A u x i l i a r y
42# ( 5) 17* ( 2) 74* (20) 48# (13) 67# (18) 52# (14)

O r g a n i z a t i o n  O f f i c e  
P a r l i a m e n t a r y  P a r t y ,

25* ( 3) 17* ( 2) 19# ( 5) 48# ( 3) 19# ( 5) 22* ( 6)
I n n e r  E x e c u t i v e  

P u b l i c  O f f i c e  
L a n d

25* ( 3) 17* ( 2) 22* ( 6) 15# ( 4) 22* ( 6) 22* ( 6)

C a b i n e t 25* ( 3) — 30# ( 8) 15# ( 4) 48* (13) 19* ( 5)
M d L  O n l y  

N a t i o n a l
17* ( 2) 17* ( 2) 26* ( 7) 26* ( 7) 19* ( 5) 48* (13)

C a b i n e t 50* ( 6) 42# ( 5) 37* (10) 26# ( 7) 22* ( 6)
M d B 75* ( 9) 83* (10) 56* (15) 52# (14) 52* (14) 41* (11)

Source: CDU BundesvorstSnde, 1950-1969* mimeo (CDU Bundesgeschaftsstelle, Bonn),
aTotals may be larger than the number of individuals because of double 

office-holding apart from executive membership,
bThis includes local and regional party auxiliaries.
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the larger executive until 1967* The percentage of current 
regional leaders on the elected executive In 1967 and 1969 
is somewhat larger than their percentage as ex-officio 
members in the earlier period. This is probably an indica
tion of their greater influence in convention voting, and 
of their increased importance with the party in opposi
tion. 55

In addition to their ex-officio membership, the 
national leaders of the two most important auxiliaries—  
the JU and the Sozialausschusse— were usually elected to 
the inner executive. At least one Sozialausschusse leader 
has been in every Cabinet also. Prior experience in the 
auxiliaries and particularly the JU has been common for 
many prominent CDU Cabinet Ministers and parliamentarians 
elected to the national party executive.

The two top fraction leaders have always been ex- 
officlo members of the executive, but the election of 
other current fraction officers was less common. Since 
most Cabinet members were recruited from the fraction ex
ecutive, those Ministers elected to the inner executive 
had had prior positions in the fraction. In 1967, instead 
of being ex-officio members, CDU Cabinet members of the

55The Protokoll of the 1969 CDU convention, op. 
cit.. reflects this, as well as a concern for a greater 
representation of regional leaders on the executive.
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Grand Coalition were elected to the larger executive. An 
increase in the number of fraction leaders in 1967 and 
1969 reflects the altered governmental position of the CDU. 
Kiesinger was more dependent on the parliamentary party in 
the new coalition with the SPD. After the 1969 election, 
many of the former Cabinet Ministers were elected to the 
fraction executive, although Kiesinger did not become 
fraction chairman or even enter the Bundestag.

The CDU/CSU fraction leadership itself has consisted 
of the chairman, a varying number of deputies, the chair
men of the "working circles" (subject area study groups), 
the whip and a large number of additional, mainly coopted 
members. Elections for the top fraction positions have 
been used to provide representation for the different 
groups in the parliamentary party, including, of course, 
the CSU. Contests over the allocation of these top posi
tions have been rare, although the occasional election of 
additional members has been contested by groups of m.p.'s 
to get additional representation. Business, labor, and 
agriculture representatives have always held at least one 
deputy chairmanship, and the working circles, set up to 
correspond to the major groups, have been chaired by their 
representatives.5^

5^Loewenberg, op. cit., pp. 164-69* 181; and Domes, 
op. clt.. pp. 44-45.
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During Adenauer's terms as Chancellor, the Cabinet 

members were mainly drawn from this group, although he 
clearly controlled the individual selections. Both Erhard 
and Kiesinger owed their selection as Chancellor to the 
fraction and were more receptive to its demands, fraction 
leaders participating much more extensively in the Cabinet
selection.57

As for other public-office experience, the number 
of former or current Land Ministers elected to national 
positions in addition to ex-officio membership on the 
larger executive was fairly small. The numbers elected in 
1967 and 1969 represented some increase over their ex
officio membership previously, a reflection of the concern 
of party leaders to make the executive function more ef
ficiently as a unit for party integration. Those members 
of the executive with former or concurrent Landtag mandates 
have usually been Land party chairmen, or occasionally 
out-of-office Minister-Presidents.

As was true for the non-elected members prior to 
1967, the majority of elected party officials have been

57wolfgang Zapf, Wandlungen der deutschen Elite, 
1919-1961 (Munich: R. Piper & Co. Verlag, 19b5>, PP* ->-23-
5b: Kaack, op. clt., pp. 108-09; Loewenberg, op. cit., pp. 
244-46, 262; and Keeslngs Contemporary Archives, Vol. XV 
1965/1966, 21062. See also the report by the fraction 
chairman on his role in the selection of Erhard's cabinet 
reprinted in Plechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt., p. 114.
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members of the Bundestag. The slight decrease In concur
rent percentages has been due to m.p.'s who resigned their 
mandate to assume positions in LSnder governments. The 
larger decline in 1969 Is a result of the increase in 
regional politicians.

In general terms, the CDU seems to have rewarded its 
public leaders and recognized the importance of those In 
prominent positions by electing them to the top positions 
in the party organization as well. Finally, we might point 
out the development of an organizational position— from 
Managing Chairman Dufhues to General Secretary Heck, subor
dinate to the political leadership of the Chancellor and/or 
party chairman. Although the careers of both men included 
party and public office, Dufhues as a regional party chair
man and Land Minister, Heck as Federal Manager and later a 
Cabinet member, neither have been regarded as political 
rivals for those holding major office.

In addition to party service, public prominence, 
and group representation, Incumbency has been an important 
consideration in the selection of top leaders, as reflected 
in Table 11. Part of the decrease in re-election rate3 for 
each term has been due to deaths or the retirement of 
elderly leaders. The unusual absence of any turnover In 
the top leadership in 196*1 was probably due to the uncer
tainty over Erhard1s position as Chancellor while Adenauer
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TABLE 11
TURNOVER IN CDU ELECTED EXECUTIVE, 1953-1969

Executive * of new Per cent Re-elected at Succeeding Conventions
Years Committee members 1956 1958 I960 1962 1964 1966 1967 1969

1953/1954 ( 7 mbrs.) ( 5) 70* 57*
(4)

29*
(2)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

0*
(0)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

1956 ( 9 mbrs.) ( 5) 55* - 66*
(6) 33*

(3)
33*
(3)

33*
(3)

33*
(3)

44*
(4)

22*
(2)

1958 ( 9 mbrs,) ( 3) 33* - - 55*
(5)

55*
(5)

55*
(5)

44*
(4)

55*
(5)

33*
(3)

I960 ( 6 mbrs,) ( 1) 16* - - 100*
(6)

100*
(6)

66*
(4)

33*
(2)

0*
(0)

1962 ( 8 mbrs.) ( 2) 25* - - - - 100*
(8)

75*
(6) 37*

(3)
0*
(0)

1964 ( 8 mbrs.) ( 0 ) 0 * — - - - - 75*(6)
37*
(3)

0*
(0)

1966 (12 mbrs.) ( 3) 42* - - - - - — 66*
(8)

25*
(3)

1967 (27 mbrs.) ( 1 6 ) 59* - - - - - - - 55#
(15)

1969 ( 2 8  mbrs•) ( 1 2 ) 4 2 * - - - - - - - -
Source: CDU Bundesvorstiinde , 1950-1969* mimeo (CDU Bundesgeschaftsstelle, Bonn),

ro
U)o\
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remained party chairman* Much of the increase in new mem
bers in the last three terms has been a reflection of in
creases in the size of the executive* The 1969 turnover, 
however, also indicates the reaction to the election re
sults, when a number of older leaders were not even renomi
nated at the 1969 convention.

The SPD Party Executive Committee (Parteivorstand) 
Unlike the CDU, the entire SPD national executive 

has always been elected every two years at the partyrs 
national convention. Currently it consists of the chair
man, two deputy chairmen, the treasurer (each elected on 
separate ballots), and additional members, their number 
determined by the convention, and including at least four 
women. The rules on voting and nominations are the same as 
for the chairmanship. The procedural rules adopted at each 
convention have usually required delegates to vote for each 
position on the ballot. The size of the inner executive 
(PrSsidium) is also determined by each convention, but its 
members are selected after the convention by the executive 
from among its own membership.58

In striking contrast to the continuous re-arrange- 
ments in the CDU, the organizational structure of the SPD

58organlsatlonsstatut der SPD. op. clt.» pp. 15-16. 
See also the Protokoil of the Convention, op. clt.,
pp. 824-25.
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executive was changed significantly only once, in 1958, 
as Figure 3 indicates. Prior to 1958, the executive con
sisted of: the chairman, one deputy chairman, five
salaried heads of various departments in the national of
fice (elected on a single separate ballot), and twenty- 
three additional members also elected on a single ballot. 
The Prasldium, composed of the chairman, his deputy and the 
five paid members, was dominated by traditional organiza
tion men and functionaries.59

As noted above, the reformers* dissatisfaction with 
the party leadership increased considerably after the 1957 
election defeat. Between the election and the 1958 con
vention, a number of open demands for changing and modern
izing the party were made. These included a reorganization 
of the leadership to more adequately reflect the diversity 
of experience in the party and a reduction of the apparat*s 
influence and the bureaucratic image of the SPD.6°

011enhauer*s position as party chairman was not 
directly challenged, but a first indication of the decline 
in his influence and control occurred in the fraction ex
ecutive elections immediately after the 1957 loss. Ollen- 
hauer's two former fraction deputies, one of whom was also

59jahrbuch der Soglaldemokratischen Partei Deutsch- 
lands, 1952/1953 (Bonn: Vorstand der Sl*D, n.d.j, p. 2^7.

^Chalmers, op. clt., p. 14A.
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Pig. 3— Reorganization of the SPD Executive

pre-1958 

Party chairman

deputy chairman
five paid members 
(includes treasurer)

twenty-three unpaid members

1958 changes 

Party chairman 

deputy chairman deputy chairman

treasurer

twenty-nine paid and/or unpaid members
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t h e  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  d e p u t y  c h a i r m a n ,  w e r e  n o t  r e - e l e c t e d  

d e s p i t e  h i s  s u p p o r t .  I n s t e a d ,  t h r e e  n e w  d e p u t y  f r a c t i o n  

c h a i r m e n ,  C a r l o  S c h m i d ,  H e r b e r t  W e h n e r ,  a n d  F r i t z  E r l e r —  

a l l  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  d e m a n d s  f o r  p a r t y  r e f o r m — w e r e  

e l e c t e d .  T h e  p a r t y  e x e c u t i v e  t h e n  s e t  u p  a  s e v e n - m e m b e r  

c o m m i s s i o n  t o  r e c o m m e n d  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c h a n g e s  a t  t h e  1 9 5 8  

c o n v e n t i o n .  O l l e n h a u e r ,  h i s  d e p u t y  c h a i r m a n ,  a n d  t h e  p a r t y  

t r e a s u r e r  w e r e  o u t n u m b e r e d  b y  t h e  f o u r  o t h e r  m e m b e r s — t h e  

t h r e e  n e w  f r a c t i o n  d e p u t i e s  p l u s  a n o t h e r  r e f o r m e r ,  W a l d e -  

m a r  v o n  K n o e r i n g e n . ^ 1
A n t i c i p a t i n g  t h e  r e f o r m  d e m a n d s ,  t h e  c h a n g e s  r e c o m 

m e n d e d  b y  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  a n d  p r e s e n t e d  b y  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  t o  

t h e  c o n v e n t i o n  i n c l u d e d :  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e

e x e c u t i v e  t o  t h i r t y - t h r e e  m e m b e r s ;  a  s e c o n d  d e p u t y  c h a i r 

m a n s h i p ;  a n d  a  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  P r a s i d i u m  m e m b e r s h i p  t o  t h e  

c h a i r m a n ,  d e p u t i e s ,  t r e a s u r e r ,  a n d  a n y  f i v e  o t h e r  e x e c u t i v e  

m e m b e r s  s e l e c t e d  b y  t h e  e x e c u t i v e .  B y  I n c r e a s i n g  t h e  s i z e  

o f  t h e  e x e c u t i v e ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  t h e  r e f o r m  g r o u p s  

c o u l d  b e  e l e c t e d  w i t h o u t  n e c e s s a r i l y  d e f e a t i n g  a n y  o f  t h e  

o l d e r  m e m b e r s .  T h e  P r a s i d i u m  c h a n g e  a l l o w e d  f o r  a  d e c r e a s e  

i n  t h e  b u r e a u c r a c y 1 s  I n f l u e n c e  s i n c e  t h e  p a i d  m e m b e r s  

w o u l d  n o  l o n g e r  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  f o r m  t h e  t o p  l e a d e r s h i p  g r o u p .  

T h e s e  c h a n g e s  w e r e  a c c e p t e d  w i t h o u t  c o n t r o v e r s y  b y  t h e

63-Ibid.. p. 117; and David Childs, From Schumacher 
to Brandt (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1966), p. 10(3.



www.manaraa.com

2M1
convention, but the reformers proposed an additional change 
to further reduce the apparat*s role which was opposed by 
Ollenhauer and his associates on the executive. The re
formers were successful in adopting a rule change which re
quired the election of paid and unpaid members on the same 
ballot, thus forcing the older functionaries to run against 
more popular political leaders. In the election which fol
lowed, two party employees, on the executive since 19^6, 
were defeated and the other three paid members were re
elected with considerably reduced margins. The former 
deputy chairman died shortly before the convention, and the 
two new deputies, Wehner and von Knoeningen, were both 
associated with the reformers. Almost half of the other 
executive members were new also— mostly regional politi
cians who supported a new party style.62 This was a con
siderable victory for the reformers, and particularly the 
parliamentarians who dominated the new PrSsidium selected 
after the convention. Since 1958, there have been no sub
stantial changes in the structure of the party executive,63

In general, as the account of the 1958 change also 
indicates, the major factor in the election of new leaders 
has been their nomination by the current executive. There

62schellenger, op. clt., pp. 150-56.
63jcaack, op. clt.. p. 92; and Lohmar, op. clt.. pp.

86—88•
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have usually been a few additional nominations from conven
tion delegates, and in the 1960's there have always been 
more nominees than places. However, the voting procedures, 
readopted at each convention though frequently with opposi
tion, have made it extremely difficult for dissident groups 
to get their nominees elected, unless they were coopted as 
a part of the executive slate.64 Issue factions have usual
ly concentrated on submitting resolutions to the conventions, 
rather than on nominating their own executive candidates.
The "new left" opposition of the late 1960*s has, however, 
run some candidates for the executive, and was able to de
feat several executive nominees at the 1968 convention at 
which there was a great deal of open conflict with the 
party "establishment."65 The executive will probably be 
more careful in anticipating such reactions in the future, 
and indeed the leadership has generally made some efforts 
to include different groups in its own slate. Both the 
leadership and the delegates have watched the size of the 
vote for nominees as an indication of the strength of party

6^The only exception was in 1966 when the executive 
acquiesced in a revision of the rules which allowed dele
gates to vote for at least 20, Protokoll, SPD Parteltag 
Dortmund 1966 (Bonn: Vorstand der SPD, n.d.).

^5por an analysis of the 1968 convention, see "SPD- 
Parteitag: Quatsch im Grossformat,n Per Spiegel, Vol. 22,
no. 12 (March 18, 1968), 38. In 1966, the dissidents ran 
2 candidates who lost, "Der Dortmunder Parteitag der SPD," 
op, cit.. p. 465.
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support for particular groups. Frequently, members have 
been nominated from the floor at a previous convention, 
and then are nominated by the executive and elected at the 
next.66

The SPD tradition of collegial leadership also con
tributes to the tendency to use the executive for the ac
commodation of different groups within the party. In addi
tion to issue-oriented groups, the executive has attempted 
to provide representation for most Bezirke in its nomina
tions, although in general those with the largest member
ship or good electoral results were most likely to be rep
resented. There are few other groups within the SPD to be 
considered. Only the women’s auxiliary has been guaranteed 
some places on the executive. In addition, a few union 
officials have been nominated. The executive has also made
some effort to provide technical expertise In Its nomina
tions, as the party could not rely on the governmental 
bureaucracy for such expertise. ^

66protokolls. SPD Farteltage I960. 1962. 1964. 1966.
1968 (Bonn! Vorstand der SPD). The large number of 
speeches at the 1969 convention were a result of the lead
ership’s concern to avoid open defeat by allowing more 
opportunity for the dissidents to express their views, 
Protokoll. SPD Ausserordentlicher Parteltag Bad Godesberg
1969 (Bonn: Vorstand der SPD).

6?childs, op. cit.. pp. 27-31; Kaack, op. cit., p. 
92; and Rudolf Wildenmann, Partei und Fraktion (Melsenhelm 
am Gian: Verlag Anton Haln, K.G., 1955)* P* 3*1.
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Since 1958, the deputy chairmanships have been used 

to coordinate the different elements in the party. Thus, 
after Brandt became the Chancellor-candidate, he was 
elected deputy chairman along with Herbert Wehner, a frac
tion deputy and responsible for important organizational 
functions. Since Brandt’s election as chairman in 1964, 
the two deputy chairmen have been Wehner, who came to act 
as a General Secretary without the formal title and repre
sented the organization, and Fritz Erler, the fraction 
chairman until his death in 1967, when Helmut Schmidt 
succeeded him as fraction chairman and party deputy chair
man, 88

In 1968 the executive created a new salaried posi
tion— Federal Manager. Wehner had become increasingly in
volved in Cabinet and governmental responsibilities and 
the new post was to take over most of his responsibilities 
in organizational management. Hans Jurgen WIschnewski, a 
Cabinet Minister, was appointed to the post. While not a 
member of the executive, Wischnewski1s career had followed 
a common pattern. He had held a regional party office, was 
elected to the Bundestag and gained a reputation for ex
pertise in policy toward developing countries, before

^®This use of the three top positions was recognized 
explicitly in a speech by C. Schmid in 1964 reprinted In 
Flechtheim, Vol. V (1966), op. cit., 105-06.
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becoming the Minister for Development aid*^9 not
clear whether this will remain a separate position or is 
only a transition device until Wehner*s retirement, when 
Wischnewski could be elected a deputy chairman.

The figures in Table 12 give a better indication of 
the career routes and overlap of positions among the SPD 
leadership throughout this period. Prior to 1958, a small 
number of executive members who achieved prominence in the 
Bundestag were only elected or appointed to other party 
offices after their election to the national executive. 
Since 1958, however, the reverse has more often been the 
case, i.e., most members have had some party position prior 
to their election. Some of them resigned from the lower 
party positions after their election. The increase in the 
percentage of members without other concurrent party of
fice in i960 was primarily a reflection of a backbenchers* 
revolt in the fraction executive election, in which a num
ber of current party executive members were defeated. The 
larger percentage without other concurrent party offices in 
1968 was due to the movement of fraction leaders to the 
Cabinet. In addition, a number of members of the executive 
in each term were selected for their reputation for exper
tise or prominence in public office— as Land Ministers or

69"SPD: Tapferes Schneiderlein," Der Spiegel, Vol.
22, no. 24 (June 10, 1968), 25-27.
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TABLE 12
SPD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, PRIOR EXPERIENCE AND CONCURRENT DOUBLE OFFICE-HOLDING,

1952-1969*
Offices

Party Office
1952
n-30

1954
n-30

1956
n-30

Prior to 
1st Elec. 
to Exec.

Con
current Prior

Con
current Prior

Con
current

No other Party Office 
Functionary: Regional

13% ( *0 10* ( 3) 10* ( 3) 7* ( 2) 10* ( 3) 13* ( 4)
or National 

Local, Regional 
Party Office^ 

National Auxiliary

47* (14) 23* ( 7) 43* (13) 17* ( 5) 40* (12) 17* ( 5)
57* (17) 47* (14) 63* (19) 53* (16) 60* (18) 47* (14)

Organization Office 
Parliamentary Party

7* ( 2) 3* ( 1) 7* ( 2) 7* ( 2) 3* ( 1)
Executive 

Public Office 
Land

3* ( 1) 30* ( 9) 3* ( 1) 30* ( 9) 10* ( 3) 33* (10)

Cabinet 27* ( 8) 7* ( 2) 27* ( 8) 7* ( 2) 27* ( 8) 7* ( 2)
MdL Only 

National
10* ( 3) 17* ( 5) 10* ( 3) 23* ( 7) 10* ( 3) 23* ( 7)

Cabinet0 — _ —
MdB 13* ( 4) 43* (13) 23* ( 7) 47* (14) 33* (10) 53* (16)
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TABLE 12— Continued

Offices
1 9 5 8 I 9 6 0 1 9 6 2

Party Office n-33 n-33 n-33
Con- Con- Con-

Prior current Prior current Prior current
No other Party office 
Functionary:

9% ( 3 ) 9% ( 3 ) 3 * ( 1 ) 1 8 * ( 6 ) 6 * ( 2 ) 1 2 * ( 4 )

Regional or National 
Local, Regional 

Party Officeb 
National Auxiliary

33% ( 1 1 ) 9% ( 3 ) 3 3 * ( 1 1 ) 6 * ( 2 ) 2 7 * ( 9 ) 6 * ( 2 )

58% ( 1 9 ) *5% ( 1 5 ) 6 1 * ( 2 0 ) ^ 5 * ( 1 5 ) 5 8 * ( 1 9 ) 4 8 * ( 1 6 )

Organization Office 
Parliamentary Party

12% ( 4 ) 9% ( 3 ) 1 2 * ( 4 ) 9 * ( 3 ) 9 * ( 3 ) 6 * ( 2 )

Executive 
Public Office 
Land

33% (XI) 4 5 * ( 1 5 ) 3 6 * ( 1 2 ) 3 9 * ( 1 3 ) 3 6 * ( 1 2 ) 3 9 * ( 1 3 )

Cabinet 30% ( 1 0 ) 1 5 * ( 5 ) 2 7 * ( 9 ) 1 5 * ( 5 ) 3 0 * ( 1 0 ) 2 4 * ( 8 )
MdL Only 

National
21% ( 7 ) 2 1 * ( 7 ) 2 1 * ( 7 ) 1 8 * ( 6 ) 1 8 * ( 6 ) 1 5 * ( 5 )

Cabinet0 3 0 * ( 1 0 )

MdB 52% ’ ( 1 7 ) 5 8 * ( 1 9 ) VJ
1 00 ( 1 9 ) 6 4 * ( 2 1 ) 6 1 * ( 2 0 ) 5 8 * ' ( 1 9 )
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TABLE 12— Continued
Offices

Party Office
1964
n-33

1966 
n-33

1968
n-35

Prior
Con
current Prior

Con
current Prior

Con
current

No other Party office 3% ( 1) 15* ( 5) 3% ( 1) 12* ( 4) 3* ( 1) 26* ( 9)
Functionary: Regional 

or National 27* ( 9) 6% ( 2) 30% (10) 6* ( 2) 17* ( 6) 3* ( 1)Local, Regional 
Party Office^ 67% (22) 52% (17) 64* (21) 52* (17) 66* (23) 49* (17)

National Auxiliary 
Organization Office 9* ( 3) 9% ( 3) 12* ( 4) 9* ( 3) 11* ( 4) 11* ( 4)

Parliamentary 
Party Executive 30% (10) 39% (13) 31* (10) 42* (14) 31* (11) 26* ( 9)

Public Office 
Land 

Cabinet 27% ( 9) 21* ( 7) 21* ( 7) 12* ( 4) 20* ( 7) 17* ( 6)
MdL Only 21% ( 7) 18% ( 6) 18* ( 6) 15S ( 5) 20* ( 7) 14* ( 5)

National
Cabinet0 30% (10) 20* ( 7)
MdB 67% (22) 55% (18) 70* (23) 64*" (21) 71* (25) 60* (21)

Sources: Jahrbuch der Sozlaldemokratischen Fartel Deutschlands, 1952/53-1966/67
(Vorstand der SPD. feonn) and Protokolls. SPb Parteitage. I960, 1962, 1964, 
1966, 1968 (Vorstand der SPD, Bonn).
aTotals may be larger than the number of individuals because of double 

office-holding apart from executive membership.
bThis includes local and regional party auxiliaries.
cPre-1968 refers to SPD— "shadow cabinet"— selected for the 1961 and 1965 

campaigns. The 1966 Cabinet members are reflected in the 1968 column.
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m.p.fs,without party positions. One or two m.p.*s who are 
union chairmen have also been elected.

The figures on functionaries prior to 1958 reflect 
the fact that in re-establishing the party immediately 
after the war, most of the major pre-war leaders had not 
survived and it was minor functionaries from the pre-1933 
period who initially assumed local and regional party of
fices. In addition, the structure of the organization gave 
considerable influence to those functionaries who ran the 
national headquarters. Some of these individuals continued 
to be re-elected after 1958, but such a background has been 
increasingly rare for the newer generation of leaders. 
Alfred Nau, the party treasurer and Willi Eichler, who ran 
a number of departments in the national office, were re
elected to each executive. Eichler retired In 1968. In 
addition, it has been much more common in the SPD than the 
CDU for members of the executive to receive some compensa
tion for assuming particular organizational responsibili
ties, but this is not reflected in the Table as these indi
viduals cannot be considered functionaries In career 
terms.

Throughout the period studied a considerable propor
tion of executive members have had some prior party

fOLohmar, op. cit., p. 114.
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position at the local or regional level. Most continued in 
such positions once elected to the national executive, or 
went on to the Bundestag and became members of the fraction 
executive. The representation of auxiliary organizations 
has, on the other hand, been minor. Only a very small num
ber of executive members held a position in the Jungsozlal- 
isten in their early career; almost all of those with prior 
or concurrent auxiliary positions have been representatives 
of the women*s organization. A current Juso chairman was 
not elected to the executive until 1966.

The figures on the fraction executive suggest the 
increasing dominance of the parliamentary party in the party 
organization since 1 9 5 8 . The decline in concurrent com
pared to prior Bundestag mandates among executive members 
has been due to those who win election to the Bundestag 
and then resign the mandate to take a position in the 
LSnder. After 1958, the career pattern has generally been 
election to the fraction executive and the party executive 
at approximately the same time, or election to the fraction 
executive first.

T h e  S P D  f r a c t i o n  o f f i c e r s  a r e  t h e  c h a i r m a n ,  t w o  t o

flHarmut Soell suggests this is due to the deference 
of delegates to parliamentary office since most have been 
legislators themselves at the local or Land level, "Frak- 
tion und Parteiorganisation,** Politische Vlerteljahres- 
schrift, Vol. 10, no. 4 (December, 1^6^), 605-22.
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four deputy chairmen, the whips, and approximately sixteen 
others~all elected by the caucus. Elections are held 
three times during each legislative term. Since 1957* 
there have been frequent contests for all positions and 
backbench nominees have occasionally defeated the execu
tive^ candidates. Parliamentary prominence and a reputa
tion for expertise have been more important criteria in 
election than the representation of groups, although there 
has usually been one union leader on the fraction execu
tive.72

In general, there has been an even greater overlap 
between the smaller PrSsldium and the fraction executive 
since 1958. Ollenhauer was both fraction chairman and 
party chairman until his death in 1963, after which the two 
offices were filled by different individuals since Brandt 
was not In the Bundestag. Only two of the new Prasldlum 
members in 1958 were not also members of the fraction exe
cutive. One was Alfred Nau, the treasurer, and the other 
von Knoeringen was a regional party leader. In 1964, 
another regional leader, Egon Franke, a backbench m.p., 
replaced von Knoeringen on the Prasidium. He was elected 
to the fraction executive in 1968. In 1966 another region
al leader, H. Kuhn, who later became Nordrhein-Westfalen

72Loewenberg, op. cit., pp. 179-86.
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Minister-President, also became a Presidium member. The 
most typical career pattern for members of the Prasidium 
has been election to the larger party executive first, 
election to the fraction executive, and then membership on 
the Prasidium. A good example of this pattern is the ca
reer of Helmut Schmidt, the current fraction chairman. He 
was first elected to the party executive in 19 58, while a 
regional party leader and Land Minister. In the early 
1960fs, he was elected to the Bundestag and became a member 
of the fraction executive. In 1966 he became deputy frac
tion chairman, and a member of the party Prasidium. After 
Erler's death in 1967, he was elected fraction chairman and 
in 1968 he became a party deputy chairman as well.

The only change in the proportion of executive mem
bers with prior or concurrent Land governmental positions 
is an increase in current Land Ministers in the I960*s.
This has been in part a reflection of better SPD electoral 
fortunes at the Land level, as well as of the fact that 
many of the reformers who came to power in the party after 
1958 were public office-holders at the regional level. As 
in the CDU, the Landtag m.p.’s have usually also been 
regional party chairmen.

There has also been considerable overlap between the 
SPD shadow Cabinets of 1961 and 1965, and the Grand Coali
tion Ministers and the party executive. Of the 1961 "team,1*
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only two were not also members of the Prasidium— Richter, 
a union representative who was not on the team again in 
1965, and Alex Moller, an economics expert, who was later 
elected to the executive and the Prasidium. In 1965# Karl 
Schiller, a noted Land official and then economics expert 
in the Bundestag was not on the Prasidium, but became a 
member in 1966. Two of the nine SPD Ministers in the Grand 
Coalition were chosen primarily for their expertise in par
ticular areas, and while both had been local or regional 
party officials, neither were members of the party execu
tive.

The 1 9 6 1  and 1 9 6 5  "teams” were selected by commis
sions appointed from among members of the executive. In 
both years there was an effort to include party leaders 
from a variety of backgrounds, including regional politi
cians, fraction officers, a union representative, an of
ficer in the women’s organization, and a number of policy 
specialists.73 The Grand Coalition Ministers were selected 
by the Coalition negotiating team composed of party and 
fraction leaders. Their decision was then ratified by the 
fraction and the party executive. 71*

The careers of the overwhelming majority of SPD

73Kaaek, op. cit,, p. 69; and Childs, op. cit.,
p. 27.

71»Soell, op. cit., p. 615.
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leaders have thus combined public and party office-holding. 
The only frequent alternative has been prominence in the 
Bundestag or Land Ministerial office. The traditional 
route of party service alone, primarily as a functionary, 
no longer exists.

Table 13 provides some idea of the value of incum
bency in elections to the party executive. Much of the 
percentage of new members in each term was due to turnover 
at the regional level, with new regional party chairmen 
elected to replace previous executive members who had re
tired. The exception was, of course, the 1958 election, 
in which there was a considerable percentage of new members 
due to the reformers* victory. The larger increase in new 
executive members in 1968 was primarily a reflection of 
the increase in size, but also of the election of a few 
representatives of the dissident group.

Aside from the drop in re-election rates due to the 
1958 turnover, the re-election pattern has been fairly con
sistent. There have always been a small number of newly 
elected members who are never re-elected, but most of the 
gradual decline in re-election has been due to voluntary 
retirement rather than defeat in a contest at the conven
tions. Four members of the 1952 executive were still re
elected in 1968, and almost half of the 1958 group were 
members through 1968. Herbert Wehner and Carlo Schmid,
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TABLE 13
TURNOVER IN SPD PARTY EXECUTIVE, 1952-1968

- _ Per Cent Re-elected at Succeeding Conventions* of new __________________________________-____________
Years Committee members 1954 1956 1958 I960 1962 1964 1966 1968
1952 (30 mbrs.) ( 5) 17* t— 

CM
00 

'

77*
(23)

50*
(15)

43*
(13)

30*
( 9)

27*
( 8)

27*
( 8)

13*
( 4)

1954 (30 mbrs.) ( 4) 13* - 90*
(27)

53*(16)
47*
(14)

40*
(12)

30*
( 9)

30*
( 9)

17*
( 5)

1956 (30 mbrs.) ( 3) 10* — — 63*
(19)

53*(16) 47*
(14)

40*
(12)

37*
(11)

20*
( 6)

1958 (33 mbrs.) (14) 42* - - - 94*
(31)

64*
(21)

58*
(19)

55*
(18)

39*
(13)

I960 (33 mbrs.) ( 2) 06* — — — — 76*
(25)

64*
(21)

60*
(20) 45*

(15
1962 (33 mbrs.) C 8) 24* - - - - - 85*

(28)
76*
(25)

60*
(20)

1964 (33 mbrs.) ( 5) 15* - - - - - - 90*
(30)

73*(24)
1966 (33 mbrs.) ( 3) 09* - - - - - — — 85*

(28)
1968 (35 mbrs.) ( 7) 20* - - - — - — - -
Source: Jahrbuch der Sozlaldemokratlschen Partel Deutschlands. 1952/53-1966/67,

(Vorstand der SPft, Bonn) and Protokolls, SPD Parteltage, I960, 1962, 1964, 
1966, 1968 (Vorstand der SPD, Bonn).
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both associated with the 1958 reform, have been on the 
executive since 1952 and 19*17, respectively.

Turnover in the smaller Prasidium reflects these 
patterns even more clearly, and is also somewhat more com
parable to the figures for the CDU. Table 1*1 indicates the 
enormous change in 1958 and the much smaller percentages 
of new members thereafter. The 1966 increase in new mem
bers was due primarily to a turnover in the fraction execu
tive and the inclusion on the Prasidium of the 1965 "team." 
Three members of the current Pr&sidium were on it prior to 
1958, Alfred Nau, the treasurer, Herbert Wehner, and Carlo 
Schmid,

Conclusions
Similarities

The description of the selection and characteristics 
of CDU and SPD national party leaders has revealed some 
similarities. In neither party has the chairmanship 
election been contested at the national conventions; dele
gates have been content to ratify a choice of chairman made 
elsewhere. Conflicts that have existed over the selection 
of a party chairman have been resolved prior to the con
ventions to give the appearance of unity. This desire to 
avoid the appearance of conflict Is perhaps due to those 
attitudes in the political culture that regard elections as



www.manaraa.com

TABLE 14
TURNOVER, SPD PRASIDIUM, 1952-1968

* of new Per Cent Re-elected at Succeeding Conventions
Years Prasidium members 1954 1956 1958 I960 1962 1964 1966 1968
1952 ( 7 mbrs•) (2) 29% 100*

(7)
100*
(7)

29*(2)
29*
(2) 29*

(2)
14*
(1)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

1954 ( 7 mbrs.) (0) o* - 100*
(7)

29*(2) 29*(2)
29*
(2)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

1956 ( 7 mbrs.) (0) o* — — 29*
(2)

29*
(2)

29*
(2)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

14*
(1)

1958 ( 9 mbrs.) (7) 78* - - - 100*
(9)

89*
(8)

67*
(6)

44*
(4)

33*
(3)

i960 ( 9 mbrs.) (0) o* - - - - 89*(8) 67*(6)
44*
(4)

33*
(3)

1962 ( 9 mbrs.) (1) 11* — — — — — 78*
(7)

56*
(5)

44*
(4)

1964 ( 9 mbrs,) (2) 22% - - - - - - 67*
(6)

67*
(6)

1966 (10 mbrs.) (4) 40* - - - - - — - 90*
(9)

1968 (10 mbrs,) (1) 10* - - - - - - — -
Source: Jahrbuch der Sozlaldemokratlschen Partel Deutschlands, 1952/53-1966/67

(Vorstand der Bonn) and frrotokolls, SPD PartelEage, I960, 1962, 1964,
1966, 1968 (Vorstand der SPD, Bonn).
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disruptive. For the parties, an election contest would 
destroy the value of the chairman as an expression of the 
symbolic unity of the party.

Secondly, in both parties there has been a period of 
uncertainty about the relationship between the positions of 
chairman and Chancellor or Chancellor-candidate, but both 
have moved in the direction of unity of the two positions. 
In each the chairmanship has become a symbolic political 
position, while actual organizational management has de
volved to secondary leaders— a General Secretary In the CDU 
and a deputy chairman In the SPD. Electoral appeal, cru
cial to the selection of a Chancellor-candidate, has thus 
also become important in the party chairmanships. The 
national parliamentary leaders, with the greatest Interest 
in preserving their positions through elections, have been 
able to exert considerable influence on the selection of a 
Chancellor-candidate and party chairman In both parties.
Our framework suggests that these similarities are due to 
the pressures which the electoral system exerts on both 
parties. The West German system has moved In the direction 
of a two-party system, where elections are contested as a 
choice between alternate leaders. For the CDU, forming the 
first government, electoral criteria and fraction influence 
have been characteristic from Its beginnings. The SPD made 
the adaptation in the late 1950*s, early 1960*3 with the
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selection of Brandt as Chancellor-candidate and then party 
chai rman.

In addition, there is an interesting similarity in 
the careers of the two current party chairmen. Both 
Kiesinger and Brandt, while holding regional party office, 
achieved prominence before being selected as Chancellor- 
candidates and chairmen, as public office-holders at the 
regional level— Kiesinger as popular Minister-President of 
Baden-Wurttemberg, and Brandt as popular Lord Mayor of 
Berlin. Although both had been m.p.'s and members of their 
parties' fraction executive at one time, neither were In 
the Bundestag at the time of their selection. As suggested 
in Chapter I, the federal system in West Germany has thus 
apparently operated to provide positions of electoral 
prominence and executive experience at other than the 
national level from which both parties have been able to 
recruit leaders.

There are also some similarities In the selection 
and characteristics of the larger national executives of 
the C D U  and the S P D ,  despite the fact that until 1967, the 
formal method of selection differed. In both parties, the 
current executive committee has been the most important 
influence In the selection of new members of the executive. 
Pull alternate slates of nominees have not been presented 
at conventions; at most a small number of alternative
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candidates have been nominated from the floor. This 
ability of the executives to select their own successors 
has been due in part to the parties' use of the national 
executive as an integration organ for different elements 
in the party. Both CDU and SPD leaders have made efforts 
to coopt representatives of the most important groups, 
and elements of the organization.

The figures on prior experience and double office- 
holding also indicate certain similarities in recruitment 
and career routes in the CDU and the SPD, Recruitment of 
the top leaders in party and government has generally been 
restricted to party members. Most of those on the 
national executives of the CDU and the SPD, and through 
overlap parliamentary leaders and Cabinet members, have 
been party members for a long period of time. The few 
exceptions have been prominent individuals who switched 
party allegiance earlier in their careers. For the CDU, 
these have mainly been leaders of the smaller parties it 
absorbed during the 1950*3. The SPD*s one important ex
ception is Gustav Heinemann (Federal President), a CDU 
Federal Minister in the early 1950*s who resigned and 
formed his own party for a brief period before Joining the 
SPD. The requirement of party membership for all important 
positions of course considerably restricts the field for
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recruitment of political leaders since less than 3 per 
cent of the population are formal party members. This 
is probably due to the legal regulations which make it 
extremely difficult for independents to run for public 
office and virtually require individuals seeking nomination 
to go through the regular party organizations.

In addition, large percentages of the CDU and SPD 
executive members have also held some previous party of
fice. This is both a reflection of the federal organiza
tion of the system and attitudes In both parties as to the 
importance of party service as a criterion for leadership. 
The fact that there are at least some national leaders in 
both parties without prior party office-holding illustrates 
the parties* use of the executive as a mechanism to inte
grate all members who have some Important position In 
society-prominent public office-holders, or officers of 
Interest associations.

Similarities In the experience and overlap with 
regional and national public offices are Indicative of the 
parties' adaptation to a federal, parliamentary system 
which provides a number of different positions and levels 
of Influence— in Lander governments, the Bundestag and the 
Cabinet— of political significance. Both the CDU and the 
SPD have used the executive to unify individuals repre
senting the party at different places In the system. The
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fact that Land Ministerial experience Is more common than 
Landtag positions may be a reflection of the nature of West 
German federalism In which the functional division makes 
the Lander Cabinets more Important than the legislatures.

As far as turnover is concerned, the tendency of 
both parties has been to increase the size of the executive 
to provide places for new leaders, rather than to oust the 
old. This supports our contention that the dislike and 
avoidance of conflict prevalent in West German political 
culture would lead to relative stagnation and slow turn
over in the political leadership.

Dlfferences
Several major differences stand out between the CDU 

and the SPD in the selection of a party chairman and the 
relationship to a Chancellor-candidate. The transition, 
i.e., succession from one leader to another, has been much 
more confllctual in the CDU. In addition, the regional 
party leaders have played a larger independent role in the 
selection process in the CDU— Indirectly in the selection 
of a Chancellor and directly in the choice of party chair
man, whereas in the SPD only those regional leaders also 
in the very top national party positions have been influen
tial. The more heterogeneous nature of the CDU which has 
made it more difficult to find a leader acceptable to all
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party groups than It has been for the more homogeneous SPD 
may in part account for the greater controversy surround
ing CDU leadership succession. In addition, differences in 
party doctrine and traditions may also be a factor. Tradi
tional SPD deference to authority has probably reinforced 
the general dislike for conflict, while Its long history 
has provided more regularized procedures for the transition 
from one leader to another. The CDU, in contrast, had had 
no previous experience with a change in leadership when 
Adenauer retired, and its doctrine has recognized the 
legitimacy of the expression of different Interests within 
the party. The greater Independence and authority of CDU 
regional leaders may also be due to the original develop
ment of the national party as only a coalition of regional 
organizations, In contrast to the Immediate re-establish
ment of a central organization in the SPD after the war.

An Important difference can also be seen in the de
velopment of the relationship between the party chairman 
and Chancellor/Chancellor-candidate. In the CDU, as we 
have seen, the Chancellorship was initially primary, and 
a recognition of the importance of the party chairmanship 
developed later. In the SPD, the position of party chair
man was predominant, and it was the late 1950*s before the 
party accepted the need for a Chancellor-candidate and 
leader with popular appeal. These different patterns
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appear to be due to the differences in experience and com
petitive positions of the CDU and the SPD. The CDU formed 
the national government before its organization was de
veloped, and it wa3 not until Adenauer's hold on the party 
declined and its electoral success diminished that the 
party became aware that in order to govern as well as win 
elections it needed not only a Chancellor-candidate with 
electoral appeal, but also a party chairman able to hold 
together the different groups in the organization. The 
SPD's traditions and initial competitive position made it 
rely on a traditional socialist appeal for votes while the 
party chairman concentrated on organizational tasks. It 
was only after three election defeats and the acquisition 
of party leadership by those whose primary concern was 
winning public office that the party adapted to the elec
toral system and the need for leadership with electoral 
appeal.

The differences in organizational stability of the 
top leadership and in the role of the party bureaucracy, 
particularly prior to 1958, are also attributable to dif
ferences in party traditions and development. The constant 
changes in the organization of the CDU executive in con
trast to the continuity in SPD structure may have been due 
to the CDU*s recent founding and coalition characteristics, 
while the SPD had a long history and tradition in
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organizational form. The greater prevalence of bureau
cratic career experience in the SPD prior to 1958 corres
ponded to its pre-war pattern and the participation of 
functionaries in its re-establishment after the war.

There has also been a difference between the parties 
with regard to the representation of auxiliaries and exter
nal interest groups. As expected, the greater distribution 
of socio-economic groups within the CDU and ties to a 
variety of interest organizations have meant that the party 
has paid more attention to the representation of auxiliary 
and external groups on its executive than has the more 
homogeneous SPD, Career backgrounds in a party auxiliary 
or an important interest association rather than in formal 
party office have been much more common in the CDU. In the 
SPD where the tradition of programmatic development has 
been strong, but the recognition of a diversity of group 
interests has not been fully accepted, contests over 
executive representation have been based on policy dif
ferences. In the CDU, its pragmatic electoral and group 
orientation has led to conflicts over the adequate repre
sentation of the different socio-economic wings within the 
party.

In addition, the importance of the youth organiza
tions in the careers of party leaders has differed in the 
CDU and the SPD, being a much more common experience In the



www.manaraa.com

266
CDU. This parallels the difference found in their role in 
the selection of Bundestag candidates. Again, it would 
seem to be due to the weaker organizational structure of 
the CDU and the consequently greater dependence on the 
youth organization for the recruitment of party leaders.

The different competitive situations of the two 
parties has also produced a difference in the attention 
given to policy expertise in the selection of executive 
members. As the opposition party for most of the period, 
the SPD has not been able to rely on the governmental 
bureaucracy for aid in the formulation of policy positions 
and has made some effort to recruit prominent experts into 
the leadership. This has been of less importance to the 
CDU where government officials were available to develop 
the party's policies.

Similar differences are also present in the selec
tion and characteristics of the parties' parliamentary 
leadership. The diversity of groups within the CDU has 
led to the use of the fraction executive as a means to 
provide representation for all. The executive has been 
quite large, and the practice of coopting different group 
leaders has made contests unusual, and when they occur 
invariably over the representation of a particular group. 
The SPD's parliamentary party has been much more homo
geneous and the executive is smaller with selection
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primarily on the basis of reputation in the Bundestag. The 
frequent contests have been primarily backbench challenges 
to the executive nominees or over policy differences.

The CDUfs governmental position until 1969 has meant 
that the overlap between national public and party office 
has been mainly with the Cabinet Ministers rather than the 
fraction executive. In the SPD, the fraction leaders have 
been the national spokesmen for the party in opposition, 
and have been integrated with the party organization 
through concurrent membership on the executive and the 
Prasidium. In both parties the recent changes in govern
mental position have produced a change In this relationship. 
In the CDU, the representation of the fraction executive on 
the party executive Increased In 1969 when the party en
tered the opposition, while In the SPD executive the pro
portion of fraction leaders declined in 1967 when the 
party joined the government.

Although the differences In turnover are not great, 
they are In the direction suggested by the framework. The 
SPD, with the exception of 1958, has had a smaller percent
age of new members, and a higher re-election rate for old 
than the CDU. Both the greater attractiveness of a career 
in the CDU as the governing party and the greater diversity 
of career routes In contrast to the more formalized single
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pattern in the SPD and the lower prestige of its national 
party position are apparently reflected in these dif
ferences .

Finally, this analysis provides us with a general 
picture of the centralization or "oligarchy" within the 
CDU and the SPD. The CDtPs leadership is more dispersed, 
a larger number of groups participate in the selection 
process, and there are several common career routes to a 
leadership position including prominence in public office, 
or positions in auxiliary or external interest organiza
tions in addition to a career in party and public posi
tions. The SPD*s top leadership is narrower, fewer groups 
participate in its selection, and there is one predominant 
career pattern combining party and public service.
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CHAPTER V

FACTIONALISM AND PARTY POLICY-MAKING

The two aspects of party organization to be examined 
In this chapter are internal factionalism and the process 
of party policy-making. Both the CDU and the SPD must make 
decisions concerning their political strategy with regard 
to the voters and other parties in the system, as well as 
decisions concerning their stand on public issues. The 
extent and the nature of internal factions will affect this 
process. In this chapter we will consider the locus of 
initiatives and decision-making; the participants, includ
ing a description of party factions and their role In the 
process; the basis of party conflict and cohesion, and the 
degree of party discipline once decisions have been made; 
and the flexibility of party positions.

CDU/CSU
Party principles and programs

The slogan "Deutschland: Sozialer Rechtsstaat im
geelnigten Europa" appeared in the CDU*s election program 
in 1953, It combines many of the elements which the party

269
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has viewed as defining Its basic commitments and goals.^
The CDU has not had a basic program which would provide it 
with an explicit ideological base, but instead has passed 
a series of programs, usually immediately preceding elec
tion campaigns, to define its goals and values.2 Although 
the party's self-image includes the notion of fundamental 
principles which provide unity even in a Volkspartel com
bining many different viewpoints, these are nowhere de
veloped in the party*s programs.3 At most, it is possible 
to discern a number of themes which reappear with varying 
emphasis in party discussions throughout the period studied.

The "common Christian principles" which the party*s 
founders believed would provide a worldview were never 
really developed as the CDU moved into practical politics. 
Despite recurrent discussions on the meaning of the "C" in 
CDU, the party has not been clear on what this meant in

!Max Lange, et al., Partelen in der Bundesrepubllk 
(Stuttgart: Ring Verlag, 1955), pp. 143-45.

2The Ahlen program is reprinted in Ossip K. Flech- 
theim, Dokumente zur Partelpolltlschen Entwlcklung in 
Deutschland 3elt 19^5. Vol. II (1963) (Berlin: Dokumenten
Verlag - Dr. Herbert Wendler & Co.), pp. 53-58. The other 
CDU programs are in CPU: Geschlchte. Idee. Program, Statut
(Bonn: Bundesgesch&ftsstelle der CDU, 1967), pp. 27-62.

3lbld.. pp. 9-12, 27-28; and the reports of the 
executive reprinted in Flechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), 
cit., pp. 8-10, 21-27, 38-39.
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practice.1* In part, the problem has been the different 
positions of Protestant and Catholic doctrine on the rela
tionship of the Christian to politics. In addition, as 
secularization has increased in West Germany, the whole 
issue has become less and less meaningful.5 In the early
period in the 19^0's, the Catholic progressive movement did
produce a formal statement of "Christian Socialism," the 
Ahlen program, adopted by a zonal party in 19*17* This was 
a statement of goals and policy positions that emphasized 
the role of the worker. While not strictly "socialist," 
it did call for curbs on the power of business interests, 
national economic planning, and socialization of some basic 
industries.^ The CDU has, however, never recognized the 
Ahlen statement as an official program for the national 
party. Although the need for a basic restructuring of the 
economic system was a fairly common assumption immediately

**Heinz Theo Risse, "Der 'Linke Flugel* der CDU," 
Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 17, no. 5 (1962), 303.

5Wolf-Dieter Narr, CDU-SPD: Programm und Praxis
seit 19*15 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1966), PP*
l77-B0. Catholic social doctrine continues to be dis
cussed in some circles, without any Impact on the party.
A good example of efforts to relate it to actual policy is 
Otto H, von der Gablentz, "Zur Problematik Christlich- 
Sozialer Partelen," Kolner Zeltschrlft fur Sozlologie und 
Sozialpsychologie. Vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 605-17.

^Heino Kaack, Die Partelen in der Verfassungswirk- 
lichkelt der Bundesrepubllk (Schleswig-Holstein, l9t>3),
P. 3^.
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after the war, once the party became associated with the 
currency reform and Erhard's economic policies, there was 
an obvious shift to the right in its position on socio
economic issues. The first official party formulations in 
1949 and its first national program in 1953 repeated the 
progressive demands with regard to workers1 representation 
in industry (codetermination), made some effort to link the 
party's position to general Ahlen goals of social justice, 
but dropped the more "leftist” demands for planning and 
socialization*? The "social market economy" became a 
catchword in CDU programs for its position on socio
economic issues. This never developed into an explicit 
commitment to the neo-liberal philosophy for which Erhard 
individually was a spokesman. The neo-liberal movement 
in West Germany was developed by a number of economists

Qand social philosophers not linked in any way to the CDU.°
Throughout the period when Adenauer was Chancellor 

and party chairman, the most common theme in CDU literature 
was a negative one that emphasized the party's position to

^Flechtheim, Vol. II (1963), op. clt., pp. 58-76, 
and Vol. VT (1968), pp. 41-45. A description of the pre- 
1949 shift and Adenauer's role can be found in Arnold J. 
Heidenheimer, Adenauer and the CDU (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, I960), pp. 68-69, 117-47.

®For an analysis of neo-liberalism as a philosophi
cal world view, see Carl J. Friedrich, "The Political 
Thought of Neo-Liberalism," American Political Science Re
view, XLIX (June, 1955), 509^5^ ‘
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the right of the SPD at home and anti-communism in foreign 
policy. This was combined with a stress on the party’s 
commitment to Western European unity, important as a goal 
in itself, and as a means to German reunification.9 in the 
I9601s, even this faded to a mere reiteration of past 
achievements in Western European cooperation, with little 
mention of future foreign policy initiatives or goals.10

Other themes which have reappeared in party programs, 
but have never been related into an explicit ideological 
viewpoint include: the importance of individualism, the
role of the family as "urzelle des staates," and farming 
as the backbone of the community. The "D" in the party's 
name has never received much consideration. The CDU has 
no clear position on the public's role in a democratic 
state beyond the formal act of voting as a legitimization 
of decisions made by political leaders.11

Factionalism
There is considerable factionalism in the CDU,

^Gunter Gaus, Bonn ohne Reglerung? (Munich: R.
Piper & Co. Verlag, 1955), p. 93; and von der Gablentz, 
op. cit., p. 610.

10Gaus, op. cit., pp. 95-96; and Flechtheim, Vol. IV, 
(1965), op. clt.. pp. 120-21.

11Rudolf Wildenmann, Helmut Unkelbach, and Werner 
Kaltefleiter, Wahler, Partelen und Parlament (Bonn:
Athenfium Verlag. 1 9 6 5 ) .  p. 1 0 5 ;  and Narr, o~p« clt., pp. 
1 8 1 - 9 1 ,
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primarily with a socio-economic base. As we have seen, 
some of these groups have an organizational base in the 
party Vereinigung (auxiliary organizations). Some have 
developed independent issue positions, while others func
tion more as personal factions limited to claims on lead
ership positions. The most well-known is the so-called 
arbeitnehmer flugel which is organized as the Sozial- 
ausschusse (Sozis) of the CDU. The original founders in 
19^7 had clear ties with the Zentrum party of Weimar and 
to the Christian socialist Catholic worker movements in 
the immediate post-war period. The Sozialausschusse are 
organized at the local and regional levels, and have a 
national office and executive committee. General member
ship figures are not available, but the major strength is 
the Catholic workers, particularly in the Nordrhein- 
Westfalen area.12 There has always been some overlap be
tween this group and the Deutsche Gewerkschaftbund (DGB); 
a number of its leaders have been union officials. The 
members also overlap considerably with the Katholische 
Arbeiterbewegung (KAB), a church financed worker welfare 
organization. A group of KAB leaders founded a separate 
Catholic union in 1955, but this has not received much sup 
port from the Sozis, and the Catholic union has remained

12Lange, op. clt.. pp. 128-32; and Flechtheim,
Vol. VI (1968), op. cit.. p. 110.



www.manaraa.com

275
small, regionally limited and of little importance.*3 

The C D U  labor wing is also organized within the 
parliamentary party. Since 1953 it has elected its own 
executive, and has its own office and staff. It is the 
largest organized group within the fraction and holds 
regular meetings to develop a common position to present 
to the fraction leaders and the caucus. The group is 
represented on the fraction executive and in Bundestag 
committees. The importance of the voting bloc it repre
sents for C D U  electoral success and the possibility of its 
m.p,*s voting with the S P D  give It some influence.11*

During the 19^0fs, the Sozialausschusse leaders were 
largely responsible for the Ahlen program, and worked 
actively to commit the party to their positions. Its 
stature was Increased by the prominence of Its early 
leaders— Karl Arnold and Jakob Kaiser. During the 1950*3, 
however, the organization gradually dropped its discussion 
of policy alternatives and emphasized Its agreement with 
the vague goals of social Justice articulated In the

13Lange, op. cit. . pp. 128-30; and Hans Speier and 
W. Phillips Davison (eds.), West German Leadership and 
Foreign Policy (Evanston: Row, Peterson and Company,
195777 p . T57.

^Jurgen Domes, Mehrheitsfraction und Bundesreglerung 
(Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1964), pp. 3*t-3^; and Loewen- 
berg, op. clt.. p. 161.
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national party programs,1-* Within these limits, the Sozis 
leaders worked for a voice in determining the socio-economic 
policy positions of the party and for representation in 
leadership groups in the party and Cabinet,1**

During the late 1950's and the early 1960's, under 
the leadership of Hans Katzer, the Sozis again began to 
develop clear policy alternatives and plans at their 
national conventions. The leaders worked for a coalition 
with the SPD as early as 1961, hoping it would provide a 
better opportunity for the development of progressive 
domestic legislation. Its ties to the DGB were consider
ably strengthened when it gave full support to union de
mands for extension of codetermination in the mid-1960's.
At the same time, the KAB was moving left and asserting 
some independence from church control,1  ̂ The revival of 
the labor wing as a faction with clearly defined issue 
positions culminated in 1967, The CDU was, at that time, 
making preparations for a new party program to be adopted

^Fiechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. cit., pp. 115-16.
l^Risse, op. clt., pp. 307-08; and Risse, "Adenauer 

und die CDU," Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 17, no. 2 (1962), 
93-96.

^Friedholm Baukloh, "Katholische Arbeitnehmer und 
Die Bonner Koalition," Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 17, no. 8 
(1962), 505-06; Baukloh, "Gewerkschaft in der Verantwor- 
tung," Frankfurter Hefte. Vol. 21, no. 10 (1966), 672; 
and Baukloh, "Chrlstlich-Sozialer Dialog mit Erhard," 
Frankfurter Hefte. Vol. 19, no. 3 (196t), 1^5.
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at its 1968 convention. The Sozialausschusse convention in 
1967 drafted an entire alternative program, the Offenburger 
Erklarung. which included detailed policy plans in a number 
of areas* Unlike many of the leadership statements in the 
1950’s, it also made clear the Sozis continued commitment 
to the Ahlen program, including its anti-capitalist, 
Christian-socialist principles.

As we saw in the discussion of candidate selection, 
there is no CDU auxiliary which represents big business 
interests, nor has any organized faction developed within 
the party to promote business claims for a share of posi
tions, or favorable policy positions. Although individual 
m.p.*s and party members associated with external business 
associations undoubtedly have held shared views on some 
issues, these were expressed informally and through indi
vidual contacts. ^  In 1963, however, an economic council 
(Wirtschaftsrat der CDU) was formed at the national party 
level— not as a membership organization like the Sozial- 
ausschusse— to provide a forum for the presentation of in
dustry views on issues and to counter the Sozis statements

l8Baukloh, "Erfreuliche Initiative," Frankfurter 
Hefte, Vol. 22, no. 10 (1967), 664-66. The speech of a 
Sozl leader reprinted In Flechtheim, Vol. VT (1968), op. 
cit.*, pp. 208-14, is a good illustration of the new 
ideological revival In the labor wing.

i9piechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt., pp. 116-17; 
Domes, op. cit.. p. 38; and Loewenberg, op. cit., p. 162.
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w i t h i n  t h e  p a r t y .  I t s  o f f i c i a l l y - a n n o u n c e d  t a s k s  a p p e a r  

t o  b e  t w o - f o l d :  p r o m o t i n g  b u s i n e s s  v i e w s  I n  t h e  f o r m a t i o n

o f  C D U  p o l i c y ;  a n d  p r o v i d i n g  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s  f o r  g o v e m -
20m e n t  a n d  p a r t y  p r o g r a m s .

T h e  C D U  M i t t e l s t a n d  V e r e l n i g u n g ,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  s m a l l  

b u s i n e s s  I n t e r e s t s  I n  t h e  p a r t y ,  h a s  n o t  o p e r a t e d  a s  a n  

i s s u e  f a c t i o n ,  b u t  h a s  m a d e  s o m e  c l a i m s  f o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

I n  p a r t y  a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  o f f i c e s .  L i k e  t h e  S o z i a l a u s s c h u s s e ,  

t h i s  p a r t y  a u x i l i a r y  h a s  a  p a r a l l e l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  

f r a c t i o n .  T h e  s m a l l - b u s i n e s s  d i s c u s s i o n  g r o u p  h o l d s  r e g u 

l a r  m e e t i n g s ,  a n d  s h a r e s  a n  o f f i c e  w i t h  t h e  a u x i l i a r y .  I t  

h a s  b e e n  c o n c e r n e d  p r i m a r i l y  w i t h  a  s h a r e  o f  p o s i t i o n s  i n  

t h e  B u n d e s t a g ,  f r a c t i o n ,  a n d  c a b i n e t . 2 *  A  n u m b e r  o f  o t h e r  

s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  f a c t i o n s  a r e  o r g a n i z e d  w i t h i n  t h e  p a r l i a 

m e n t a r y  p a r t y ,  w i t h o u t  h o w e v e r  a n y  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  a u x i l i a r y  

i n  t h e  e x t e r n a l  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  I n  t h e  s e c o n d  B u n d e s t a g ,  

C D U / C S U  m . p . ’ s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  f a r m  i n t e r e s t s  f o r m e d  a n  a g r i 

c u l t u r e  a n d  f o o d  s t u d y  g r o u p .  I t  h a s  h a d  c l o s e  t i e s  w i t h  

t h e  s t a f f  i n  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r e  d e p a r t m e n t  o f  p a r t y  h e a d 

q u a r t e r s  a n d  b e e n  v e r y  u n i f i e d  a n d  a c t i v e  o n  I s s u e s  i n 

v o l v i n g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o l i c y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h o s e  d e a l i n g  

w i t h  t h e  C o m m o n  M a r k e t .  T h e  g r o u p  h a s  a l s o  c l a i m e d  a

2 0 P l e c h t h e i m ,  V o l .  I V  (1965), o p .  c l t . ,  I83-8M.
21Domes, op. cit., pp. 35-37; and Loewenberg, op. 

cit., p. 162.
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Cabinet post. While it has an obvious base in party mem
bership in the rural South and Southwest, it has not been 
organized at the membership level.22 M.p.*s with a refugee 
background have also held meetings, claimed a Cabinet posi
tion, and occasionally developed a unified position. How
ever, the ties of this group outside the Bundestag have 
been with the national refugee association, rather than a 
CDU auxiliary.23

The basis for the above factions is a common socio
economic background, upon which claims for representation, 
and less frequently alternative issue positions, have been 
developed. There have been no factions in the CDU organ
ized on the basis of issues alone. However, there has 
occasionally been some overlap between factions organized 
on another basis and issue differences. This was true to 
some extent in the 1960's in the debate between "Atlanti- 
cists" and "Gaullists" in foreign policy. While no fac
tional organizations developed around these differences, 
some spokesmen for differing views had other organizational 
bases in the party. For example, Gerhard Schroder, con
sidered a leading exponent of a more pro-American foreign 
policy position, attempted to use his position as head of

2 2 F l e c h t h e i m ,  V o l .  I V  (1965), op* c l t . ,  116; a n d
K a a c k ,  o p .  c l t . ,  p. 102.

23D5mes, op. clt., p. 39.
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the Protestant organization, the "Evangelical Arbeitskreise 
der CDU,” to create a base for his own career and the pro
motion of his foreign policy views. Indeed, there was some 
overlap between these foreign policy differences and the 
religious-regional divisions in the party; the North and 
West German Protestant areas were more favorable to 
Atlantic cooperation, while the South German Catholic areas

pliwere most concerned with closer ties with France.
The Evangelical A.k. was not formed on an issue 

basis, however, but to insure a religious balance in party 
offices between Protestants and Catholics. Its membership 
at the local and regional levels has never been very large, 
nor has its leadership been active in policy discussions 
within the party. In recent years, it has not even been 
very active in promoting a proportional balance In the 
party leadership positions.25

The CDU youth organization, the Junge Union, has 
acted as a faction for the promotion of the political ca
reers of younger party members. It has not developed 
unified positions on issues In party policy, nor is It 
associated with a particular socio-economic group. In

^"Kanzler-Wahl: Vorsicht, Vorsicht," Per Spiegel.
Vol. 20, no. 47 (November 14, 1966), 33.

25Baukloh, "Schroders Evangelischer Arbeitskreis," 
Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 19. no. 5 (1964), 297-98; and 
Flechthe'im, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt.. 116.
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1966, a number of younger CDU m.p.'s formed the "Gruppe 
53w within the fraction to work for the advancement of 
their careers. Most of the members were former or current 
JU leaders.2** The Ring Christlich-Demokratischen Studenten 
(RCDS), a student organization with ties to the CDU, has 
recently become the locus in some regions for criticism 
of some party positions, particularly on educational re
form, but nationally, the organization has not developed 
into an issue faction within the party.2?

T h e  C S U  m u s t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a  s p e c i a l  c a s e  i n  t h e  

c o n t e x t  o f  p a r t y  f a c t i o n a l i s m .  S t r i c t l y  s p e a k i n g ,  i t  i s  

n o t  a n  i n t e r n a l  f a c t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  b u t  

a n  e n t i r e l y  s e p a r a t e  r e g i o n a l  p a r t y .  I t  h a s  i t s  o w n  o r 

g a n i z a t i o n ,  o f f i c e r s  a n d  p a r t y  p r o g r a m s  w h i c h  a r e  d e v e l o p e d  

s e p a r a t e l y  f r o m  t h e  C D U ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e y  t e n d  t o  p a r a l l e l  C D U  

p r o g r a m s  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  a  g r e a t e r  s t r e s s  o n  f e d e r a l 

i s m . 2 ®
W i t h i n  B a v a r i a ,  t h e  C S U  h a s  h a d  i t s  o w n  s h a r e  o f

26Plechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt., 248-52; 
and "CDU: Duett oder Duell," Der Spiegel, Vol. 20, no.
13 (March 21, 1966), 4l.

2?The Berlin area was the focal point of this ac
tivity, as it was also the center of student dissent in the 
late 1960*s , Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt., 218-22,

28Flechtheim. Vol. I (1962), op. cit., 279-302; and 
Vol. II (1963), 219-25.
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factionalism, originally involving liberal vs. conserva
tive-clerical wings. After the Spiegel Affair, the Petra 
Krela, led by a long-time opponent of Strauss in Bavarian 
politics, was able to gain some Influence in the Land 
party.29

Within the CDU/CSU fraction in the Bundestag, how
ever, the CSU has acted as a unified faction on personnel 
questions— Cabinet posts, Bundestag committee assignments, 
and fraction leadership positions. The CSU has its own 
office, staff, and executive, and an agreement to form a 
Joint parliamentary party must be renegotiated at the be
ginning of each t e r m . Under the leadership of Franz- 
Josef Strauss in the 1960*s, and particularly after he 
left the Cabinet as a consequence of the Spiegel Affair in 
1962, the CSU group in the Bundestag has promoted and pub
lished its own alternative views on foreign and defense 
policy, or rather it has acted as a base for Strauss’s 
positions in these areas.31

29a good description of the CSU and its factions can 
be found in Erich Kuby, Franz-Josef Strauss Ein Typus Un
sere r Zelt (Munich: Verlag Kurt Desch, 19(>3)» especially
pp. 9*1-120. See also, Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt., 
xvii; and "Strauss: Immer Tiefer," Der Spiegel. Vol. 17,
no. 8 (February 20, 1963)* 26-27.

30D5mes, op. clt.. pp. 32-33; and Loewenberg, op. 
clt.. pp. 159-60.

31wildenmann, e t a l . op. clt.. pp. 110-13; and "CSU- 
Vorstand: Ohne Baby-Sitter." Per Spiegel, Vol. 15* no. 17
(April 19, 1961), 33.
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Campaigns and governmental 
coalitions

CDU national campaign strategy In the Bundestag 
elections has been to emphasize its leader and the national 
security and welfare benefits which past CDU governments 
have secured for the voters. Although the specific issues 
have varied in different campaigns, the general themes have 
been remarkably similar. As was true in the campaigns led 
by Adenauer and Erhard, the CDU in 1969 stressed Kissinger*s 
image as Chancellor and the stability and security which 
the CDU has provided.-*2

While Adenauer was Chancellor, the planning of over
all strategy and decisions on specific campaign issues to 
emphasize were made by a small group around Adenauer. This 
usually included the fraction leaders, the party Federal 
Manager, and in 1957 and 1961 a specially-appointed cam
paign manager. There was little consultation with the 
regional party leaders. This same group also prepared the 
election platforms which were adopted at party conventions. 
As early as 1953, extensive use was made of modern polling 
techniques to determine campaign themes and the most

32u. W. Kitzinger, German Electoral Politics: A
Study of the 1957 Campaign (Oxford at the Clarendon IPress, 
i960); and Joel M. Wisher and Sven Groennlngs, "Case- 
Study: German Electoral Politics in 1969»" Government
and Opposition. V (Spring, 1970), 218-31*.
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effective appeals to various voting b l o c s . 33

In the planning for the 1965 and 1969 campaigns, 
the formal party organization participated more in strategy 
decisions. While Erhard did the actual campaigning, the 
Presidium and particularly managing chairman Dufhues deter
mined the overall strategy. For the first time, specific 
committees were appointed to develop an election program, 
again based extensively on poll results. Kieslnger par
ticipated more actively In campaign planning than Erhard, 
but he also worked within the Prasidium as the planning 
group. His aid and General Secretary, Bruno Heck, resigned 
his Cabinet post to assume overall responsibility for the 
campaign.3^

The CSU has run its own campaigns from Its Munich 
headquarters, and issued its own election programs which 
under Strauss*s leadership were a vehicle for the expres
sion of his views on national policy. The only coordina
tion between the CDU and CSU has been in the exchange of
speakers.35

331953 campaign— Wolfgang Hirsch-Weber, and Klaus 
Schutz, Wahler und GewShlte (Berlin: Verlag Franz Vahlen
G M B H ,  19575, P P -  29-31; 1957 campaign— Kitzinger, op. clt., 
pp. 101-03; 1961 campaign— Flechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), 
op. clt., 27-38.

3**Fiechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt., 133-3**; and 
Fisher, op. clt., pp. 220-23.

35piechtheim, Vol. II (1963), QP. clt., 219-25.
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Technical aspects and organizational details of the 

campaigns have been centrally directed by the staff of the 
national party office, numbering over 100 by 1969.36 A 
constant problem in coordinating the campaign has been weak 
CDU organization in many localities and the lack of full
time Kreis secretaries. Despite complaints by the national 
executive about the need for more permanent employees in 
the regions, the lack has, in a sense, probably worked to 
strengthen central control of the campaign. The regional 
organizations have had to rely on the national party for 
finances, and the workers hired to direct the WK campaigns 
have been paid by the central office.37 The party*s or
ganizational weaknesses have also been compensated for by 
extensive propaganda campaigns for the CDU conducted by 
private associations— usually business financed, and by the 
use of the government press services to extol the CDU's 
ac comp1i shment s.3 8

In general, CDU campaigns have been quite central
ized. However, as complaints In the national executive 
reports Indicate, regional leaders have not always been 
happy with the national strategy. Where they chose to

36pisher, op. cit., p. 223.
37Kitzinger, op. cit,, pp. 101-03; and Flechtheim, 

Vol. IV (1965), op. c H .~, 10-21.
38Hirsch-Weber, op. clt., p. 27.
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emphasize different issues in personal campaigning, the 
national organization could do little to prevent this.39

The CDU participated in the formation of national 
coalition governments from 19^9 through the Grand Coalition 
in 1966. Decisions on coalitions have generally involved 
three stages: initial contacts with potential coalition
partners, and a decision to pursue negotiations with a 
particular party or parties; the formal negotiations on 
Cabinet composition and the content of a final coalition 
agreement; and the vote on the coalition by the fraction, 
and ratification by the party executive.4,0

The pattern for Adenauer's dominance in this process 
was set in 19^9 when he completely ignored the prominent 
CDU L&nder politicians because they favored a coalition 
with the SPD, and instead selected a small group of lesser 
known CDU administrators and supporters to negotiate a 
right coalition.**1 In the following Adenauer coalitions, 
Adenauer and a small group of trusted associates, which 
included the CDU fraction chairman and some interest group 
and auxiliary representatives in the fraction and Cabinet, 
made the initial contacts and conducted the formal

39piechtheira, Vol. IV (1965), op. clt., 27-38.
^Gerhard Loewenberg, Parliament in the German Poli- 

tlcal System (Ithaca, New YorEl Cornell university Press,
i9bfc), p. 235.

^iHeidenheimer, op. clt.. pp. 179-83.
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negotiations. The agreements were then approved by the 
fraction and ratified by the party executive. £ Although 
there was at times considerable opposition to the choice 
of coalition partners, and in 1961 even to Adenauer's re
maining Chancellor, he was able to take the initiative and 
the majority of the fraction voted for the agreements.^3

Erhard and Kiesinger had less independent authority 
in forming coalitions. Both were much more dependent on 
the fraction for their own selection, and the key group in 
coalition decisions was the fraction executive. In each 
period there were other party leaders working against the 
coalitions favored by Erhard and Kiesinger. In 1965, for 
example, the Sozis parliamentary leaders and Strauss with 
the CSU were for different reasons working for a coalition 
with the SPD at the same time that Erhard was making ini
tial moves towards continuation of the CDU-FDP coalition. 
Erhard needed a formal vote of support from the fraction 
executive to push through his decision for coalition nego
tiations with the FDP, Once the decision on a coalition 
partner was made, the Sozis leaders and Strauss had some

^Kaack, op. clt., p. 102.
^Egon Klepsch, et al., Per Bundestagwahl 1965 

(Munich: Gffnter Olzog Verlag, 19&5J, pp. ^3-^b; and Rudolf
Wildenmann and Erwin Scheuch, Zur Sozlologle der Wahl (K81n 
Westdeutscher Verlag, 1965), pp. b2-b5.
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influence in the formal negotiations as well.**** In 1966, 
after Kiesinger was selected by the fraction, a number of 
party leaders still favored attempts to patch up the coali
tion with the FDP, but the support of a majority of the 
fraction executive and the CSU enabled Kiesinger to conduct 
negotiations with the SPD and form the Grand Coalition. 
Throughout the period, the CSU fraction has played an im
portant role in the coalition negotiations.Although 
Dufhues played an active role while Erhard was Chancellor, 
the party executive and regional leaders have only been 
involved in the process after the actual decisions were 
made, in ratifying the coalition agreements. The coalition 
decisions have never been debated at national party conven
tions. **6

^"Wahlkampf: VIer Mann, ein ZIel,M Per Spiegel.
Vol. 19, no. 34 (August 18, 1965), 13-14; "Regierungs- 
bildung: A Is der Regenkann," Der Spiegel. Vol. 19* no. 4 3
(October 20, 1965), 37; and "Regierungs-bildung: Vors
Brett," Der Spiegel, Vol. 19* no. *15 (November 3* 1965), 
30-32.

^Domes, op. clt.. pp. 32-33; and "Regierungs Krise: 
Kinder ausgesetzt,* Per Spiegel, Vol. 20, no. 49 (November 
28, 1966), 30.

^Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt., 133-34. The 
national party also found it difficult to influence Lander 
coalitions, although Adenauer made strenuous efforts to en
sure a favorable balance in the Bundesrat by forcing paral
lel coalitions in the states. He had some Initial success, 
but In general, the regional parties have been able to fol
low an Independent course, Arnold J. Heidenheimer, "Federal
ism and the Party System," American Political Science Re
view, LII (September, 1958)* 814-23; and Rudolf Wildenmann, 
rtacht und Konsens als Problem der Innen und Aussenpolltlk 
(Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1^67), pp. ^3-9^.
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Party policy-making

According to the CDU statute, national party conven
tions have the responsibility for deciding on general 
policy guidelines for the party. Regional and local party 
organizations may send in resolutions on policy to be voted 
on at the conventions.2*? Despite these regulations, even 
the vague CDU programs have neither originated In nor been 
decided by the conventions. Program drafts have been writ
ten In party headquarters or at policy conferences held by 
the executive to which representatives of various interest 
groups were invited. The draft program has usually not 
been available to lower organizations prior to the conven
tion.2*®

In general, the local party organizations have 
lacked interest In and the means to take specific positions 
on issues of party policy. The local leaders frequently do 
not hold meetings to prepare resolutions. The lack of a 
party information service has meant that members are not 
informed of the issues likely to be discussed. At the con
ventions, the two to three day proceedings are taken up 
with speeches by various government officials and national 
party leaders. The small number of resolutions sent in are

^ CDU; Qeschlchte. Idee . . . , op. cit.. p. 39.
**®Lange, op. cit., pp. 126-27; and Flechtheim, Vol. 

IV (1965), op. cit.. A-5. 75-79.
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usually supportive of decisions already made and are not 
phrased as directives to the fraction or party executive.**9 
Debate and discussion have been at a minimum, and the party 
auxiliaries and factions have not used the conventions as a 
forum for the presentation of alternative policy posi
tions.

The first change in this process for the development 
of party programs occurred in 1967-1968. An effort was 
made by the national executive to broaden participation in 
the preparation of a draft program for the 1969 election.
On issues where there was a great deal of internal party 
conflict, special policy committees were set up with rep
resentatives of the various factions. On the question of 
extension of codetermination, for example, the executive 
appointed an equal number of representatives of the labor 
wing and industry to the committee. Perhaps inevitably, 
the resulting draft from this and other committees tended 
to be extremely vague, although, in areas where there was 
agreement within the party, some fairly specific positions

^^Ute Mtfller, Die demokratische Wlllensblldung in 
den politischen Partelen (Mainz: v. Hase & Koehler Verlag,
1967), pp. 68-69; and Renate Mayntz, Partelgruppen in der 
Grossstadt (KGln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1959).

5°Kitzinger, op. cit., pp. 91-94; Heidenheimer, Ade
nauer and the CDU, op. cit., pp. 198-99; and GUnter 
Triesch, "Partelen in Bewegung,11 Die Polltische Meinung, 
Vol. 10, no. 104 (April, 1965), '
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were taken. For the first time, the draft was sent to the 
local parties for discussion prior to the convention. Al
though this produced somewhat more discussion and debate 
during the 1968 convention, there were no real contests; 
the resolutions sent in did not propose any significant 
changes in the draft, which was passed without opposition.51

As noted above, CDU programs have been collections 
of slogans and catalogues of previous CDU positions and 
decisions made by party leaders in public office. Thus, 
the party programs and national conventions have not served 
as a vehicle for influence of the party organization in the 
actual policy positions with which the party is identified 
--the statements of the Chancellor, Cabinet Ministers, and 
fraction leaders, including the legislative programs pre
sented at the beginning of each Bundestag term.52 in 
speeches at the 1969 convention, a number of party leaders 
called for increased organizational activity because of the 
party*s new opposition position, and admitted that past 
decisions had been made not by the organization, but by the 
party's public office-holders. Actually, these calls for

^Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt.. 178-204; 
Manfred Abelein, "Abscheid vom Qestern." Die Folitlsche 
Meinung. Vol. 13* no. 122 (1968), 41-48; and Anton BiJhm,
"Was 1st eine moderne Partei?" Der Folitlsche Meinung,
Vol. 13, no. 125 (1968), 6-8.

52Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. clt., 139-50.
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more participation by the organization in the development 
and decisions on party positions were made throughout the 
1960*3 without much impact.53 Despite some overlap between 
the party executive and national office-holders, there has 
been a functional division, organizational tasks being the 
responsibility of the party executive, while the office
holders developed and decided on party policy.

Initiatives for these party policy positions have 
not generally involved the party executive, or Its com
mittees and staff. During the Adenauer period, the party 
executive did not even meet the four times annually that 
the party statute required and since then it has not met 
much more frequently.^ The policy committees of the ex
ecutive and the departments in the national office have 
generally been poorly staffed. Most CDU experts have been 
in the government bureaucracy or in the fraction. While 
these committees may help in research to back up positions 
already taken, they have not been used for the development

53i7. Bundesparteltag der CPU (Mainz: Bundes-
geschaftsstelle der CDU, November 17-18, 1969), PP. 16- 
37: and Flechtheim. Vol. IV (1965), op. clt., 27-38, 42- 54.

^^wildenmann, et al., op. clt., p. 108; Flechtheim, 
Vol. IV (1965), o p . clt.. pp. 75-79; and Wildenmann, Par
te i und Fraktion (Melsenheim am Qian: Verlag Anton Haln,
1955), PP. 5 ^ 4 .
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of policy positions.55

Initiatives for the adoption of a party position on 
particular issues have come from external Interest associa
tions, party auxiliaries, the fraction and government 
ministries. The CDU fraction may consider or adopt draft 
legislation written in one of the many business associa
tions. In addition, business groups have been active in 
Initiating proposals directly through the Chancellor's 
office or the relevant Cabinet Minister. Adenauer parti
cularly had close personal ties to a number of prominent 
business leaders who represented to him their views on 
policy.56 a 3 we have seen, the Sozialausschiisse is the 
only auxiliary which was very active In developing actual 
policies. In the 1960's, it presented Its proposals to 
the Chancellor or to the fraction for consideration.57 The 
overall CDU legislative programs and many specific drafts 
for legislation have been worked out in meetings of the

55uirich Lohmar, Innerparteillche Demokratle (Stutt
gart : Ferdinand Enke Verlag, 1963), pp. 114-15; and George
'‘ueckert and Wilder Crane, "CDU Deviancy in the German 
Bundestag," Journal of Politics, XXIV (August, 1962), 125- 
26.

56Risse, "Adenauer und Die CDU," op. cit.. pp. 90- 
92; Flechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. cit., 99-100; and 
Domes, op. cit.. pp. 154-57.

57nerbert J. Spiro, The Politics of German Codeter
mination (Cambridge: Harvard University £ress, 195aJ, is a
study of the codetermination issue In the 1950's. Flech
theim, Vol. VI (1968), op. cit.. 102-03, 126-28.
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fraction leaders with the fraction committee chairmen and 
the staff in government ministries.58

The locus for decisions on party policy has shifted 
somewhat as the dominance of the Chancellor declined. Dur
ing Adenauer*3 terms as Chancellor, the locus of decision
making for the party as well as the government tended to be 
his office. On domestic policy In particular, decisions 
were frequently made at Informal meetings Involving Ade
nauer, ministry representatives, some CDU Cabinet members, 
and the fraction leaders.^9 Despite his Image of aloof
ness and a reputation for lonely decisions, this was ac
curate only in some foreign policy decisions, when indeed 
even the CDU parliamentary leaders might not know of a 
position until Adenauer's public statement. On domestic 
policy, Adenauer's role tended to be that of compromiser. 
The various groups within the party presented claims to 
Adenauer who negotiated a final compromise position. In 
later years much of the negotiating between groups within 
the party was done by special Minister H. Krone.

5^Domes, op. cit., pp. 160-68; and Lohmar, op. _cit., 
pp. 75-76.

59o5mes, ibid., and Rlsse, "Adenauer und Die CDU," 
op. cit., pp. 90-95.

6 ° H e i d e n h e i m e r ,  A d e n a u e r  a n d  t h e  C D U ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p p .  
206-07; a n d  F l e c h t h e i m .  Vol. IV "(19b'5). " o p T  c i t . ,  122-23.
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While Erhard and Kiesinger were Chancellor, the 

locus of decision was more likely to be In the fraction 
which encompassed representatives of all the various groups 
In the party, as well as the CSU,^1 Erhard had less ability 
as a compromiser and the political situation In which he was 
Chancellor made for greater dependence on the fraction. 
Cabinet Ministers felt responsible to the groups they rep
resented, and as a consequence, Erhard*s role was fre
quently not so much to compromise as to accept positions 
taken by other party leaders.^2 in the Grand Coalition 
over which Kiesinger presided, a similar situation pre
vailed. Rather than the Chancellor, it was more often 
the fraction leaders who were in a position to make com
promises and negotiate among group representatives for a 
position on which the party could agree,^3 The fraction 
leaders have not been closely identified with any parti
cular faction and thus have been able to function as 
coordinators of the different Interests, The fraction 
executive reports have reflected its concern for influence 
in party decision-making and stressed the Joint respon
sibility of Chancellor and fraction in determining party

61r . B. Tilford, "German Coalition Politics,” The 
Political Quarterly. XXXIX (April-June, 1968), 172; Kaack, 
op. cit., pp. 102-03; and Loewenberg, op. cit., p. 176.

62Qaus, op. cit., pp. 38-^5.
^Tilford, op. cit.. p. 172.
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positions.^

Auxiliary and interest groups have played a role in 
party policy-making b'th through their representatives in 
the Cabinet and through the chairmen of the fraction work
ing groups. During the Adenauer period, Cabinet Ministers 
were less influential and the Sozialausschiisse, for exam
ple, frequently found that its Cabinet Ministers, dependent 
on Adenauer for their position, yielded on issues with 
which they were concerned. Factions and groups thus fre
quently turned to the working group chairmen in the frac
tion for influence on party policy.^5 After Adenauer, the 
Cabinet Ministers played a more independent role in policy 
decisions on both foreign and domestic issues, and there 
was closer cooperation between group representatives in the 
Cabinet and their leaders in the Bundestag.^ The entire 
CDU/CSU caucus has tended to play a role only in ratifying 
decisions made by these leaders. Where compromise among

^Domes, op. cit., pp. 134-35; Loewenberg, op. cit., 
p. 163; Flechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), o p . cit., 21-27; and 
Gerhard Lehmbruch, "Ambiguous Coalition in West Germany," 
Government and Opposition. Ill (Spring, 1968), 192.

^^Heidenheimer, Adenauer and the CDU, op. cit., p. 
207; Domes, op. cit., pp. 41-43; and Walter Dirks, "Die 
Christliche Demokratie in der Deutschen Bundesrepublik," 
Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 8, no, 9 (1953)* 671-78,

^Baukloh, "Schroders Evangelical Arbeitskreis," 
op. cit., p. 298; and Baukloh, "Christlich-Sozialer 
*Dialog1 mit Erhard," op. cit., pp. 145-46,
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different groups was not possible, or conflict between 
the positions of two working circles could not be re
solved by the fraction leadership, the tendency has been 
to avoid a vote of the caucus to decide the issue, and 
instead to refer it back for further discussion.^7 The 
external party executive and the larger Ausschuss have 
generally held meetings only after policy positions were 
already taken by the fraction and government leaders 
and have ratified them. The Ausschuss has also functioned
as a link with wider levels in the organization, to com-

68municate the decisions made.
Different issue areas have been the basis for both 

conflict and cohesion within the CDU. The party during 
the Adenauer years was unified around foreign and defense 
policy. Adenauer developed a position on European unity 
in particular which provided the party with a sense of 
purpose and also justified strong leadership as necessary 
for the accomplishment of its foreign policy goals.^9 
Socio-economic policy issues were more divisive and thus

6 ? L o e w e n b e r g ,  o p .  c i t . , p p .  1 7 0 - 7 2 ,
^Lohmar. op. cit., pp. 81-82; and Kaack, op. cit.,

P. 87.
^^Heidenheimer, Adenauer and the CDU, op. cit., pp.

240-41; and Heidenheimer, "Der Starke Regierungscher und 
das Parteien-Systern,” Polltlsche Vlerteljahresschrlft, Vol. 
2, no. 3 (1961), 256-62T
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received less attention and emphasis within the party.
Even the labor wing during this period in the 1950*s muted 
its criticisms on social legislation.?0 By the 1960*s, 
however, Adenauer*s foreign policy began to come into ques
tion, as no new aims were developed and the goal of reuni
fication, which had served as the ultimate Justification 
for Adenauer*s moves, seemed no closer. Thus, conflicts 
also began to develop in this area. Despite his new slogan 
of a formlerte Gesellschaft, Erhard was not able to forge 
a new consensus on neo-liberal economic principles. The 
CDU became more clearly than ever a coalition of groups 
with different socio-economic policy viewpoints, and the 
conflict between the labor and business wings took on re
newed sharpness.?*

Three factors apparently worked to provide some 
cohesion despite these conflicts. First was the desire 
to remain in power which required enough unity to be able 
to govern. Second was party doctrine Itself, which while 
tolerating the expression of different views,placed a high 
value on compromising differences.?2 Finally, the very 
vagueness of party programs and the lack of a programmatic

7°Flechtheim, Vol. VI (1968), op. cit., xvi.
7*Ibld., p. xvii, 161-204; and von der Gablentz, 

op. cit.. pp. 611-12.
72wildenmann, et al., op. cit., pp. 108-09.



www.manaraa.com

299
tradition allowed the national conventions to be used for a 
renewal of a feeling of consensus without making decisions 
on issues which were bound to be divisive.73

A further indication that foreign policy served as 
a basis for cohesion under Adenauer is the fact that the 
small number of expulsions of party members were concen
trated in that period and concerned foreign policy. All 
involved individuals who made public statements or pub
lished views critical of Adenauer*s foreign policy and 
were then expelled from the party. 7** As for discipline 
within the parliamentary party, formally party doctrine 
has emphasized freedom of conscience for m.p.*s and a 
lack of pressure to vote the party line. In fact, unity 
within the C D U / C S U  fraction, in actual voting, has been 
fairly high. In the 1960*s, we do find a shift in state
ments of the fraction executive which indicates a greater 
concern for fraction unity along with the usual reiteration 
of respect for differences of opinion.75

Actually, fraction leaders have few obvious means to 
enforce party discipline in voting, considering the small

73Kaack, op. cit., pp. 85-87; and Bohm, op. cit.,
pp. 6-8.

^Flechtheira, Vol. VI (1968), op. cit., 57-72, 84- 
92, 104-08.

T^Fiechtheim, Vol. IV (1965), op. cit., 8-10,
21-27, 38-39.
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number of Cabinet positions available as rewards, the pro
portional assignment in Bundestag committees, and the de
centralization of candidate selection. The number of roll 
calls in the Bundestag has steadily declined to a very 
small number and it is thus difficult to tell the extent 
of party unity. Those studies done in the 1950*s indicate 
that deviations occurred mainly in domestic policy and were 
primarily a result of defections by labor wing m.p.*s.
They were seldom higher than ten per cent of the total 
fraction on any recorded vote, although there may have been 
more deviations on unrecorded votes.76

S P D
The programmatic tradition

The idea of a basic program which describes the 
party1s commitment to certain fundamental principles, pro
vides a basic guideline for its positions, and at least 
implicitly places limits on its political actions is still 
strong within the S P D ,  although with the passage of the 
Bad Godesburger Program in 1959 substantive changes from 
the past were a p p r o v e d . 77 Once the SPD was re-established

76Domes, op. cit.. pp. 121-31; Loewenberg, op. cit.. 
pp. 1 7 2 - 7 2 1 3 ;  and Reuckert, op. cit., pp. 477-8TZ

77wehner describes this program tradition in an arti
cle reprinted in Plechthelm, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 89- 
93. A booklet put out by the party on its lOOtn anniversary 
in 1963 describes its program development, 1863-1963: Pro-gramme der deutschen Sozialdemokratle (Hannover: Verlag J.
. W. Dietz).
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after the war, there was a widespread assumption among mem
bers that eventually a new statement of the party1s funda
mental principles would be adopted. Schumacher, however, 
was reluctant in what he considered a transition period to 
devote time to such an undertaking. Despite increasing 
demands from all segments of party opinion for a new basic 
program, the leadership postponed action until 1959* Un
til then, the party program consisted of statements on 
specific issues and an election platform passed in 1952, 
which was revised in 1954 and 1956. After the new basic 
program was adopted in 1959, more specific programs or 
election platforms were passed at conventions in 1964 and 
1968.78

The Dortmund Aktionsprogramm passed in 1952 reflected 
Schumacher's views. In his own statements, he had empha
sized foreign policy, and the special responsibility of the 
SPD to speak for a German democratic tradition because it 
had not been compromised during the Nazi era. The party 
was strongly opposed to a narrow Western European unity 
based on anticommunism. Its professed goal was a unified, 
neutral Germany within a united socialist Europe~a clear

7®David Childs, From Schumacher to Brandt (Oxford: 
Pergamon Press, 1966), p"I 94; ftouglas Chalmers, The Social 
Democratic Party of Germany (New Haven: Yale University
I*ress, lgbfl), pp. £4-b7; and Protokolls. SPD ParteltSge,
1964 and 1968 (Bonn: Vorstand der SPD).
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contrast to the CDU p o s i t i o n . S c h u m a c h e r  paid less at
tention to Issues of socio-economic policy. While he ob
viously felt a need to distinguish the party’s position 
from that of the Communist party, his own statements on 
the subject retained a dogmatic Marxist style, despite his 
insistence that Marxism should not be a do^na, but only a 
method of analysis. On domestic Issues the 1952 program 
reflected mixed tendencies in the party which had been ex
pressed by various economics spokesmen. It combined old 
fashioned socialist language about the class struggle, the 
unity of the working class, and demands for socialization 
with statements on the need for free competition, the 
dangers of state control, and a kind of social-welfare 
position.®0

The revisions adopted between 1952 and 1959 tended 
to be in the direction of modification of the party’s op
position to CDU positions on foreign policy, particularly 
in the areas of West European cooperation and national de
fense. Positions in socio-economic policy continued to 
reflect the Dortmund program orientation, but the

79Kaack, op. cit.. p. 3 0 ;  and Speier, op. cit., p.
83.

®°Dieter Klink, Vom Anticapitallsmus zur sozlallsten 
Marktwirtschaft (Hannover: Verlag J. H, W. Dietz, 19^5Jj
pp. H5-92;Theo PIrker. Die SPD nach Hitler (Munich: Rutten
& Loening Verlag, 1965), p. and Kaack, op. cit.. p. 37.
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traditional socialist positions received less emphasis. 
Instead, there was greater stress on the importance of 
free economic competition, the values of the marketplace, 
and the need for the use of modern economic techniques for 
a rational solution to economic problems.

After a year's discussion, the SPD adopted a new 
basic program at a special convention in Bad Godesburg 
in 1959* The Bad Godesburger program did not contain much 
new in the specifics of foreign and domestic policy or 
even in the area of the party's relationship with the 
churches. It summarized trends which had been present 
throughout the 1950*3. It differed from previous state
ments mainly in dropping those positions In socio-economic 
policy which were based on a Marxist world view— sociali
zation, for example, was no longer mentioned— and in a 
greater emphasis on broadening party representativeness to 
include all lower income groups and not Just the workers. 
What distinguished the Bad Godesburger program from previ
ous basic programs In earlier eras was the lack of any 
explicit theoretical analysis— either Marxist or some new 
theory— on which positions were based. Instead, It did no 
more than state the party's adherence to a number of

BlChilds, op. clt.. pp. 37-38; Pirker, op. cit., pp. 
164-65; and Harold K. Schellenger, The SPD in the feonn 
Republic (The Hague: Martinus NIJhoff, 196H).
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general ethical principles, Including liberal democracy, 
the dignity of the Individual, social Justice for all, and 
prosperity for lower income groups. In I960, the party 
moved further in foreign policy and dropped any semblance 
of opposition to Western European unity and national de
fense, although It has continued to place more emphasis 
than the CDU on the need for positive action to achieve 
reunification. The Bad Godesburger program thus provided 
a balance sheet of the party's development throughout the 
1950*s and a statement of Its commitment to certain basic 
democratic values, without committing it to a great number 
of specific future actions.®2

Factionalism
Unlike the CDU, few factional groups have developed 

In the SPD, and these have not had a permanent organiza
tional base in party auxiliaries. Instead, individuals 
unified on a position on issues or party strategy have 
occasionally found a platform in some regional organiza
tions, the party or independent press, or in the local 
youth auxiliaries— particularly the student organizations.

82piechthelm, "Der Anpassung der SPD," KSlner 
Zeitschrift fttr Sozlologle und Sozlalpsychologle. Vol.
17, no. 3 (1^65), 5B4-601!; Childs, op. cit., pp. 37-39; 
Klink, op. cit.. pp. 95-96; and Bodo zeuner, "Zwischen 
Prinzipientreue und Prapnatismus," Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 
19, no. 8 (196*0, 607-1*1.
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These groupings have had no formal organization or leaders 
and no recognized claim to representation in the party.
They have generally pursued their alms through public 
statements of their views, and resolutions to party con
ventions.

During the 1950*s, there were a number of indivi
duals throughout the party who could be viewed as a tradi
tional leftist faction. Some in this category were pri
marily concerned with questions of strategy and style.
They advocated a more revolutionary orientation, working 
class solidarity, and emphasized the party1s special moral 
responsibility for maintaining democratic standards. Others 
opposed what they felt were tendencies in party positions 
to ignore traditional socialist principles and advocated 
more cooperation with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. 
These individuals, however, had no formal leaders or mem
bership group within the party, although they dominated one 
or two Bezirke which consistently sent leftist-oriented 
resolutions to party conventions in the 1950*s. Their plat
form was primarily articles in local party papers, plus a 
number of left-oriented independent Journals. The most 
prominent of these was Funken; Aussprache-Heft radlkalen 
Sozlalisten. a Journal founded in 1950. It served as a

®3For examples of these views, see Flechtheim, Vol. 
VII (1969), op. cit.. 10-88.
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center for the expression of traditional leftist views, and 
in 1958, it organized a conference to criticize party strat
egy and propose a basic program draft. However, after it 
became clear that the majority in the party approved the 
passage of the clearly reformist, non-Marxist Bad Godes
burger program in 1959, Funken stopped publication and a 
number of those associated with the Journal left the 
party.&*•

During this same period prior to the adoption of a 
new basic program, there were a number of individuals who 
felt the party was not reforming rapidly enough. They 
urged the elimination of all symbolic trappings reminiscent 
of the SPD*s Marxist heritage, and a broadening of its 
electoral base by becoming a Volkspartel, less tied to the 
working class. Again, there was no organizational base, 
but these views were expressed in various local party 
papers. In addition, some chapters of the university 
student organization with ties to the SPD also served as 
focal points for these reformist arguments.^5 These views, 
of course, overlapped with those of the reformers in the

S^Schellenger, op. cit., pp. 103-05; Flechtheim, 
Vol. VT~ " p ' 3, 70-78, 105-18, reprints

®5piechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 22-23, ^1- 
51, 78-88. The central party Journal Vorw&rts published 
some articles on both sides during this period, although 
in the 1960*3 it was less open to dissidents.

Funken alms.
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party leadership, primarily in the fraction, for which 
Carlo Schmid was an early spokesman. Although not an 
organized group either, the so-called "Burgermeister flugel” 
in the early 1950*s tended to be reformist and critical of 
Schumacher^ positions on foreign policy. The Hamburg 
party organization, where Max Brauer was the well-known 
Minister-President, sent in a number of resolutions to the 
national conventions favoring more moderate positions.

In the period 1959 to 1961, the student organization 
( S D S )  began to develop as an organizational locus for a new 
left opposition within the party. The national S D S  pub
licly attacked the Bad Godesburger program, and the for
eign policy changes in I960 and 1961, accused the party of 
becoming a part of the conservative establishment, and 
urged Its local chapters to work to take over the party 
organization. A number of prominent intellectuals in the 
party were associated with the S D S  through the formation of 
support groups in the universities. In 1961, the party 
executive Issued an "incompatibility ruling" charging the 
S D S  with East German ties and Communist infiltration, and 
making membership In the party and S D S  or Its support 
groups incompatible. The party then founded a new student

®^Schellenger, op. cit., pp. 103-05; and Richard 
Petry, "Die SPD und der Sozialismus," Frankfurter Hefte,
Vol. 9, no. 9 (195*0 * 668-69.
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organization— the SHB.87

In the mid-1960*s, dissenting groups critical of the 
party’s strategy and positions re-emerged. They attacked 
the strategy of "Gemelnsamkelt" with the CDU on the basis 
of the disappointing election results in 1965, and argued 
for the development of more distinct alternatives In for
eign and domestic policy. In some cases they urged a re
turn to the Bad Godesburger program positions, which they 
accused the leadership of ignoring. Again, the only In
ternal party platforms were a few Bezirke— primarily Hessen 
SQd and Schleswig-Holstein— which sent critical resolutions 
to the convention In 1966, and some local chapters of SHB 
and the Jusos.®®

After the formation of the Grand Coalition In Decem
ber, 1966, the national S H B  and Juso organizations became a 
base for those within the party who opposed participation 
In a government with the CDU, the leadership’s position on 
emergency legislation, and its wavering on the question of 
extension of codetermination. The national Juso and S H B  

conventions In 1967 and 1968 called for working within the 
party to defeat candidates for party and public office who

®7sds statements and the executive ruling are re
printed in Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 160-91.

8&See examples, Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. 
cit., pp. 206-18, 2^-46.
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supported the national leadership’s actions and for a re
newal of inner-party democracy. In 1968, the national 
party executive responded by withdrawing financial support 
from the SHB, although it has not broken all association 
as it did with the S D S .  The SHB and Juso leaders made clear 
their wish to work within the party despite the ties of both 
groups to the extra-parliamentary opposition movement. In 
addition, in 1967, an independent left paper, Express Inter
national , sponsored a conference at which a few regional 
party leaders expressed similar criticisms. Among those 
attending were officers in the Hessen-Sud, Schleswig-Hol
stein, and Munich organizations, as well as the head of IG 
Metall, a leftist union."

T h e  i n t e r n a l  l e f t  o p p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  S P D  s h a r e d  m a n y  

p o s i t i o n s  w i t h  s o m e  o f  t h e  u n i o n s .  I n  p a r t  i t s  w e a k n e s s  

h a s  b e e n  d u e  t o  t h e  l a c k  o f  a n y  I n t e r n a l  p o s i t i o n  f o r  t h e  

u n i o n s  i n  t h e  p a r t y .  U n l i k e  t h e  B r i t i s h  c a s e ,  W e s t  G e r m a n  

u n i o n s  a n d  t h e  n a t i o n a l  l a b o r  f e d e r a t i o n ,  t h e  D G B ,  m a i n t a i n  

a  f o r m a l  n e u t r a l i t y  t o w a r d s  t h e  p a r t i e s .  T h e  S P D  d i d  m a k e  

e f f o r t s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  p e r i o d  t o  r e v i v e  l o c a l  p a r t y  u n i t s  

c o m p o s e d  o f  m e m b e r s  w i t h i n  i n d i v i d u a l  f a c t o r i e s ,  b u t  t h e s e  

" b e t r i e b s g r u p p e r e m n a n t s  o f  t h e  p r e - w a r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,

"i b i d . , pp. 259, 263-69, 277-85; and "SPD:
Gemurmel und GeJammer," Per Spiegel. Vol. 21, no. 46 
(November 6, 1967), 28.
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were never developed, nor was their purpose ever clear.90 
The component unions in the DGB have, of course, not been 
unified on all political questions. The spectrum ranges 
from a more conservative, status-quo oriented wing to an 
outspoken leftist position, of which the largest union 
representative is the metalworkers, IG Metall, In general, 
the union officials who have been members of the national 
party leadership have been to the right, or moderates in 
the DGB political spectrum.91

During the 1950*s, the DGB and SPD position on a 
number of issues coincided and the party presented union 
drafts on codetermination legislation in the Bundestag. 
However, party strategy in the 1960's emphasized appealing 
to all classes and the national leaders were Increasingly 
reluctant to take positions clearly labeled as union- 
originated. At the same time, there was a resurgence of 
social criticism and a left-wing orientation among some 
unions.92 The growing divergence between the SPD and 
union positions was clearest with regard to the question 
of emergency legislation. While the SPD fraction partici
pated in writing a compromise bill with the CDU/CSU, the

9 0 p i e c h t h e i m ,  Vol. V (1966), op. c i t . .  152-55. 
9 1 c h i l d s ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p .  8 4 .

92Klink. op. cit., pp. 145-47. Examples In Flech
theim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit.. 269-73-
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DGB flatly opposed any such legislation at all. This view
point of course overlapped with some of the new left opposi
tion within the party, and some resolutions at the 1966 con
vention reflected union views,93

In 1967, for the first time, a number of unionists 
in the party called for the establishment of an organized 
worker wing or union auxiliary. In one Land— Rhelnland- 
Pfalz— where a number of Bezirk leaders were also union 
officials, they were able to establish an "Arbeitsgemein- 
schaft Sozialdemokratischen Gewerkschartern at that level. 9** 
The national leadership, however, has remained firmly op
posed to the establishment of a union wing and Brandts 
speech at the 1968 convention was sharply critical of de
mands for a workers* auxiliary,95

Although the S P D  did organize an auxiliary for 
middle-class members, in the 1950*s, it has not developed 
into a socio-economic faction working for representation In 
party offices or for particular policy positions. A group 
of mainly middle-class backbench m.p.*s was formed In 1965,

93nDer Dortmunder Parteitag der SPD," Politische 
Studien, Vol. 17, no. 168 (July/August, 1966), 264; and 
Tilford, op. cit., p. 176.

9*1 Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 274-76; 
and "SPD: Gemurmel . . . ," op. cit., pp. 2B-29*

95Heinz Langerhans, "Anmerkungen zum Nurnberger SPD- 
Parteitag," Frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 23, no. 5 (1968), 302- 
03.
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but It has evidently not become an active, permanent organ
ization, In general, there have been no organized groups

In its first three election campaigns, the SPDrs 
general strategy was to stress its foreign policy dif
ferences with the CDU and traditional socialist appeals to 
working class solidarity. The emphasis was not on the party 
chairman as an alternative to Adenauer, but on an appeal to 
the voters through detailed programs for specific issues.
The 1952 party program and the 1956 revisions were elabo
rated In a series of pamphlets.9? After the leadership 
changes In 1958, 1959, a new strategic orientation was 
evident in the following campaigns. The emphasis was on 
the governing capabilities of the party and the attractive
ness of Brandt as an alternative Chancellor. Differences 
with the CDU were minimized, while modem research tech
niques were used to find specific Issues with which to 
appeal to different voting groups. After participation In 
the Grand Coalition, the strategy changed again somewhat

^Flechtheim, vol. I (1962), op. cit., 460-61, Vol.
V (1966), 119-20; and Loewenburg, op. cit.. pp. 176-77.

97KItzinger, op. cit., p. 130; and HIrsch-Weber, 
op. cit.. pp. 20-21.

i n  t h e  SPD f r a c t i o n  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h o s e  i n  t h e  C D U . 9 6
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in 1969. With leas need to prove its ability to govern, 
the SPD placed more emphasis on differences with the CDU.9® 

The Prasidium planned the national strategy for the 
campaigns. Prior to 1958> this gave an important role to 
top functionaries in the national office. Fritz Heine, 
head of the propaganda department, was campaign manager.^9 
In the 1960*3 , of course, the Prasidium was composed of the 
fraction leaders and prominent public office-holders In the 
party. Herbert Wehner seems to have had chief responsi
bility for strategy decisions until 1969 when the newly 
appointed Federal Manager ran the campaign. Considerably 
more reliance was placed on polling and modern research 
techniques to determine the best themes to emphasize.*00 

The national office staff has been responsible for 
the technical organization of the campaign, including the 
development of publicity and coordination of speakers. In 
the 1960*s, the party also hired outside experts In public 
relations techniques. The size of the staff has averaged 
approximately 100-150 full time workers in the national

^^Gaus, op. cit., pp. 60-84; and Fisher, op. cit.,
P. 557.

99Hirsch-Weber, op. cit.. pp. 15-19; and Kitzinger, 
op. cit.. pp. 129-30.

lOOchilds, op. cit., pp. 145-46; Fisher, op. cit., 
pp. 218-22; and "Scnutz: Held nach Mass,” Per Spiegel,
Vol. 15, no. 37 (September 6, 1961), 33.
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campaign headquarters. This group has also held a series 
of conferences with regional and local party secretaries to 
inform them on campaign techniques and coordinate the cam
paign, l01

While SPD national campaigns have thus appeared 
superficially to be highly centralized, the party has had 
difficulty throughout the period in coordinating strategy 
and technical aspects between the national headquarters and 
the regional parties. There have been two sources of dif
ferences. With regard to strategy, the central organiza
tion has not been able to prevent regional and local candi
dates from campaigning on the basis of issues different 
from those emphasized by the national leadership. In the 
1950*3, in Lander with SPD governments, candidates fre
quently stressed the party*s accomplishments and governing 
ability In the Land, while Ignoring the more elaborate op
position positions and traditional socialist appeals that 
the national organization emphasized. By the late 196o*s, 
on the other hand, considerable dissatisfaction developed 
in some areas over the national strategy of minimizing 
party differences, and district candidates frequently 
campaigned on the basis of appeals to unionists, and a more

^-O^FIsher, loc. cit.; Oaus, op, cit., pp. 60-84; 
and Peter Merkl, "Comparative Study and Campaign Manage
ment." The Western Political Quarterly, XV (December, 1962), 
682-86.
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left position on some Issues.

In addition, in 1957 and particularly in the 1961 
campaign, the national party had a great deal of difficulty 
convincing local functionaries of the value of the "new 
style" and public relations techniques. While frequent 
conferences were held, and weekly newsletters were sent 
out to the local party secretaries, many were reluctant 
to pay much attention to the new methods and continued to 
organize campaigns in the old mode of socialist propa
ganda.

In the aftermath of the Spiegel Affair in 1962, the 
SPD made some efforts to join a coalition with the CDU, 
but it was not until the formation of the Grand Coalition 
in 1966 that the party actually participated in a national 
government. The 1962 efforts appear to have been almost 
entirely the initiative of Wehner, who first contacted the 
CDU. The party executive, with some opposition, ag* ̂ ed to 
continue the efforts and appointed a negotiating team which 
was made up of the Prasidium members. The fraction, on the 
other hand, while formally approving the coalition effort, 
indicated its strong opposition to the idea by appointing

l°2Kitzinger, op. cit.. pp. 133-36; and Baukloh, 
"Wandlungen in der SPD," frankfurter Hefte, Vol. 20, no.
12 (1965), 816-19.

l-OBKitzinger, op. cit., pp. 136-37; and "Schutz:
Held nach Mass," op. cit., p. 3^.
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an additional negotiator noted for his violent anti-CDU 
views. It is not clear that Adenauer had any serious in
tention of bringing the SPD into the government anyway, 
and shortly thereafter the talks broke off. There was no 
discussion of this effort within the regional organizations
or at the 1964 c o n v e n t i o n . 1 0 4

Again in 1966 the initial contacts with the CDU ap
pear to have been made by Wehner, who was later Joined by 
Brandt and H. Schmidt. The eventual negotiating team was 
again the Prasidium, which reported back to the fraction 
and the executive at each stage. Throughout the period of 
negotiations, there was clear opposition to a Grand Coali
tion in both the fraction and the party executive. In ad
dition, large scale protests came to the executive from 
the local parties, including delegations sent to Bonn to 
persuade their m.p.'s to vote against the coalition.*05 
There was a long and sharp debate within the fraction prior 
to the final vote on the formal coalition agreement. Al
though the leadership was eventually able to persuade enough 
undecided m.p.'s, with appeals to loyalty, to get a majority

lO^Hartraut Soell, "Fraktion und Parteiorganisation,” 
Politische Vierteljahresschrift, Vol. 10, no, 4 (December,
1969)',' CTH-MF7 -------------

105ibid., pp. 613-16; Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), 
op. cit., 753-58; and "Reglerungskrise . . . ," op. cit..
p. 3o.
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for the coalition, over one-third of the m.p,*s voted 
against it, and some continued to register their opposition 
by abstaining in the final Bundestag vote on Kiesinger.
The party executive and Council held a meeting after the 
fraction vote. The opposition in these groups, however, 
found it difficult to hold out in view of the fraction de
cision and they eventually approved the coalition 73 to 
19^106 was quite clear, however, that unlike the CDU, 
many in the party felt the fraction and executive had over
stepped the bounds of their authority in making such a 
decision without wider participation by the regional or
ganizations, and opposition bitterness was demonstrated at 
the 1968 convention. In an effort to demonstrate party 
unity, the executive submitted a resolution that provided 
tag approval ex post facto for the Grand Coalition. This 
almost backfired when an alternative resolution submitted 
by several Bezirke, which made clear there was no specific 
party approval of the decision, lost by only a four vote 
margin.10?

At the 1969 party convention, there were some reso
lutions calling for a special convention immediately after

106Plechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), o p . cit.. 2*6-53; 
and "SPD: Mlesse Ehe," Per Spiegel, Vol. 20, no. 50
(December 5, 1966), 38-39^

10?Protokoll. SPD Parteltag 1 9 6 8  (Bonn: Vorstand
der SPD), p p .  1 2 * - 2 § 6 .
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the election to restrict the leadership^ authority, and 
require convention approval of any coalition decision.
These were defeated in part because the leadership made a 
special effort to prevent another gap between itself and 
the lower party levels by permitting a wide-ranging dis
cussion on the coalition possibilities and by recommending 
yearly conventions in the future.10® Immediately after the 
1969 voting results began to come in, a number of indivi
dual party leaders, including Brandt, Schmidt, and Heinz 
Kuhn— the Nordrhein-Westfalen Minister-President— made 
contacts with both the FDP and the CDU. The following day, 
the fraction executive and party executive voted to direct 
efforts towards the FDP, although some sentiment for con
tinuing the Grand Coalition was expressed. The negotiating 
team which included the Presidium and Grand Coalition 
Cabinet members conducted the formal negotiations, and the 
final agreement with the FDP was ratified by the fraction 
and party executive without any active opposition.109

Party policy-making
According to the party statute, the national

10®ProtokolI. SPD Ausserordentlichen Parteltag, 
1969 (Bonn": Vorstand der SPD); and Soell. op. cit., p.

109"Grosser Sprung," Per Spiegel, Vol. 23, no. 41 
(October 6, 1969), 2 7 - 3 2 .
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conventions decide the general policy of the SPD. The pro
cess by which the Bad Godesburger program was developed, 
and the participants In it, are generally illustrative of 
the process for other party programs as well. In 1957, the 
party executive finally appointed a commission to prepare a 
draft of a new basic program to be presented to the 1958 
convention. The commission members were m.p.'s or regional 
public office-holders and party officials with reputations 
for expertise in particular policy areas. This group also 
consulted with other advisors from the academic community 
and wrote a draft which was submitted to the 1958 conven
tion for discussion, not adoption.HO After this conven
tion, at which some minor changes In language were accepted, 
and after the commission made further changes— decreasing 
the length by dropping the vague attempts at a theoretical 
analysis--the new draft was sent to the regional and local 
organizations for discussion prior to the special 1959 
convention. Over 276 resolutions on the draft as well as 
several entire alternative programs were sent in by local 
organizations. The majority of these did not suggest sub
stantive alternatives, although there were a number which 
reflected a traditional left position and opposed abandon
ment of socialization demands and references to the party's

110Muller, op. cit.. pp. 83-86; and Schellenger, op. 
clt., pp. 39-96.
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Marxist heritage.I11 At the special convention in 1959. a 
clear majority of delegates, who indeed had been selected 
prior to publication of the 1958 draft, supported the ex
ecutive draft. The opposition was scattered among a number 
of Bezirke and got its largest vote--almost one-third of 
the delegates— on an alternative resolution which stated a 
more traditional socialist position on economic policy.
But, in voting on the program itself section by section, 
even this opposition declined and the highest no vote, 
again on the economic section, was only 42 delegates, the 
rest of the program receiving large majorities.

The other party programs that stated general posi
tions and anticipated or approved changes in the party's 
position already made by the leaders followed similar pat
terns of initiative and decision. They were drafted by 
committees of the executive and sent to the lower units 
several weeks before the convention. Resolutions concern
ing these programs were usually affirmative or suggested 
minor changes which were frequently incorporated in the 
program at the convention. Where dissidents sent in reso
lutions that presented clear alternatives to leadership

m-Muller, op. cit., pp. 83-90; and Flechtheim, Vol. 
VII (1969), op. cit.. 118-34.

^ ^ R e s o l u t i o n s # speeches, and the most important 
votes are In Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 135-47.
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positions, they have always been defeated in convention 
voting.11^

In addition to the programs, SPD conventions have 
also discussed and voted on an average of 100 to 300 other 
resolutions, some submitted by the executive, others by 
the locals, which have specified a party position on parti
cular Issues, These have not always been covered by the 
programs themselves. The language of these resolutions has 
usually been phrased In terms of committing the executive 
or the fraction to a particular course of action. This 
reflects traditional party doctrine on the relationship of 
the party organization and its public office-holders, which 
gives the convention responsibility for setting guidelines 
which the fraction and party executive carry out.13-1* On 
the other hand, the fraction and the leadership have made 
It clear that their acceptance of this tradition is limited 
to the vague following of general principles, and not the 
conventions* determination of specific acts. Thus, the 
fraction rules do not state any subordination to the party 
organization, and Brandt, in a speech at the I960 conven
tion after his selection as Chancellor-candidate, clearly

il3chllds, op. cit., pp. 95-96. For examples, see 
Flechtheim, Vol. ill (1963), op. cit., 134-37; and Vol.
VII (1969), 293-310.

H^Flechtheim, Vol. V (1966), op. cit., 106-07; 
and Vol. VII (1969), 93-94.
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rejected the idea that the organization could dictate de
cisions if he were elected Chancellor.H5

Actually, the majority of resolutions at conventions 
have generally come from the leadership and have reflected 
their views. These resolutions are developed by PV com
mittees and submitted by the executive for convention con
sideration. The committees of the executive, which have 
increased to twenty-three, are organized according to such 
subject matter areas as foreign policy, economic policy, 
family and youth policy. The members, appointed by the 
executive, have included regional public office-holders, 
Land Ministers and m.p.'s with expertise in particular 
areas, a few members of the women's and youth auxiliaries, 
members of the Bundestag fraction working groups in these 
areas and the fraction staff. Because they are most fami
liar with legislative details and because they are always 
available for meetings in Bonn, the Bundestag m.p.'s and 
fraction staff have dominated these committees with the 
possible exception of those in policy areas such as educa
tion where Lander governments have the main responsibility. 
In these, Land politicians and experts have regularly

H5The fraction rules are reprinted in Flechtheim, 
Vol. I (1962), op. cit.. 464-68. The following was the key 
statement in Brandt's speech: ”. . .  ich nicht einfach nur
Willensvollstrecker der Partei sein kann, sondem dass ich 
nach ernsthafter Uberlegung in eigener Verantwortung Jene 
Entschiedungen werde treffen mussen, die im Interesse 
unseres Volkes erforderlich sind,” Wildenmann, et_al., op. 
cit., p. 128.
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p a r t i c i p a t e d . T h e  resolutions they have drafted for the 
national conventions have generally been either statements 
of positions already taken by the fraction or have been so 
vague as to allow the leadership room to make any decision 
on the issue later.

In addition, of course, the regional and local par
ties have sent resolutions to each convention. Most of 
these have been minor, or similar in content to the execu
tive resolutions and are either adopted or referred to the 
executive. Those from opposition groups attempting to bind 
the executive and fraction to a new policy initiative or to 
change specific positions have been defeated.^1® The 1968 
convention was something of an exception, at least In the 
very large number of resolutions (over 900), and the per
centage of these which opposed the leadership position on 
a number of Issues— emergency legislation, the extension 
of codetermination, and initiatives towards Eastern Europe 
in foreign policy. It was also unusual in that the vote 
was very close on a number of these, although in each case

H^Kaack, pp. cit., p. 103; Soell, op. cit., p. 610,
623-24.

HfChilds, op. cit., pp. 95-103; Pirker, op. cit.. 
pp. 190-205; and Soell. op. cit.. p. 612.

ll8jfQner> pp. cit., pp. 83-90; Schellenger, op. 
cit., pp. 76-86; and wber Dortmunder Parteitag der sFd ,w 
op. cit., p. 464.
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the executive position was adopted.1*9

Despite their defeat, these policy initiatives in 
resolutions from the lower party organization may occasion
ally have some influence on the national leadership. At 
least it seems clear that the party leaders took careful 
account of the close votes in 1968, for at the 1969 con
vention, the executive submitted a number of its own reso
lutions which essentially adopted the opposition demands 
of the previous year. Thus, executive resolutions which 
committed the party to an extension of codetermination, 
and compromised on the new initiatives in foreign policy—  

recognition of the Oder-Neisse line and the German Demo
cratic Republic— were passed. At the same time, it was 
clear that the decision still rested with the national 
leaders. In the case of a Bezirk resolution on economic 
policy with which the leadership disagreed, the first vote 
on which it passed was declared invalid by the convention 
chairman and it was defeated on the second vote.1^

Beyond the programs and policy resolutions adopted 
at conventions, SPD positions are stated by fraction lead
ers, in draft legislation introduced in the Bundestag, as

H9soell, op. cit., p. 619.
*20Ibid., pp. 621-22; and Klaus von Beyme, "The 

Ostpolitik In the West German 1969 Elections," Government 
and Opposition. V (Spring, 1970), 197-99.
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w e l l  a s  i n  a  g r e a t  n u m b e r  o f  p o s i t i o n  p a p e r s  a n d  p l a n s  i s 

s u e d  b y  t h e  p a r t y  e x e c u t i v e .  T h e s e  a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  

e v e r  m e n t i o n e d  a t  c o n v e n t i o n s  o r  m a y  t a k e  a  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i 

t i o n  w i t h o u t  e v e r  b e i n g  r e f e r r e d  b a c k  t o  t h e  n e x t  c o n v e n 
t i o n *  T h e  c i r c l e  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w h i c h  t h e  p a r t y  t r i e s  t o  

i n c l u d e  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s ,  t h o u g h  n o t  

i n  t h e  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n s ,  i s  q u i t e  w i d e .  T h e  a g e n d a  f o r  

m e e t i n g s  o f  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  c o m m i t t e e s  i s  u s u a l l y  d e t e r m i n e d  

b y  t h e  f r a c t i o n  s t a f f  a n d  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  r e l e v a n t  f r a c t i o n  

w o r k i n g  c i r c l e .  N o n - p a r t y  a c a d e m i c s ,  g r o u p  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  

a n d  L a n d  p o l i t i c i a n s  a n d  p a r t y  l e a d e r s  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  i n 

v i t e d  t o  t h e  m e e t i n g s .  S p e c i a l  c o n f e r e n c e s  a r e  s o m e t i m e s  

h e l d  w i t h  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  g r o u p s .  T h e s e  p r o 

v i d e  a n  o c c a s i o n  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n t  v i e w s ,  

t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  p r o b l e m s ,  o r  t h e  l e g i t i m a t i o n  o f  d e c i s i o n s  

a l r e a d y  made. 1 - 2 1

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  f r a c t i o n  e x e c u t i v e  a n d  t h e  w o r k i n g  

c i r c l e s  I n  t h e  f r a c t i o n  h a v e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  d e v e l o p e d  s o m e  

p o s i t i o n s  a n d  u s u a l l y  d r a f t  l e g i s l a t i o n .  G r o u p s  o f  m e m b e r s  

m a y  a l s o  t a k e  t h e  I n i t i a t i v e  a n d  s u b m i t  d r a f t s ,  a s  t h e

!-2 l M u l l e r ,  o p .  c i t . . p p .  68-72; C h a l m e r s ,  o p .  c i t . ,  
p p .  122-25. F o r  e x a m p l e s '  o f  c o n f e r e n c e s ,  s e e  F l e c n t h e i m ,  
V o l .  V  (1966), o p .  c i t . .  109-31*; a n d  V o l .  V I I  (1967), 279-
92.
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unionists did in the 1950*s. Occasionally draft legisla
tion in the area of family and youth policy is developed 
in the women's auxiliary, “

Participants in actual decisions on whether to make 
these official party positions have, however, been much 
fewer in number. The Prasidium appears to be the key 
locus for policy decision-making, as it unites the leaders 
of the various elements of the party. Prior to 1958, the 
national party bureaucrats thus clearly participated in 
decision-making, although the fraction leaders also were 
an important influence. Since 1958, of course, the Prasi
dium has been dominated by the party's important public 
office-holders. Though composition of the Prasidium thus 
changed, it remained the locus of party decisions,123

Most positions are eventually issued as Joint deci
sions of the fraction, the larger executive, and the party 
council. However, the executive and council have generally 
served only to ratify, or to communicate to a wider circle 
of secondary leaders, decisions already made. As in the 
CDU, these larger groups have met less often, and have thus

122Loewenberg, op. cit., p. 178; and Soell, op. 
cit., p. 6l8.

123soell, op. cit., pp. 605-07; Loewenberg, op. cit., 
pp. 184-85; and John Snell, "Schumacher's Successors 
Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, XXXVI (March, 1956), 
T & = T T . -------------  ----------------------
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been unable to anticipate the need for decisions* Once 
made by the top leaders, they are very difficult to dis
avow. There have been some exceptions, where the fraction 
leaders and Prasidium have not been clearly agreed, in 
which the executive may make the decision, but this is very 
rare.^2^

Finally, the larger circle of fraction leaders, as 
well as the Cabinet ministers after 1966, have often played 
a key role in deciding on specific draft legislation. And 
the entire fraction caucus cannot be overlooked as a par
ticipant in decisions. Fraction leaders stand for re- 
election three times in each session and are usually will
ing to listen and frequently revise drafts to incorporate 
the views of backbenchers. Although the majority of m.p.*s 
has usually supported the fraction executive*s position in 
the caucus, long debate is common and actual votes in which 
there is a real contest are much more frequent than in the 
CDU/CSU caucus.

As we saw in the discussion of factionalism, there 
has been considerable internal debate within the SPD over

l^Lohmar, op. cit., pp. 7*1-75; Kaack, op. cit., p. 
87; Wildenmann, e t a l .. op. cit.. p. 125; and SoellT op. 
cit., pp. 605-07, 611.

125Soell, op. cit., pp. 608, 613-1*1, 625; Loewen- 
berg, op. cit., pp. 1^8-81; and Flechtheim, Vol. VII 
(1969), o p . cit., 413-31.
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b o t h  p o l i c y  a n d  s t r a t e g y .  I n  t h e  1 9 5 0 * 5 ,  i t  w a s  b e t w e e n  

t h e  m o r e  t r a d i t i o n a l  l e f t i s t s  a n d  t h e  r e f o r m e r s  o v e r  s t y l e ,  

a s  m u c h  a s  d o m e s t i c  a n d  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s ;  i n  t h e  

l a t e  1 9 6 0 * s ,  r e n e w e d  d e b a t e  b e g a n  o v e r  t h e  s t r a t e g y  o f  a c 
c o m m o d a t i o n  t o  t h e  C D U ,  a n d  o v e r  p o l i c y .  S e v e r a l  f a c t o r s ,  

h o w e v e r ,  h a v e  w o r k e d  t o  m a i n t a i n  c o h e s i o n  a n d  p r o v i d e  t h e  

S P D  w i t h  a  g e n e r a l  c o n s e n s u s .  F i r s t ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  d i s a g r e e 

m e n t s  o n  s t r a t e g y  a n d  r e f o r m ,  a l l  g r o u p s  h a v e  b e e n  a g r e e d  

i n  t h e i r  d e s i r e  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  p a r t y ' s  v o t e .  T h e  d i f f e r 

e n c e s  h a v e  b e e n  o n  h o w  b e s t  t o  a c h i e v e  a n  e l e c t o r a l  v i c 

t o r y ,  a n d  t h u s  o n l y  a  f e w  d i s s i d e n t s  w e r e  r e a d y  t o  l e a v e  

t h e  p a r t y  o r  f o r m  s p l i n t e r  g r o u p s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  d u r i n g  

t h e  1 9 5 0 ’ s ,  a l l  g r o u p s  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e  p a r t y ' s  n e e d  t o  a d 

j u s t  t o  n e w  p o l i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n s  a n d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  t h e  

F e d e r a l  R e p u b l i c .  D i f f e r e n c e s  a r o s e  p r i m a r i l y  o n  t h e  d e 

g r e e  o f  a d a p t a t i o n .  A f t e r  t h e  n e w  b a s i c  p r o g r a m  w a s  a d o p t 

e d ,  i t  p r o v i d e d  a  b a s i c  s t a t e m e n t  o f  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  

u p o n  w h i c h  a l m o s t  a l l  c o u l d  a g r e e  a n d  t h u s  p r o v i d e d  a  s e n s e  

o f  c o h e s i o n .  E v e n  t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  l e a d e r s  i n  t h e  l a t e  

1960's a p p e a l e d  t o  t h e  B a d  G o d e s b u r g e r  p r o g r a m  f o r  l e g i t i 

m a t i o n . 1 2 ^
S e c o n d ,  S P D  d o c t r i n e  i n c l u d e s  a  s t r o n g  t r a d i t i o n  o f  

l o y a l t y  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  p a r t y  l e a d e r s  ( w h i c h  t h e

126piechtheim, Vol. VII (1969)* op. cit.. xv- 
xvii, 206-14.
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leadership has made every effort to carry over to their 
policy positions as well). This has frequently prevented 
dissidents from sharper attacks , and meant a general re
luctance, after a position has been stated, to go on record 
with a vote against the leadership. Thus, at conventions, 
the size of any internal opposition is usually not ac
curately reflected in the actual votes on resolutions.
In addition, the possibilities for discussion and for send
ing in resolutions to conventions have provided an outlet 
for conflict without splitting the party. The leaders in 
the late 1960*3 in particular have recognized the advantage 
of allowing considerable latitude for the expression of 
dissenting views at conventions, thus providing at least a 
sense of participation In decisions, without much actual 
Influence, and thereby avoiding the bitterness which led to 
a number of resignations of party members In the 1950*s.

Actually, the process of development of party policy 
has been structured to include most elements in at least 
some discussion of the issues, If not the actual decisions. 
Perhaps part of the reason for the frequent development of 
the youth organizations as a focus for dissent has been the 
fact that they have had little or no representation on the

12?Schellenger, op. cit.. pp. 70-86.
l^chalmers, op. cit., p. 131; Wildenmann, et al., 

op. cit., p. 124; ProrokolT. SPD Parteltag 1969. op. cit.
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party council or executive.^29

In the late 1950*3, party discipline at the national 
and local levels was fairly severe. Besides the SDS rul
ing, there were a number of expulsions of outspoken left
ists. Immediately after the Bad Godesburger program was 
passed, it was used to a certain extent to rid the party 
of dissidents whose leftist positions, in the national 
leaderships view, endangered its efforts for respecta
bility in the voters* eyes.^30 Since then, the number of 
expulsions has declined. Where they have occurred, they 
have reflected the overzealousness and intolerance of some 
local organizations towards the New Left. In some cases, 
these local expulsions were overruled on appeal to the
executive.131

Within the fraction, as in the CDU, there are few 
sanctions available to the leadership. In fact, the SPD 
executive has been somewhat more vulnerable to backbench 
revolts than in the CDU. Nevertheless, in the 1950*a, once

129chalmers, op. cit. ; Lohmar, op. cit. , pp. 81-82; 
Wildenmann, et al., op. cit., p. 125.

130por examples, see Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), 
op. cit., 105, 151-62.

131Flechtheim, Vol. VII (1969), op. cit., 191-92, 
348-63. The Berlin organization has been the scene of 
particularly bitter conflicts between a right-wing party 
establishment and student dissenters, and there were 35 
expulsions by the local party in i960, pp. 458-60.



www.manaraa.com

331
the caucus majority decided on a position, voting unity 
was extremely high. During the 1960's, there were a few 
issues on which about thirty m.p.'s voted against the 
party position. One of the most notable examples was the 
emergency legislation. A sizable group opposed the 
majority decision to accept compromise legislation, and 
many of these m.p.?s then also abstained or voted no in the 
Bundestag voting. There have not been any cases of lead
ership attempts to sanction these few deviations. In fact, 
there is some Indication that the leadership has been 
eager to advertise these few differences of opinion, in 
order to erase any remaining public image of socialist
party discipline.132

Conclusions
Factionalism
Similarities

West German federalism has apparently not had suf
ficiently significant regional differences and historical 
roots to provide the basis for regional factions In either 
the C D U  or the S P D .  The one possible exception is the C S U .  

The S P D ,  however, has not had a Bavarian wing as one would 
expect If regional differences and traditions alone

132Loewenberg, op. cit.. pp. 186-88; Soell, op. 
cit,, p. 619; and Flechtheim, Vol. VTI (1969), op. cit., 
TO-31.
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explained the CSU,

Although the electoral system produces two categor
ies of m.p.'s, this had not led to any discernible fac
tions within either parliamentary party based on list vs. 
district m.p.'s, perhaps because the practice common in 
both parties of giving list m.p.'s districts to represent 
has lessened the distinction.

Differences
The difference In competitive positions of the CDU 

and the SPD has, as expected, led to differences in the 
extent of factionalism in the two parties. There is much 
more extensive factionalism in the CDU than in the SPD. 
Also, as a minority party striving to win votes, the Social 
Democrats have been less tolerant of those issue factions 
which they felt would hurt their chances at the polls. The 
conclusion that competitive position has an impact on fac
tionalism is partially reinforced in that after SPD parti
cipation in the Grand Coalition accomplished the aim of 
making the party appear 11 reglerungsfahig," the leadership 
was somewhat more tolerant of the new dissident groups 
which developed in the late 1960*s. It is possible that in 
its new opposition position after 1969 the CDU's tolerance 
of factionalism will decline.

Differences in party doctrine have, of course,
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r e i n f o r c e d  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  f a c t i o n a l i s m .  

T h u s ,  t h e  C D U f s  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  l e g i t i m a c y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  

i n t e r n a l  g r o u p s  a n d  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  a u x i l i a r i e s , 

h a s  f a c i l i t a t e d  f a c t i o n a l i s m ,  w h e r e a s  t h e  S P D ' s  t r a d i t i o n  

o f  " G e s c h l o s s e n h e l t "  a n d  p a r t y  u n i t y  h a s  i n h i b i t e d  t h e i r  

d e v e l o p m e n t .
D i f f e r e n c e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  r a n g e  o f  s o c i o 

e c o n o m i c  g r o u p s  a m o n g  p a r t y  m e m b e r s  a n d  v o t e r s ,  h a v e  a l s o  

a f f e c t e d  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  f a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  t w o  p a r t i e s  a s  w e  

e x p e c t e d .  C D U  f a c t i o n s  h a v e  t h u s  b e e n  b a s e d  o n  s o c i o 
e c o n o m i c  d i f f e r e n c e s .  I n  t h e  S P D ,  t h e  f e w  f a c t i o n a l  d i v i 

s i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  p a r t y  s t r a t e g y  a n d  p o l i c y .  

I t  m a y  b e  t h a t  a s  t h e  S P D  b a s e  w i d e n s  t o  I n c l u d e  m o r e  i n 
c o m e  g r o u p s ,  t h i s  w i l l  e v e n t u a l l y  l e a d  t o  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  

o f  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  f a c t i o n s .  A t  l e a s t  t h e  c a l l s  f o r  a  

u n i o n - w i n g  i n  t h e  l a t e  1 9 6 0 ' s  i n d i c a t e  a  t r e n d  i n  t h a t  

d i r e c t i o n .
F i n a l l y ,  a s  i n  t h e  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  d i m e n s i o n s  

s t u d i e d ,  t h e  v e r y  w e a k n e s s  o f  t h e  C D U ' s  f o r m a l  o r g a n i z a 

t i o n ,  a s  w e l l  a s  i t s  o r i g i n  I n  l o c a l  g r o u p s  h a s  l e d  t o  t h e  

d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  f a c t i o n s  w h i c h  a r e  n o t  p r e s e n t  

i n  t h e  m o r e  s t r o n g l y  o r g a n i z e d  S P D .  T h u s ,  t h e  J U  a n d  o c 
c a s i o n a l l y  t h e  r e g i o n a l  p a r t y  l e a d e r s  h a v e  a c t e d  a s  f a c 
t i o n s  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e i r  f u n c t i o n  i n  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
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P a r t y  p o l i c y - m a k i n g : 
s t r a t e g y  a n d  p o l i c y  
p o s i t i o n s
S i m i l a r i t i e s

T h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  s i m i l a r i t i e s  I n  t h e  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  

p r o c e s s  I n  t h e  t w o  p a r t i e s  w h i c h  a p p e a r  t o  b e  t h e  r e s u l t  

o f  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l - e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m .  I n  b o t h  t h e  C D U  

a n d  t h e  S P D ,  t h e  p r i m a r y  p a r t i c i p a n t s  I n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  

a n d  d e c i s i o n s  o n  p a r t y  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  t h e  p u b 

l i c  o f f i c e - h o l d e r s *  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  a  r o l e  

i n  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  h a s  b e e n  f a i r l y  s m a l l ,  a n d  t h e  l a r g e r  

l e a d e r s h i p  u n i t s  o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s — t h e  

e x e c u t i v e  a n d  c o u n c i l — h a v e  f u n c t i o n e d  p r i m a r i l y  t o  r a t i f y  

t h e  d e c i s i o n s  o f  t h e  t o p  g r o u p  a n d  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  t h e m  t o  

w i d e r  l e v e l s  o f  t h e  p a r t y .  T h i s  t e n d s  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  c o m 
m o n  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  c o m p e t i t i v e ,  d e m o c r a t i c  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  

s y s t e m s  f a v o r  t h e  d o m i n a n c e  o f  p u b l i c l y - e l e c t e d  l e a d e r s ,  

a n d  m i n i m i z e  t h e  r o l e s  o f  e x t e r n a l  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s *  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  I n  s u c h  a  s y s t e m  w h e r e  t h e  e l e c t e d  l e a d e r s  d o m i 
n a t e ,  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  w i n n i n g  o r  s t a y i n g  I n  o f f i c e  p r o 

v i d e s  a  g o a l  o n  w h i c h  t h e  l e a d e r s  c a n  a g r e e ,  a n d  I s  a  

s o u r c e  o f  c o h e s i o n  w i t h i n  e a c h  p a r t y .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  

t h e  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s  h a s  m a d e  I t  

d i f f i c u l t  f o r  e a c h  p a r t y  t o  e n t i r e l y  c e n t r a l i z e  c a m p a i g n s  

a n d  e l e c t o r a l  s t r a t e g y .  R e g i o n a l  a n d  l o c a l  c a n d i d a t e s  i n  

b o t h  h a v e  o n  o c c a s i o n  p u r s u e d  t h e i r  o w n  d i f f e r e n t
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s t r a t e g i e s ,  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p a r t y .

A s  t h e  f r a m e w o r k  s u g g e s t e d ,  c e r t a i n  a t t i t u d e s  i n  t h e  

p o l i t i c a l  c u l t u r e — d i s l i k e  o f  c o n f l i c t ,  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  

l e t t i n g  t h o s e  w i t h  p r e s u m e d  e x p e r t i s e  m a k e  d e c i s i o n s ,  a n d  

t h e  l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n — h a v e  a l s o  

p r o d u c e d  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D .  I n  b o t h  p a r 

t i e s  t h e r e  i s  a  t e n d e n c y  f o r  n a t i o n a l  c o n v e n t i o n s  t o  p r o 
d u c e  v a g u e  a f f i r m a t i o n s  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  d e c i s i o n s ,  a n d  t h e  

l o w e r  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r e  i n c l i n e d  t o  a l l o w  t h e  n a t i o n a l  

l e a d e r s h i p  w i d e  r o o m  f o r  d i s c r e t i o n  i n  p o l i t i c a l  d e c i s i o n s .  

A s  a  r e s u l t ,  C D U  a n d  S P D  c o n v e n t i o n s  u s u a l l y  f u n c t i o n  a s  

p u b l i c  d i s p l a y s  o f  p a r t y  u n i t y  a n d  f o r  t h e  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  o f  

i n t e r n a l  c o h e s i o n .

D i f f e r e n c e s
T h e  C D U * s  g o v e r n m e n t  p o s i t i o n  a n d  e x t e n s i v e  f a c t i o n 

a l i s m  h a v e  a f f e c t e d  I t s  p r o c e s s  o f  p o l i c y - m a k i n g .  T h e  

l o c u s  f o r  b o t h  I n i t i a t i v e s  a n d  d e c i s i o n s  o n  p a r t y  p o l i c y  

h a s  b e e n  e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  C D U  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  T h e  p a r t y  

h a s  i n s t e a d  r e l i e d  o n  g o v e r n m e n t a l  e x p e r t s  i n  t h e  m i n i s 

t r i e s  a n d  t h e  f r a c t i o n ,  a s  w e l l  a s  a u x i l i a r i e s ,  o r  i n d e 
p e n d e n t  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s  f o r  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  p o s i t i o n s .
T h e  l o c u s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  h a s  b e e n  t h e  C h a n c e l l o r y  o r  t h e  

f r a c t i o n ,  w h e r e  t h e  p r o c e s s  h a s  I n v o l v e d  c o m p r o m i s e  a m o n g  

d i f f e r e n t  p a r t y  g r o u p s .  P o l i c y  c h a n g e s  h a v e  r e f l e c t e d
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s h i f t s  i n  t h e  i n t e r n a l  b a l a n c e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  f a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  

p a r t y .  T h e  o p p o s i t i o n  S P D ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  h a s  b e e n  u n 
a b l e  t o  r e l y  o n  g o v e r n m e n t  m i n i s t r i e s  f o r  e x p e r t i s e .  W i t h  

f e w e r  g r o u p s  a m o n g  i t s  v o t e r s ,  a n d  f e w e r  f a c t i o n s ,  t h e  

p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i t s e l f  h a s  s e r v e d  a s  t h e  l o c u s  f o r  

p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s ,  a n d  i t  h a s  r e l i e d  t o  a  g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  

o n  i t s  o w n  s t a f f  a n d  o u t s i d e  e x p e r t i s e .  T h e  p a r t y  P r S s i -  

d i u m  w h i c h  u n i t e s  t h e  v a r i o u s  l e a d e r s h i p  e l e m e n t s  i n  t h e  

S P D  h a s  g e n e r a l l y  s e r v e d  a s  t h e  l o c u s  f o r  p a r t y  d e c i s i o n s .  

T h e  l a c k  o f  d i v e r s i t y  o f  i n t e r n a l  g r o u p s  h a s  m e a n t  t h a t  

c h a n g e s  o r  s h i f t s  i n  t h e  p a r t y ' s  p o s i t i o n  h a v e  b e e n  p r i 
m a r i l y  d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d s  i n c r e a s i n g  i t s  e l e c t o r a l  s u p p o r t .

T h e r e  a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  t h e  g r a d u a l  s h i f t  i n  

c o m p e t i t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  1 9 6 0 ' s  h a d  s o m e  e f f e u c t  o n  

t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s .  A s  t h e  C D U ' s  c o n t i n u e d  p o s i t i o n  i n  

g o v e r n m e n t  b e c a m e  l e s s  s e c u r e ,  t h e  p a r t y  b e c a m e  m o r e  d e 

p e n d e n t  o n  i t s  v a r i o u s  g r o u p s  f o r  v o t e s .  W i t h o u t  a  s t r o n g  

l e a d e r  t o  f o r c e  c o m p r o m i s e s ,  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  b a l a n c i n g  g r o u p  

c l a i m s  b e c a m e  m o r e  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  a  t e n d e n c y  t o  

s t a l e m a t e  i n s t e a d .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  t h e  S P D ' s  p a r t i c i 

p a t i o n  i n  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  i n  1 9 6 6  m a d e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

p a r t y  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  a n d  i n c r e a s e d  t h e  a t 
t e m p t s  o f  i s s u e  g r o u p s  t o  u s e  t h e  m a s s - p a r t y  t r a d i t i o n  a n d  

o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  f o r c e  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  p a r t y ' s  p o s i t i o n s .
I t  i s  a  f r e q u e n t  a s s e r t i o n  o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  o n
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political parties that class differences In party members 
and voters influence the Internal organization. Duverger 
makes the most extensive use of middle-class, working-class 
differences to explain party differences.1^  Particularly 
in the 1950*s, thi3 relationship seems to be borne out in 
the differences between the SPD and the CDU. Prior to 
1958, the SPD party bureaucracy did have a role in decision
making through membership on the Prasidium. CDU public 
office-holders, on the other hand, have always made the 
decisions on party policy. After 1958, while the SPD 
PrSsidium remained the locus for decision-making, its 
changed composition gave a dominant influence to the 
party*s public office-holders, and the party bureaucracy 
has had little influence in policy decisions. Interest
ingly, the change was the result of a new concern to ap
peal to other groups beyond the working class, and not 
because of any actual major change in the class structure 
of the party*s membership. However, some differences re
main as a result of the SPD*s mass-party character and 
its extra-governmental origins. The possibility of in
fluence by the party organization in party policy-making 
is somewhat greater than in the middle-class CDU.

The diversity of socio-economic groups and factions

133gee Chapter I.
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w i t h i n  t h e  C D U  h a s  a l s o  a f f e c t e d  i t s  p r o c e s s  o f  p o l i c y 

m a k i n g .  T h e  C D U  n e e d s  a  s t r o n g  l e a d e r  t o  e f f e c t  c o m p r o 

m i s e s  a m o n g  t h e  v a r i o u s  g r o u p s ,  a n d  i t  h a s  h a d  g r e a t e r  d i f 

f i c u l t y  i n  e n f o r c i n g  p a r t y  d i s c i p l i n e .  T h e  m o r e  h o m o 

g e n e o u s  S P D  h a s  b e e n  l e d  b y  a  s m a l l  c o l l e g i a l  l e a d e r s h i p  

g r o u p  t h a t  i s  s o m e w h a t  f r e e r  t o  m a k e  c h a n g e s ,  a n d  h a s  l e s s  

p r o b l e m s  w i t h  p a r t y  d i s c i p l i n e .
I t  h a s  a l s o  b e e n  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  

f a c t i o n a l  d i v i s i o n s  w i t h i n  a  p a r t y  w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  p r o c e s s  

o f  p a r t y  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  a n d  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  a t  l e a s t  

p a r t i a l l y  s u p p o r t e d  b y  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  

S P D .  T h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  

f a c t i o n s ,  a s  i n  t h e  C D U ,  w i l l  l e a d  t o  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  d e c i 
s i o n - m a k i n g ,  a n d  c o o r d i n a t i o n  b y  t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  

o f  d e c i s i o n s  m a d e  e l s e w h e r e  i s  p a r t i a l l y  c o r r e c t .  H o w 

e v e r ,  i t  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  a c c u r a t e  t o  s p e a k  o f  a  d i s p e r s i o n  

o f  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  a m o n g  v a r i o u s  g r o u p s  a t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e v 

e l  i n  t h e  C D U .  W i t h o u t  s t r o n g  l e a d e r s h i p  f o l l o w i n g  A d e 

n a u e r ^  r e t i r e m e n t ,  t h e  C h a n c e l l o r / p a r t y  c h a i r m a n  a n d  t h e  

f r a c t i o n  l e a d e r s  h a v e  f u n c t i o n e d  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  d e c i s i o n s  

r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e m .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  t h e  s u g 
g e s t i o n  t h a t  p a r t i e s ,  l i k e  t h e  S P D ,  w h e r e  i s s u e  d i s p u t e s  

a r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w i l l  h a v e  m o r e  i n t e r n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  a t  

t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  b u t  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  d e c i s i o n 

m a k i n g  w i l l  b e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a  s m a l l  g r o u p  o f  p u b l i c
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o f f i c i a l s  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  a c c u r a t e .

C e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  p a r t y  d o c t r i n e  a n d  t r a d i t i o n  i n  

t h e  S P D  a n d  t h e  C D U  a l s o  a p p e a r  t o  h a v e  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  

p r o c e s s  o f  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  i n  b o t h  p a r t i e s .  T h u s ,  t h e  t r a d i 

t i o n a l  a s p e c t s  o f  m a s s - p a r t y  d o c t r i n e  w h i c h  e m p h a s i z e  t h e  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  p a r t y  m e m b e r s ,  t h e  r o l e  o f  c o n v e n t i o n s  I n  

p o l i c y - m a k i n g ,  a n d  g e n e r a l l y ,  i n t e r n a l  p a r t y  d e m o c r a c y  h a v e  

p r o v i d e d  a t  l e a s t  a  g r e a t e r  p o t e n t i a l  I n  t h e  S P D  f o r  t h e  

c o n v e n t i o n  a n d  a c t i v i s t s  i n  t h e  l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  i n 
f l u e n c e  t h e  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  o f  t h e  l e a d e r s h i p .  A s  c o n 

v e n t i o n s  i n  t h e  l a t e  1 9 6 0 * s  h a v e  i l l u s t r a t e d ,  t h e  l e a d e r 

s h i p  m u s t  t a k e  t h e  l o c a l  p a r t y  v i e w s  i n t o  a c c o u n t  o r  f a c e  

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  i t  w i l l  b e  d e f e a t e d  i n  c o n v e n t i o n  

v o t e s .  T h i s  h a s  a l s o  g i v e n  t h e  f r a c t i o n  c a u c u s  m o r e  I n 

f l u e n c e  s i n c e  v o t e s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  o n  c o n t e s t e d  I s s u e s .  T h e  

C D U ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  h a s  h a d  n o  t r a d i t i o n  o f  I n t e r n a l  

p a r t y  d e m o c r a c y  o r  r u l e s  o n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  t h e  

e x t e r n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  t h e  p a r t y 1 s  o f f i c e - h o l d e r s .

B o t h  a t  p a r t y  c o n v e n t i o n s ,  a n d  i n  t h e  f r a c t i o n ,  d i r e c t  

v o t e s  a n d  m a j o r i t y  d e c i s i o n s  o n  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s s u e s  a r e  

a v o i d e d  i f  p o s s i b l e ,  a n d  t h e s e  g r o u p s  h a v e  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

m u c h  i n  p a r t y  p o l i c y - m a k i n g .
O f  c o u r s e ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  t o  s u g g e s t  s o m e  s o r t  o f  p a r 

t i c i p a t o r y  d e m o c r a c y  I n  t h e  S P D ,  o r  t h a t  p a r t y  m e m b e r s  m a k e  

d e c i s i o n s .  I n  f a c t ,  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  S P D  d o c t r i n e  a n d
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tradition have served to mitigate the potential for influ
ence and strengthen leadership control. These include the 
emphasis on party solidarity, the traditional respect for, 
and loyalty to the party leaders, and the programmatic 
tradition. These have continued to produce a general re
luctance to challenge leadership positions on policy and 
have made it possible for the leaders to use the basic 
program as a test of party loyalty and to enforce a high 
degree of discipline in fraction voting. The CDU's origin 
in a coalition of diverse groups; its emphasis on the 
legitimacy of different opinions within the party, and the 
lack of a basic program have made it more difficult to 
define party loyalty, without a strong leader such as 
Adenauer, and to enforce fraction discipline.
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CHAPTER VI

C O N C L U S I O N S

D r a w i n g  o n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  c o n c l u s i o n s  m a d e  i n  t h e  s u b 

s t a n t i v e  c h a p t e r s ,  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  w e  w i l l  d e s c r i b e  p a t 

t e r n s  o f  s i m i l a r i t i e s  a n d  d i f f e r e n c e s  a c r o s s  t h e  f o u r  o r 

g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o c e s s e s  s t u d i e d — c a n d i d a t e  s e l e c t i o n ,  l e a d 

e r s h i p  s e l e c t i o n ,  f a c t i o n a l i s m ,  a n d  p a r t y  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g .

A  g e n e r a l  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  w h i c h  s y s t e m  a n d  p a r t y - r e l a t e d  

v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  w i l l  a l s o  b e  i n c l u d e d .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  w e  w i l l  c o n s i d e r  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  t h e  f r a m e w o r k  

a n d  t h e  p o s s i b l e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  s o m e  v a r i a b l e s ,  a s  w e l l  

a s  a  f e w  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .

T h e  I n f l u e n c e  o f  S y s t e m  a n d  P a r t y - R e l a t e d  
V a r i a b l e s  o n  P a r t y  O r g a n i z a t i o n

S y s t e m  v a r i a b l e s  t s i m i l a r i t i e s  
I n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S E T )

T h e  s y s t e m  v a r i a b l e s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  C h a p t e r  I ,  c o n 

s t i t u t i o n a l - e l e c t o r a l  a r r a n g e m e n t s ,  a n d  t h e  W e s t  G e r m a n  

p o l i t i c a l  c u l t u r e ,  d o ,  a s  w e  h a v e  s e e n ,  s e t  g e n e r a l  l i m i t s  

w i t h i n  w h i c h  t h e  p a r t i e s  v a r y .  T h e r e  a r e  t h u s  s o m e  b r o a d  

s i m i l a r i t i e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D  a c r o s s  t h e  o r 

g a n i z a t i o n a l  d i m e n s i o n s  s t u d i e d .  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l - e l e c t o r a l
3^1
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a r r a n g e m e n t s  m a y  b e  s u b d i v i d e d  i n t o  v a r i o u s  c o m p o n e n t s  

w h i c h  h a v e  a f f e c t e d  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  T h e s e  a r e  t h e  

e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m ,  l e g a l  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  a n d  f e d e r a l i s m .
C e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m  h a v e  p r i m a r 

i l y  p r o d u c e d  s i m i l a r i t i e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  t w o  p a r t i e s *  

r e c r u i t m e n t  a n d  p o l i t i c a l  l e a d e r s h i p  c a r e e r s .  A s  a  r e s u l t  

o f  t h e  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  e l e c t i o n  s y s t e m  w i t h  L a n d  l i s t s  a n d  

s i n g l e - m e m b e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  p l u s  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  c o n t r o l  o f  

t h e  n o m i n a t i o n  p r o c e s s ,  d e c i s i o n s  o n  c a n d i d a t e  s e l e c t i o n  i n  

b o t h  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D  a r e  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  a n d  n o t  c o n 
t r o l l e d  b y  t h e  n a t i o n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o r  p a r i i a m e n t a r y  p a r 

t i e s .  I n s t e a d ,  t h e  l o c u s  f o r  n o m i n a t i o n s  I s  t h e  l o c a l  o r  

r e g i o n a l  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  E x t e r n a l  g r o u p s ,  s u c h  a s  

b u s i n e s s  a s s o c i a t i o n s  a n d  t h e  t r a d e  u n i o n s ,  s e r v e  a s  

s o u r c e s  o f  r e c r u i t m e n t  I n  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D ,  r e s p e c 

t i v e l y ,  b e c a u s e  o f  a n  o v e r l a p  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  m e m b e r s ;  b u t  

n e i t h e r  b u s i n e s s  a s s o c i a t i o n s  n o r  t r a d e  u n i o n s  h a v e  a n y  

f o r m a l  l i n k  w i t h  t h e  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a n d  t h e y  c a n n o t  

c o n t r o l  t h e  n o m i n a t i o n  o f  c a n d i d a t e s  o r  p a r t y  l e a d e r s .  T h e  

p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t h u s  b e c o m e  f u n n e l s  f o r  t h e  r e c r u i t m e n t  

o f  n a t i o n a l  p u b l i c  a n d  p a r t y  o f f i c e - h o l d e r s ,  a n d  p a r t y  

a c t i v i t y  o r  s e r v i c e  a  c o m m o n  b a c k g r o u n d  I n  s u c h  c a r e e r s .  

O t h e r  d e c i s i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m ,  i . e . ,  

c a m p a i g n  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  s t r a t e g y ,  a r e  a l s o  s o m e w h a t  d e 

c e n t r a l i z e d  d e s p i t e  e f f o r t s  o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p a r t y  l e a d e r s
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t o  c e n t r a l i z e  a n d  c o o r d i n a t e  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .

A n o t h e r  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m  h a s  h a d  s o m e  

i m p a c t  o n  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o c e s s e s  i n  b o t h  p a r t i e s .  A s  

d i s c u s s e d  i n  C h a p t e r  I ,  i t  i s  a  c o m m o n  a s s u m p t i o n  i n  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  o n  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  t h a t  i n  c o m p e t i t i v e ,  d e m o 

c r a t i c  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  s y s t e m s ,  t h e  p u b l i c  o f f i c e - h o l d e r s  

w i l l  d o m i n a t e  p a r t y  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g . 1  T h i s  i s  b o r n e  o u t  

f o r  t h e  C D U  a n d  t h e  S P D  i n  t h a t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p u b l i c  o f f i c e 

h o l d e r s  d o  d o m i n a t e  t h e  p a r t i e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  d e c i s i o n s  

o n  t h e i r  p a r t y * s  s t a n d  o n  q u e s t i o n s  o f  p u b l i c  p o l i c y .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  a s  t h e  W e s t  G e r m a n  e l e c t o r a l  s y s t e m  h a s  d e v e l o p e d  

i n t o  a  f o c u s  o n  t h e  c h o i c e  b e t w e e n  t w o  a l t e r n a t i v e  n a t i o n a l  

l e a d e r s ,  t h i s  h a s  l e d  t o  a n  e m p h a s i s  o n  t h e  p u b l i c  r o l e  o f  

C h a n c e l l o r  o r  C h a n c e l l o r - c a n d i d a t e  o f  b o t h  t h e  C D U  a n d  S P D  

t o p  l e a d e r s .  T h e  p a r t y  c h a i r m a n s h i p s  h a v e  b e c o m e  m o r e  

s y m b o l i c ,  w i t h  l e s s  i n d e p e n d e n t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  s e l e c t i o n .

T h e  s e c o n d  s u b d i v i s i o n  o f  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l - e l e c t o r a l  

a r r a n g e m e n t s ,  t h e  l e g a l  r e g u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  p a r t i e s ’ i n t e r n a l  

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  s e e m s  t o  b e  a  m u c h  l e s s  s i g n i f i 

c a n t  v a r i a b l e .  T h i s  c o u l d  p e r h a p s  h a v e  b e e n  a n t i c i p a t e d ,  

s i n c e  t h e  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  p a r t i e s  c o o p e r a t e d  i n  d r a f t i n g  t h e  

l e g i s l a t i o n  w h i c h  w a s  p a s s e d  a f t e r  t h e  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

h a d  b e e n  i n  o p e r a t i o n  f o r  a l m o s t  t w o  d e c a d e s .  T h o s e

^ S e e  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  I n  C h a p t e r  I ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  M c K e n z i e ’ s  s t u d y  o f  B r i t i s h  p a r t i e s .
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provisions calling for some minor changes in the formal 
methods for the selection of national party leaders and 
representation of the local and regional party units have 
not done much more than provide the surface forms of inner- 
party democracy and formal mechanics for membership parti
cipation. In reality, the similarities and differences 
between the CDU and the SPD in this area are related to 
other variables.

The third subdivision of constitutional-electoral 
arrangements, federalism, has had a mixed impact on similar
ities in the parties’ organizational processes. This is a 
result of the somewhat unique characteristics of West Ger
man federalism.2 As expected, the very existence of state 
elections and office-holders with some important Indepen
dent political functions has produced some parallel decen
tralization or federalism in the party organizations.
These lower levels then require representation in the CDU 
and SPD national organization executives in order to Inte
grate the various party leadership positions. On the 
other hand, historical roots and traditions have been more 
closely associated with the older regional divisions rather 
than current state boundaries and the actual party sub
divisions have followed these lines. This has mitigated

2This is described more fully in Chapter II.
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the influence of Land politicians within the party organi
zations, since there are in most cases several regions 
within one Land. These regions have not, however, pro
duced any discernible regionally-based factions in either 
the CDU or the SPD, Finally, the functional division of 
powers between the national and state governments in the 
West German system appears to have some effect on the re
cruitment of political leaders in both the CDU and the SPD. 
Executive experience in Land ministerial office has more 
frequently been a stage in the political careers of na
tional party leaders and parliamentarians than a mandate 
in the various state legislatures.

The other major system variable, West German poli
tical culture, has also produced some similarities in the 
organizational processes of the CDU and the SPD. Of the 
attitudes described in Chapter II which might be expected 
to affect the functioning of the party organizations, the 
one which appears to be most significant is the widespread 
negative reaction to conflict and desire to avoid politi
cal disputes. Thus, in both parties, we found the leaders 
making efforts to avoid disputes, contested nominations of 
Bundestag candidates, or contested elections of national 
executive members in order to provide at least a public 
appearance of unity. This, in turn, gives considerable 
advantage to Incumbent ra.p.'s and party office-holders and
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has produced a relatively low turnover in both the CDU and 
the SPD. In addition, there have also been similar efforts 
to paper over disputes on questions of party policy, or at 
least to avoid their resolution In a context which would 
Involve a public display of the differences of opinion 
within the parties. The general attitudes of disinterest 
in political participation and a willingness to leave poli
tical decisions to others have reinforced these similari
ties. These attitudes would appear to be related to the 
disinclination of most CDU and SPD regional and local par
ties and activists to challenge the decisions of national 
party leaders, and to the dominance of each organizational 
level by a small group of activists who actually partici
pate in organizational processes.

On the other hand, the other component attitudes of 
the West German political culture discussed In Chapter II 
appear to have had less significance than we expected. The 
high valuation of expertise, tendencies to compartmentall- 
zation of issues, and Ideologism— a view that specific 
political positions must be based on more comprehensive 
systems of principles— are less clearly related to simi
larities In the parties' organizational processes than the 
other system variables. The party-related variables, and 
party doctrine and traditions in particular, rather than 
these cultural attitudes, seem to have had a more important
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effect on those aspects of CDU and SPD organization.

Party-related variables; 
differences between the 
CbU and the SPD

Within these broad similarities in the CDU and SPD 
organizations described above, we found a number of impor
tant differences in organizational processes which appear 
to be related to the party-related variables in our frame
work, i.e., to respective differences in competitive posi
tions, socio-economic characteristics, and party doctrine 
and traditions. In summarizing overall patterns of dif
ferences between CDU and SPD organizational processes, the 
CDU can be characterized as having more dispersed pro
cesses and participation of groups external to the formal 
party organization. The CDU leadership structure has been 
unstable, and there has been less routinization of careers. 
Instead, there have been several career routes to positions 
of leadership in the national party. In contrast, SPD 
characteristics include a narrower range of participation, 
and the formal organization has served more consistently 
as the locus for party decision-making. The leadership 
structure has been more stable, and careers have been more 
routinized, that Is, there has been less diversity in 
career patterns of the national party leaders than in the 
CDU.
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In terms of more specific differences in the organ

izational processes studied, we found that differences in 
the socio-economic characteristics were a particularly im
portant factor. Interestingly, It is not so much the 
class distinctiveness of the CDU and the SPD, which is not 
clear-cut In any case, although the CDU is weighted towards 
the higher income groups among its members, and the SPD 
toward the lower income levels, but rather differences in 
the number and diversity of socio-economic groups within 
the parties that are most clearly related to differences 
in CDU and SPD organizational processes.3

Thus, the CDU with its broader range of socio
economic groups--from upper-income businessmen to farmers 
and wage-earning industrial workers— has developed a number 
of socio-economic factions which have recognized claims to 
representation in the top levels of the party organization 
and to participation in decisions on political leadership. 
These organized groups also provide alternative career 
routes to party leadership. The decision-making process 
within the CDU thus becomes a matter of bargaining and 
adjusting the balance between various group interests.
This, in turn, requires strong leadership to enforce com
promises or the result is frequently stalemate and

^The socio-economic characteristics of party members 
and supporters are described In Chapter II.
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Inflexibility in party policy.

In the SPD, however, with its more homogeneous mem
bership and fewer different socio-economic groups, there 
have been no organized factions based on shared socio
economic characteristics. Group representation has not 
been a significant criterion in the selection of candidates 
or party leaders, and this has meant fewer alternative ca
reer routes available to party leadership positions. Be
cause there are fewer claims for participation In party 
decision-making, the process in the SPD has Involved less 
bargaining. The key factor has been agreement within the 
small collegial leadership group.

The impact of a predominantly middle-class member
ship In the CDU versus a predominantly working-class mem
bership in the SPD, that Is, the class distinctiveness of 
the two parties, is less clear. In the narrow sense which 
suggests that the party bureaucracy and party employees 
will play a major role in working-class parties, this was 
true for the SPD to some degree only in the 1950*3 when 
party functionaries had some influence through their mem
bership on the party Frasldlum.^ However, the party 
secretariat has not provided an important career route for 
SPD leadership in the Federal Republic.

^Duverger makes the clearest argument for these 
relationships, see Chapter I.
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In the broader sense in which working-class parties 

are associated with certain mass party traditions about 
the role of the external organization and the membership 
in party decisions, in contrast to middle-class parties 
which are associations of notables, there is, however, some 
parallel in the differences between the SPD and the CDU. 
That is, there appears to be more potential for influence 
by the external party organization through the national 
party convention delegations from the regional and local 
parties on public office-holders and parliamentarians in 
the SPD than in the CDU. There does not appear to be even 
much potential for such influence in the CDU.

The second major party-related variable, the respec
tive competitive positions of the CDU and the SPD, is also 
related to a number of differences in the organizational 
processes in the two parties. This variable covers several 
aspects: differences in the vote percentages of the CDU
and the SPD— in Bundestag and state elections— and the dif
ferent positions of the parties as government or opposition 
at the national level. Our expectation that the larger 
national CDU vote throughout the period would lead to 
greater internal factionalism In the CDU and more contested 
nominations for the Bundestag than in the SPD, which with 
its smaller vote base would be more concerned to avoid 
divisive internal conflicts, appears to be supported.
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However, this relationship cannot be clearly established 
at the level of individual election districts where fac
tors other than the local competitive situation are ap
parently more important. On the other hand, the more 
nearly equal SPD competitive position in state and local 
elections has produced similarities in the parties' ability 
to use state politics as a training ground for political 
leadership and executive experience, and as a source for 
the recruitment of national political leaders.

In terms of the respective government, opposition 
positions of the C D U  and the S P D j  throughout most of the 
period studied, competitive position has also had discern
ible effects on differences in C D U  and S P D  processes for 
selecting national leaders and making party policy. First, 
the C D U  has been able to depend on the governmental bureau
cracy and has thus been less interested in the recruitment 
of experts In particular subject areas independent of group 
representation. It has had less need to rely on the party 
organization's staff or independent experts for the develop
ment of party policy positions. The S P D ,  on the other hand, 
has had very limited access to government ministries, and 
subject expertise has thus been an important selection cri
terion. In the development of party policy, the SPD has 
been more dependent on party staff and on the involvement 
of Independent non-party specialists in particular policy
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areas.

Second, since the most important national public 
office-holders in the CDU have been Cabinet members, there 
has been more overlap between Cabinet and party leadership 
positions and correspondingly less overlap with the larger 
fraction executive. In the SPD, of course, there has been 
considerable overlap between the fraction and the top 
party leadership.

Third, because of the CDU's government position, the 
locus for party decision-making and for Integration of the 
various elements in the party has been the governmental 
units— the Chancellor's office, or the fraction executive. 
Por the opposition SPD, however, the external party organi
zation and the Prasidium In particular have served as a 
locus for party decision-making and Integration of the 
various party leaders. Party roles have thus had somewhat 
more importance in the SPD independent of public office 
than they have had In the CDU.

Finally, the third party-related variable, party 
doctrine, has generally reinforced differences summarized 
above, as well as having some additional Independent ef
fects. CDU acceptance of different interests and of their 
expression within the party as legitimate has reinforced 
the tendency to more conflicts and contests than In the 
SPD. Most of these have Indeed revolved around adequate
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representation for various groups institutionalized in the 
party auxiliaries. In the SPD, the strong emphasis on 
solidarity, party unity, and deference to the national 
leadership has reinforced efforts to avoid open conflicts. 
Recognition has not been granted to different groups and 
there Is opposition to the use of auxiliaries for the or
ganization of internal factions.

In addition, the difference in the programmatic 
traditions in the CDU and the SPD has had some conse
quences. The CDU, without any basic statement of long- 
range goals and principles to serve as a source of unity, 
has found it much more difficult to reach a consensus with
out the authority of a strong leader such as Adenauer. 
Defining party loyalty and enforcing discipline is there
fore more difficult. In the SPD, its basic program has 
served as a source of internal party cohesion, and in ad
dition has been used by the party leadership to define 
loyalty and enforce party discipline.

The additional lack of any tradition of inner-party 
democracy or of a convention role In party decision-making 
In the CDU has reinforced the public office-holders* 
dominance in the party. In contrast, SPD doctrine, as we 
noted above, Includes certain mass party traditions of mem
bership participation in decision-making and convention 
control of the parliamentary party. This has, as we said,
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meant some potential for Influence from the external organ
ization on the party*s leaders. At least, to avoid the 
embarrassment of public defeat or repudiation at the na
tional convention, national party leaders have had to take 
into account the attitudes and reactions of party activists 
to their decisions.

Changes over time in two party- 
related variables

There have been gradual changes during the period 
studied in both the competitive positions and the socio
economic characteristics of the CDU and the SPD. The re
sulting changes in some aspects of the parties* organiza
tional processes reinforce our conclusions about some of 
the relationships between these variables and party or
ganization.

First, the 1961 election marked a turning point in 
the competitive positions of the parties. In the following 
elections in the 1960*s the distance between the CDU and 
the SPD decreased as the CDU lost some ground and there 
were significant increases in the SPD v o t e . 5 As the CDU*s 
competitive position became less secure In the 1960*s and 
the possibility of finding itself in opposition became a 
reality, there were efforts to strengthen the party

^These changes are discussed more fully in Chapter
II,
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organization and a gradual recognition of the importance 
of the party chairman's role in providing internal cohe
sion. While not particularly successful, CDU leaders also 
made more efforts to close ranks and reinforce party unity 
and party discipline. In the SPD, on the other hand, we 
see a shift in the 1960's towards greater recognition of 
the role of the Chancellor-candidate in contrast to the 
party chairmanship and some relaxation of discipline. In 
1969 there was an interesting reversal with more contested 
nominations in the SPD than in the CDU.

Some changes were also apparent in the parties' 
policy processes from the 1950's to the I960's. As the 
CDU's position became less secure, the party became more 
dependent on the support of various groups. This made the 
process of bargaining and compromise more difficult, and 
the frequent result was an inability to make new decisions 
on party positions. In the SPD, the Increasingly success
ful electoral results and eventual government participation 
strengthened the influence of the national public office
holders in the party, while at the same time allowing them 
to be somewhat more tolerant of dissidents within the or- 
ganization.

Secondly, there were some less clear-cut changes in 
socio-economic characteristics which primarily affected the 
SPD. During the 1960's, there was a considerable increase



www.manaraa.com

356
in the white-collar percentage among SPD voters, although 
this increase was less marked among party members.^ There 
are some indications that this increase in other groups 
besides workers may begin to have some effect on the nature
of factionalism in the SPD, At least, in the late 1960*8,
there was a perception on the part of unionists in the SPD 
of the need for a special organization within the party
to represent their views, as the party as a whole no longer
did so.

A Note on the "End of Ideology” and the SPD
We might at this point briefly consider the applica

tion of our study of leadership selection and policy-making 
in the SPD to the "end of ideology" literature and its use 
of the SPD as an example.? A number of authors have argued 
that the advent of the welfare state and decreased class 
divisions in society have made party competition on the 
basis of explicit ideological commitments no longer viable, 
and that, as a result, democratic political parties have 
become non-ideological. While it is not entirely clear how

^See Chapter II.
?The thesis on the "end of ideology" as developed 

by Lipset and Dahrendorf is discussed in the literature 
review in Chapter I.
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these authors define "ideology,"** if we take it to mean an 
end to an adherence to strict Marxism, this does seem to be 
the case in the SPD with the passage of the Bad Godesburger 
Program in 1959. As we suggested in Chapter I, this thesis 
really assumes that those most concerned with electoral re
sults, i.e., a party's public office-holders, will be in 
control of party programs. Certainly in the SPD case, the 
assumption of control in the party organization by the re
formers in 1958 was the key factor which linked the percep
tion of changed societal conditions to the abandonment of 
Marxism in 1959.

Briefly, throughout the 1950's, a perception grad
ually spread within the SPD chat it was not possible within 
the social context of the Federal Republic to win elections 
on the basis of class, socialist appeals. This perception 
was vocalized by a small group of prominent SPD politi
cians— of fice-holders in Lander governments and prominent 
parliamentarians. Despite the fact that class differences 
did continue to exist in West Germany, and the working

**Do they mean only leftist and specifically Marxist 
ideology, from which they take their examples, or some more 
inclusive phenomenon of individual thought in general? See 
the discussion of this in Joseph LaPalombara, "Decline of 
Ideology: A Dissent and An Interpretation," 5-16* s « Lip-
set, "Some Further Comments on 'The End of Ideology,* 17- 
18; and "Communications," 110-11, in The American Political 
Science Review. LX (March, 1966).
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class made up a population majority, growing numbers In the 
SPD were persuaded that the party's poor electoral results 
were a consequence of futile appeals to class consciousness 
and references to its Marxist heritage.

An alternative view was advanced by a smaller group 
of leftists in the party who were also concerned with elec
toral results. They argued that the problem was the inef
fectiveness and conformity of the party bureaucracy in pre
senting socialist appeals, and that if adequately presented, 
a class-ideological appeal could win a majority of the 
votes. This group was, however, primarily made up of local 
activists and intellectuals who were not prominent party 
or public office-holders. The initial response to these 
perceptions of a need for change was not, however, an al
teration of the party program, but a change in the party 
leadership in 1958. The leftists and reformers united to 
reduce the influence of party functionaries, and the par
liamentary leaders and reformers were able to gain deci
sive influence in the party PrSsidium.

Although throughout the 1950's, the SPD's positions 
on specific socio-economic issues had gradually shifted to 
a more moderate, less socialist emphasis, it was after the 
reformers took party leadership positions that the last 
vestiges of Marxist ideology were dropped from the draft of 
a new basic program. Whether due to traditional loyalty
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to the leadership, to indifference, or to agreement that 
something had to be done to achieve the party's electoral 
goals, a clear majority of delegates at the 1958 convention 
accepted the new, non-Marxist, non-ideological basic pro
gram, 9 Regardless of whether the reformers were accurate 
in viewing the party's Marxist legacy as the cause of the 
disappointing electoral results in the 1950's, their as
sumption of the top leadership posts and subsequent accep
tance of this perception were the key factors in the 1959 
program change.

After the new basic program was adopted, a change 
did indeed gradually take place in the SPD's competitive 
position, and it was somewhat more successful in appealing 
at least to other lower-income groups besides industrial 
workers. While there continue to be some differences both 
in the class composition of SPD and CDU party members and 
voters, as well as in their stands on socio-economic is
sues, and emphases in fundamental principles, 1959 did 
mark an end to adherence to traditional Marxist ideology 
in the SPD.

With regard to the "end of ideology" thesis, the SPD 
case suggests that more than Just changed social condi
tions, it was the perception of these changes as the cause

9The leadership changes, and process of adopting a 
new program in the SPD are more fully described in Chapters 
IV and V.
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for a poor competitive position and the assumption of party 
leadership by reformers with these views that were the key 
factors in the end of Marxist ideology within the SPD.
That it is one of the party-related variables in our frame
work, competitive position, which is in general related to 
the direction of policy changes in a party, would seem to 
be further indicated by SPD changes in the late 1960's. 
After participation in the Grand Coalition, and with in
creasingly close competition between the SPD and the CDU, 
the party began to emphasize much more strongly its pro
grammatic and policy differences from the CDU in the 1969 
campaign. This supports other findings on the relationship 
between close competition and policy differentiation be
tween parties.10

The Utility of the Framework
There were a few problems which arose in the appli

cation of the framework set out in Chapter I which should 
be pointed out. The first concerns the relationship be
tween political culture and the organizational processes 
studied. There is always some difficulty in determining 
direct links between attitudes and political behavior. As 
discussed above, the only clear relationship we found

10See, for example, the discussion of Eldersveld's 
conclusions in this respect, Chapter I, note 80,
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appeared to be between negative attitudes towards conflict 
and disputes which could explain the efforts to avoid con
tests, and hesitancy to challenge the leadership, with the 
resulting low turnover in both the CDU and the SPD. Yet, 
even in this instance, there are important differences be
tween the parties in these characteristics which would seem 
to indicate that other variables may be more directly re
lated. In addition, the fact that the attitudes towards 
politics which comprise a "political culture11 are not nec
essarily logically related, or may even be contradictory 
also create problems. For example, It is not clear that 
the high value on neutral expertise and compartmentallza- 
tion of Issues found in West German political culture are 
related to or considered in those attitudes concerning 
the role of the m.p. or criteria for his selection.^

In view of these problems, political culture should 
perhaps be regarded as a residual variable, i.e., one which 
reinforces characteristics directly related to some of the 
other variables, or to which unexplained differences might 
be attributed.

H-Loewenberg, In fact, discusses several different 
concepts of the legislator's role common in German tradi
tion, but it Is not clear how these have affected the 
selection criteria of local party organizations, Parliament 
in the German Political System (Ithaca, New York: Cornell
University Press, 1966), pp. 40-48.
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Second, some problems arose In considering the Im

pact of party doctrine on the organizational dimensions 
studied. For one thing, in the absence of interview or 
other data on the actual attitudes and beliefs of party 
members and activists, we had to make an assumption that 
the statements of party leaders, and those in party publi
cations reflected generalized beliefs and traditions within 
the parties. Perhaps where such data are not available, It 
might be possible to avoid the problem of making such an 
assumption by using an alternative, more concrete variable 
which at least seems to cover some of the same factors, 
such as developmental origins. For example, instead of 
considering the relationship between CDU doctrine on the 
coalition of various independent groups, or the SPD’s doc
trine of unity and loyalty to the leadership and various 
differences in the parties1 organizational processes, per
haps the same factor could be discussed in terms of the 
federal and local origins of the CDU versus the central 
development of the SPD.^

In addition, some aspects of SPD doctrine appeared 
to be somewhat contradictory. Attitudes of deference and

12The question of developmental origins is discussed 
from a different perspective which considers the circum
stances which led to the development of political parties 
In Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner (eds.), Political 
Parties and Political Development (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 19&6), pp. 7-^1.



www.manaraa.com

363
loyalty to the leadership, and unwillingness to challenge 
or contest them are accompanied on the other hand by cer
tain traditional mass-party conceptions about the partici
pation of members, and the influence of the external or
ganization through the national convention on the party's 
decision-making. Our research indicates that the former 
attitudes, probably reinforced by the general political 
culture, have been more significant. However, as we saw 
in the events of the late 1960's, the mass party traditions 
do set some limits to the willingness to go along with the 
national leadership. It appears that these norms of inner- 
party democracy have generally been used by a minority of 
local and lower-level activists to legitimate their opposi
tion to particular decisions of the national leadership.

Third, the different role which the youth organiza
tion plays in the CDU in the recruitment of candidates and 
in the political careers of the party leadership, not found 
in the SPD, would seem to require the consideration of some 
variable other than those presented in our framework. The 
differences in the roles of the CDU and SPD youth organi
zations do not seem to be related to any greater percentage 
of young people among CDU members, or to any particular 
doctrine on their role, although the more favorable compe
titive position of the CDU may have made careers in the CDU 
more attractive than in the SPD. Instead, the differences
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appear to be related to differences in the viability of CDU 
and SPD local organizations. By this, we mean the extent 
to which there is a regular, active membership in each 
district to perform the functions of candidate selection 
and participate in other party activities. In the CDU, 
there are numerous areas with a small, inactive membership 
which allows the better organized youth auxiliary to 
dominate local activities and processes, while this is less 
often the case in the well-organized SPD. Although there 
is a clear difference between the numbers of CDU and SPD 
members, the viability of the local organization may not 
necessarily be a function of size so much as of actual 
participation and regularized organization.

Fourth, It is possible to clarify the definition of 
the socio-economic characteristics variable. From our re
search, It appears that it is the socio-economic character
istics of party members much more than of voters and sup
porters which Is significant in relation to the organiza
tional processes studied. One problem is the question of 
the similarity between the characteristics of the member
ship and those of voters and supporters. In the CDU, the 
two groups are quite similar, both in terms of range and 
class distinctiveness. In the SPD, however, there was a 
considerable increase in the percentage of white-collar 
supporters In the electorate in the 1960's, without
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anything like as large a parallel Increase among the party 
membership. Yet, we found that despite the SPD’s Increased 
appeal to mlddle-lncome voters and the party’s own efforts 
to present a Volkspartel image, It was the continuing nar
rower socio-economic range in the membership which was 
most clearly related to SPD organizational characteristics 
such as recruitment and factionalism.

Fifth, some of the problems that occurred in at
tempting to describe party policy-making should be men
tioned. It Is important to make a distinction between 
party policy positions and government policy. This did not 
present much of a problem with the SPD as party programs 
and positions issued by the executive of the national party 
organization, and positions and draft legislation announced 
by the SPD Bundestag fraction could be considered party 
policy. But for the CDU it was often more difficult to 
separate government from party policy. This was parti
cularly true with regarl to foreign policy while Adenauer 
was Chancellor, as he made governmental policy decisions 
which were then adopted as the position of the CDU. In 
general, an effort was made to distinguish those positions, 
programs, and plans worked out among CDU Cabinet members 
and parliamentary leaders that were then used as a start
ing point for negotiation with Its coalition partners in 
the government or for passage in the Bundestag and to
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consider these as an aspect of party policy-making. Those 
positions and legislative programs which were a product of, 
and presented as coalition government decisions and legis
lation were not considered in the discussion of how party 
policy was made.

Finally, we should point out the significant impact 
which Adenauer's individual leadership style and personal 
characteristics had on the CDU, in terms of integrating 
the party, providing a source for cohesion, and dominating 
party decision-making. All these aspects of the party or
ganization showed some changes after Adenauer's retirement 
from a CDU leadership position. It is difficult to gen
eralize from the impact of a particular individual except 
to state that in view of the other characteristics of CDU 
organization, the presence or absence of a strong, authori
tarian Individual in the top leadership role had an impor
tant effect on organizational processes in the CDU.

Further Research
There are some obvious areas in the study we have 

made where further research would be useful. The relation
ship between competitive position, and in particular be
tween a party's position in government or opposition, and 
the four organizational processes we considered could be 
studied now that the SPD has formed a national coalition
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government with the FDP, and the CDU is in opposition for 
the first time in its history. A study of the organiza
tional dimensions under these conditions would indicate the 
strength of the relationships with competitive position 
which we found and also provide an indication as to whether 
the differences between the CDU and the SPD in recruitment 
criteria, factionalism and party policy-making were instead 
more dependent on other party variables. For example, if 
government position is the most important factor, we might 
expect to find that the locus of decision-making in the SPD 
has shifted from the PrSsidium to the Cabinet, while the 
CDU becomes more dependent on its external organization 
leadership units. In addition, what is the role which 
Kiesinger now plays in CDU policy-making as former Chancel
lor and current party chairman? Are CDU policy decisions 
still centered within the fraction executive and its leaders 
even though Kiesinger is not a member of the Bundestag, or 
has his Influence and position, plus the party’s new op
position role given the external organization— the Presi
dium and the party executive— a new Importance in CDU 
decision-making?

Further research could also help to clarify the re
lationships between party organizational processes and poli
tical culture and party doctrine with regard to the problems 
discussed above. Interviews and other data on the attitudes
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of local activists and party members could help determine 
the extent to which some of the general cultural attitudes 
influence member behavior. In addition, it would be use
ful to have research on the particular motivational experi
ences and background which lead to the decision to join a 
party and participate In party activities. This is parti
cularly so in view of the general antipathy and disinterest 
in political participation common to West German political 
culture. Such research on local and regional party activ
ists could also consider their actual beliefs and attitudes 
with respect to various aspects of party doctrine, such as 
the member's role in party decision-making and thus contri
bute to an assessment of the importance of party doctrine 
as a variable and its effect on the various organizational 
processes we studied.13

Finally, one might wish to expand that section of

■^For preliminary findings on some research cur
rently being done on the decision to Join and the back
ground of party members, see Nils Diederich, "Some Aspects 
on the Structure of Party Membership in Germany," Paper 
prepared for Regional Conference on German Politics (Sacra
mento, Calif., April 1, 1970); and Peter H. Merkl, "Party 
Members and Society In West Germany and Italy," prepared 
for the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association (Los Angeles, Calif., September 7-12, 1970). 
There Is one study of a local CDU organization in Berlin 
which addresses Itself to some of these questions, but It 
is not clear how representative this is of other CDU local 
parties, and there Is no comparable Information for the 
SPD; see Renate Mayntz, Fartelgruppen In der Grossstadt 
(Koln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1959;.
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the framework which deals with party policy-making pro
cesses to consider more closely in turn their impact on 
governmental decision-making in West Germany* In that 
case, party policy processes could be viewed as interven
ing variables between the overall system characteristics 
and policy outcomes. This could be useful in assessing 
the extent to which the party organizations do serve a 
certain linkage function in the political system.
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