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Parliamentary Party Groups (PPGs) are undoubtedly among the core organizational units in
democratic parliaments. It is therefore all the more surprising that their inner workings are
only rarely the subject of in-depth research. Particularly with regard to intra-group decision-
making, popular prejudices often exist involving alleged “backroom deals” or (overly)
lengthy procedures. Occasionally, especially when it comes to the PPGs of the governing
majority, there are objections about the strong dominance of the groups leadership, which is
expressed in recurring criticism of the enforcement of cohesive voting through PPG
discipline.

Given this abundance of criticism and prejudices about the work of parliamentary groups, the
question arises as to how the members themselves assess decision-making within their own
parliamentary groups in general and their possible influence on it in particular. This paper
provides first results of the comprehensive ReParl (Researching MPs' views on parliamentary
representation) survey carried out among 70 members of the German Bundestag. Key aspects
include to what extent MPs consider decision-making to be democratic, efficient and
transparent in their own PPG. In addition, we analyse in detail where MPs identify the de
facto centre of decision-making within their PPG.
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For the discussion during the workshop at Wroxton College, we added a chapter on the general role of PPGs in
Germany. In the further processing of the text for publication, this will be replaced by a more typical chapter
reviewing the literature and containing more in-depth theoretical analysis.




Introduction

At the end of 2025, the German Federal Government sought to pass a packet of measures
designed to guarantee pension payments. Whilst a relatively swift agreement was reached
within the coalition at ministerial level, some of the planned measures caused considerable
discontent amongst parts of the CDU/CSU Parliamentary Party Group (PPG) in the German
Bundestag (Christmann and Ziedler 2025). Eighteen MPs, who were under 35 years of age
when they were elected to the Bundestag and are therefore members of the “Young Group”
within the Unions' PPG, publicly announced that they would not support this package of
measures. These statements were immediately picked up by the media, and the eighteen MPs
became known as the “pension rebels” (German: Rentenrebellen). This led to a political debate
which, although relatively short-lived, was nonetheless intense. It centred at times less on the
policy content of the pension reform and more on the question of how Chancellor Friedrich
Merz and the PPG leadership were handling the internal conflict within the group.
Consequently, various aspects such as the approach to dissenting voting behaviour or the extent
of open discussion within governing PPGs, both topics that parliamentary research has been
addressing in depth for decades — came under the media spotlight and were debated by a wider

public.

However, the conflict was resolved just as quickly as it had arisen, primarily, as reported,
through a series of one-to-one discussions by the group leadership, as well as a substantive
commitment to a more far-reaching pension reform that would also take greater account of the
interests of younger MPs. Nevertheless, the whole debate was no mere storm in a teacup, but
demonstrated (unusually) clearly how, in the context of narrow majorities, an organised
minority within a parliamentary group can influence the decision-making process. It also
became clear once again that notions of “Durchregieren” (ruling unchallenged by your own
MPs) as soon as a cabinet decision has been agreed between the coalition partners meet their
limits once they reach the parliamentary groups (Merkel 2007; Reinbold 2025). The welcome
change from many other debates lay not least in the fact that the sometimes unreflective
prejudices about MPs driven by party discipline who simply rubber-stamp everything were put

in their place. The MPs have been confronted with such and similar accusations for decades

! The Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and the Christian Social Union (CSU) are two separate parties that do
not compete against each other. The CSU operates exclusively in Bavaria, whilst the CDU is active in the
remaining 15 states. In the Bundestag, they have always formed a joint Parliamentary Party Group and are
therefore often referred to as the Union for the sake of simplicity.
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since the German Bundestag is characterised by a high degree of voting unity within governing

parliamentary groups.

As part of the ReParl survey of MPs conducted by the Institute for Parliamentary Research
(IParl), the topic of decision-making within parliamentary groups was therefore also to be
examined in greater detail. The core aim of the supplementary module specifically incorporated
for this purpose (see below) was to find out how MPs themselves assess the decision-making
process, how they view the balance between unified voting behaviour and the assertion of
dissenting opinions, and where the actual centre of decision-making within the parliamentary

groups is to be found. In addition, MPs were asked about possible avenues for reform.

Parliamentary Party Groups in the German Bundestag

The German Bundestag is a “Fraktionenparlament” 2; this means that the party groups in
parliament are the central forum for parliamentary decision-making, and independent MPs
remain an exception (Schiittemeyer 1992). The prominent role of the PPGs stems, inter alia,
from their historical origins. As early as the Frankfurt National Assembly of 184849, the first
pan-German parliament, Members of Parliament (MPs) had already formed groups to pool their
interests (Langewiesche 1978). Against the backdrop of repressive bans on parties and political
organisations, these parliamentary groupings also took on particular significance in the German
Empire (1871-1918), a trend that continued into the Weimar Republic, although — due to
political instability and frequent snap elections — the extra-parliamentary party organisations
took on a noticeably greater influence. In the Federal Republic since 1949, the balance of power
between parties inside and outside parliament shifted even more markedly. The factors
responsible for this cannot be discussed in full here, but the constitutional elevation of political
parties and the strengthening of the federal element within party organisation are particularly

noteworthy (Merten 2025; Niedermayer 2025).

However, the distinction between a political party outside and inside parliament remains by no
means a trivial matter for scholars of parliamentarism and independent-minded MPs. In the new
dualism of Germany’s political system, the governing PPGs are of fundamental importance in
that they simultaneously support and scrutinise the government (Schiittemeyer 1998, p. 35).
The opposition PPGs, likewise, strive not only to voice criticism but also to formulate
alternatives that go beyond merely reiterating their own party’s manifesto. To fulfil these tasks,

the groups in the German Bundestag and the MPs working within them are allocated a

2 Fraktion (plural: Fraktionen) is the German term for PPG(s).
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particularly large number of staff. Therefore, in practice, deputies are not only assisted by their
own staff, but the parliamentary group also provides a pool of staff, depending on the size of its
parliamentary representation, which MPs can call upon. This enables them to address and raise
issues that go beyond the internal party priorities and resolutions adopted at party conferences

(Ruhose 2022).

However, unlike in other countries, the process of candidate selection in the run-up to elections
is not subject to the control of PPG leaders. In fact, their influence on nominations in
constituencies or on state lists is not only less significant by international standards, but also
considerably lower than is generally assumed by the German public (Schindler and Cordes
2024). This makes it more difficult to oust unpopular MPs and strengthens the federal element
within the parliamentary groups. In PPGs with a large number of seats, MPs from the same
federal states form so-called “state groups”, which, depending on their size, can constitute an
extremely influential faction within the group (Kwaschnik 2018). In addition, there are also
ideological sub-groups or “wings”, which are to a greater or lesser extent institutionalised and

whose influence varies from group to group.

The PPGs in the German Bundestag are therefore highly complex organisations whose
decision-making cannot be determined by just one or two chairpersons. To ensure that the
process of forming a collective will takes place within an organised framework and that this
process also complies with democratic standards, the PPGs must adopt rules of procedure,
which are filed with the Presidium of the Bundestag. By international standards, these rules of
procedure are characterised by a particularly high degree of procedural structure (Schindler and
Kannenberg 2025). They are considerably more comprehensive, thereby guaranteeing
individual members a greater say in decision-making. Over time, there has also been a steady
increase in the scope of these statutory provisions. Previous research has shown that, whilst
these detailed regulations are not necessarily known to every deputy in every detail at all times,
they are of great importance, particularly in cases of conflict (Kannenberg and Schindler 2025).
Furthermore, they serve as legally binding guidelines in the event of the expulsion of a member
from a PPG (Nebel et al. 2024). This procedure, however, is particularly rare in Germany as is

party defections on the federal level.

Overall, it can be said that a) political parties in Germany evolved from parliamentary party
groups, b) the work carried out within these groups is highly differentiated, structured and

regulated by their own internal rules, and c) the resources available to the PPGs enable them to



set their own priorities, both in opposition and in government, that go beyond the party’s

programme outside parliament.

The ReParl project

The data for this paper is drawn from the ReParl (Researching MPs' views on parliamentary
representation) project, in which a total of 71 Members of the German Bundestag from all
PPGs were interviewed, either in person or via video conference, between July 2024 and
February 2025. The start date was deliberately set well before the next federal election (which
was then still expected to take place in September 2025), as the MPs’ views were not to be
unduly influenced by the election campaign. However, once it became clear that snap
elections would be held, a pragmatic research approach was adopted, and all MPs were
contacted in order to conduct a sufficient number of interviews before the federal election in
February 2025. Ultimately, this enabled us to carry out a comprehensive survey with a
response rate of around ten per cent. The group of respondents we ultimately surveyed
reflected the balance of power among the PPGs in the 20th Bundestag with a slight over-
representation of the SPD and under-representation of the AfD (SPD: 27, CDU/CSU: 18,
Alliance 90/The Greens: 10, FDP: 9, AfD: 3, The Left: 3, BSW: 1). Although it is not
possible, on the basis of this sample, to make generalisations that are statistically valid, the
data collected do provide findings that are likely to apply to the vast majority of Members of
the Bundestag at that time. A total of 24 questions were posed to the MPs, four of which were
used in this paper. The interviews were transcribed in full. All interviewees were assured of

anonymity regarding the use of the information gathered from the interviews.?

Evaluation of the PPGs decision-making processes

As part of the ReParl project, MPs were asked how, from their perspective, they would rate the

29 ¢

decision-making process within their PPG in terms of the items “democratic” “efficient” and
“transparent” on a scale from 1 (very positive) to 4 (very negative).* These items are based on
Steffani’s (1971) analysis of challenges and possible trade-offs within parliamentary

democracies. As the questionnaires were presented to the MPs during one-to-one interviews,

3 For further information about the project: https://www.iparl.de/unsere-arbeit/forschung/reparl/ or feel free to
contact the project managers Alexander Kiihne (kuehne@iparl.de) or Christian Ignorek (ignorek@iparl.de)
directly.

4 Original question: In your view, how does the decision-making process work within your PPG? Please use this
scale from 1 to 4, where “1” means “very positive” and “4” "very negative". Items: democratic, efficient and
transparent.
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the reasons behind their decisions were also noted. The supplementary interview statements are
presented using a coding system that guarantees the anonymity of the interviewees and allows

only the project managers to identify them.

First, all the scores are totalled to provide an initial overall impression of the MPs’ satisfaction.
This means that an MP who is extremely satisfied in all three items surveyed with the decision-
making process within their parliamentary group scores 3 and their counterpart, an extremely
dissatisfied MP, would score 12. Figure 1 illustrates that 49 MPs (71 per cent) rate the decision-
making process within their group as predominantly positive. When the overall average of 5.87
is broken down across the three response categories, it becomes apparent that Members of the
Bundestag, across all parliamentary groups, are extremely satisfied with how efficient,

democratic and transparent the decision-making process is within their respective PPG.

Figure 1: Overall evaluation
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Data: ReParl-Project 2025; N=69

When broken down by individual question items (Figure 2), the high rating for “democratic”
(with an average score of 1.43) stands out in particular. Whilst the efficiency of decision-
making processes is also still predominantly rated positively, it receives the lowest average
rating of the three items asked, with an average of 2.23. This initially casts decision-making
within the PPGs of the German Bundestag in a very favourable light and confirms previous
findings that, in the management of parliamentary groups, the incorporation of the diverse
perspectives of all representatives is of particular importance. Among the five statements that
rate either efficiency or transparency as very negative, it is striking that only one specific

example was given in the respective interviews. Regarding efficiency, one politician from the
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governing parties surprisingly criticised “a lot of idling”> (IV 1-7-8), a point which can be

revisited later.

Figure 2: Evaluation by item
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Data: ReParl-Project 2025; N=69

First, however, the question remains as to whether any variations can be identified between
different categories of MPs. It should be noted once again that, whilst a complete survey has
been sought, the (relatively) low response rate of ten percent significantly limits the validity of
more in-depth statistical analyses. Nevertheless, the fact that 69 MPs from all PPGs were

interviewed does at least allow for a well-founded, descriptive overview of various factors.

Bearing this in mind, an initial assumption would be that the response patterns of new Members
of Parliament differ from those of (in parliamentary terms) experienced members. If MPs
succeed in being re-elected to the German Bundestag over several legislative periods,
socialisation effects come into play which align their behaviour and working methods with
those of their colleagues (Rush and Giddings 2011; Patzelt 1999). Hence, the turnover rate is a
factor that has a significant influence on the institutionalisation of parliaments (Hibbing 1988;
Andrews 2018) and also of PPGs (Schindler and Kannenberg 2024) themselves. In the 20th
German Bundestag, the share of new MPs stood at 38.2 per cent, which was a relatively high

proportion given that no new parties entered parliament (Pyschny and Kintz 2022, p. 328).

5 Original wording: ,,Viel Leerlauf*



To analyse voting behaviour, we have divided the MPs into three groups. The first group
consists of new Members who were elected to the Bundestag for the first time in the 2021
election (or who were subsequently appointed to fill vacant seats). Deputies who are already
serving their second or third parliamentary term make up the second group. Thirdly, all
members of the Bundestag who have served four or more terms were combined. This last group
therefore consists of MPs who can each look back on (more than) ten years’ experience in the
Bundestag and within their parliamentary group. Figure 3 shows that there is by no means a
“habituation effect” that grows stronger over the years. Rather, it is the middle group (2nd or
3rd term) that scores highest on satisfaction, before the group of very experienced MPs becomes
less satisfied again. The difference is particularly striking in the assessment of efficiency, where

the generally positive rating falls by half a point.

Figure 3: Evaluation based on parliamentary experience
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One possible explanation here might be that, following the initial phase of settling into the new
professional environment and the way a parliamentary group operates, many MPs initially
manage to adapt to the established practices. Over time, however — as in any organisation — the
existing drawbacks or rather negative aspects of the decision-making process become
increasingly apparent due to the effect of repetition. Consequently, these shape the assessment
of seasoned members, who can also look back on a longer period of experience. Conversely, it
could also be argued that it is precisely the changes in the (recent) past that the more experienced

MPs find disagreeable. However, large-scale reforms of the way PPGs work are rather rare and,



moreover, are usually brought to the attention of the organisationally responsible PPG board®
by members from within the PPG. At the same time, these reforms are often very protracted
processes, as they effectively always resemble “open-heart surgeries” and frequently take a

back seat to the day-to-day tasks that need to be dealt with.

In addition to the distinction between experienced and new MPs, three further criteria can be
examined. For instance, one might expect differences in the assessments made by MPs from
the governing parties and those from the opposition parties. The majority of bills in the German
Bundestag are introduced by the government.” This implies a greater need to involve the
relevant experts in the run-up to, or during, the legislative process. Should this prove
unsuccessful, MPs from the governing parties might report lower levels of satisfaction with
regard to the items “transparent” or “democratic”. At the same time, it is a recurring issue that
bills are sometimes expected to be passed by the Bundestag within a very short timeframe.
Criticism of the lack of time for a more in-depth examination of the bill has been voiced in the

past by both government PPGs and the opposition.

Based on existing research examining differences in internal party cultures, which also
influence the scope and form of the decision-making process, it is reasonable to assume that
there may be corresponding differences across parliamentary groups, as “parties in parliament”.
Of'the PPGs represented in the German Bundestag at the time of the project, the Left, the Greens
and the SPD can be classified as left-of-centre (LoC) PPGs. In contrast, the FDP, CDU/CSU
and the AfD are classified as right-of-centre (RoC) groups.® In the latter case, one might expect
hierarchical processes that lead to more efficient decision-making at the expense of democratic
participation and transparency. Conversely, MPs from LOC parties place greater emphasis on
deliberative decision-making formats and decision-making originating from the rank and file
of the group. Admittedly, this distinction and classification into ideal types may, to a certain
extent, be criticised as oversimplistic; particularly in the present case, given that the SPD is a
long-standing governing party. However, an international comparison of parliamentary group
rules of procedure has shown that, at least at the level of the statutes, this distinction is indeed

significant (Schindler and Kannenberg 2025).

¢ In some PPGs, in addition to the board, there is also an executive board, which consists of fewer members and
is the highest-ranking body.

7 During the 20th parliamentary term, 243 out of 333 bills (73 per cent) were initiated by the government. See
Feldkamp 2026, p. 16.

8 The classification of the FDP as a right-of-centre party could be debated during the 20th legislative period in
question. Given its tradition as a “Honoratiorenpartei” (Hohne and Hellmann 2017, 47f.) and in light of its
positioning during the latter stages of the “traffic light” coalition and its subsequent reorientation, we consider
the classification as a right-of-centre party to be appropriate.
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Another factor to consider could be whether someone is a member of the group’s board. Its
central role will be examined in more detail in a subsequent section (see below); however, even
prior to that, the prominent role of the board in the planning, implementation and structuring of
internal group debates and decision-making is already evident. Schindler (2019) conducted
extensive research into the fact that the chairperson(s)’ (can) play a particularly prominent role
in this regard (if they are willing to do so). From a broader perspective, however, it is the entire
board (or, in some parliamentary groups, the executive board) that exerts a stronger formative
influence. By contrast, whilst there are no traditional “backbenchers” in the German Bundestag,
the need for greater involvement arising from the nature of the office could also lead to a more

favourable assessment, particularly in terms of transparency and democracy.

Table 1: Evaluation based on categorisation
Democratic Efficient Transparent N
Gov. PPGs 1.47 2.27 2.16 45
Opp. PPGs 1.38 2.17 2.29 24
Difference 0.09 0.1 0.13
Democratic Efficient Transparent
Left of Centre PPGs 1.41 2.33 2.18 39
Right of Centre PPGs 1.47 2.1 2.23 30
Difference 0.06 0.23 0.05
Democratic Efficient Transparent
Leadership MPs 1.52 2.27 2.07 15
Non-Leadership MPs 1.4 2.22 2.24 54
Difference 0.12 0.05 0.17
Data: ReParl-Project 2025

The three factors discussed and the corresponding ratings are set out in Table 1. Dividing the
data into two groups further reduces the sample size for the respective factors, which naturally
diminishes the statistical significance. Nevertheless, it is striking that no major differences can
be identified for any of the three categories in any of the three items surveyed. At most, one
might point to the difference in the efficiency ratings between LoC and RoC PPGs. In line
with the earlier remarks on the ideal types, the rating for the efficiency of intra-group

decision-making is lower among groups on the left of the political spectrum (a difference of

°In the 20th German Bundestag, three PPGs (SPD, CDU/CSU and FDP) had one chairperson, and three PPGs
had two chairpersons (The Left, The Greens and AfD).
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0.23 points). In the other two categories, however, these differences are negligible.
Furthermore (and also in line with the expectations), the transparency rating is slightly higher
for MPs holding board offices than for the other MPs (0.17 points). Overall, however, it is
noteworthy that, across the various categories and items, the differences are comparatively

small.
United under the board — PPG Unity and the main decision-making body

The MPs were also asked to what extent, when weighing up the choice between voting in line
with the group and their own position, they would opt for one or the other. A highly nuanced
11-point scale was chosen for this purpose, to allow the MPs to express their views with greater
precision. In practice, although this scale proved to be widely used, it was predominantly on
one side of the scale (see Figure 4). More than 95 percent of the MPs surveyed considered
voting in unison to be more important than asserting their own opinion. Over 66 percent (45
MPs) even grouped themselves within the first three options, which signals a particularly clear
preference for PPG unity. Of course, this does not rule out the possibility of a dissenting
opinion; however, such opinions are expressed in advance and, depending on the case, may also
be discussed in the PPGs assembly. However, if a vote is taken in the plenary session, greater
importance is attached to the external perception of a united PPG. This was also clearly
emphasised across party lines in the interviews conducted: “Well, you can abstain, but it’s
important that parties stand united and that’s why you have to have very good reasons to vote

against your group”!® (IV 1-7-4).

19 Original wording: ,,Also man kann sich dann enthalten, aber es ist wichtig, dass Parteien geschlossen sind und
deswegen muss man schon sehr gute Griinde haben, um gegen die Fraktion zu stimmen.*
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Figure 4: Opinion on PPG unity
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Upon closer examination using the analytical categories established earlier, more distinct
differences emerge than before; not least because of the scale’s wider range of options. This is
particularly true for the distinction between government and opposition, as well as for
ideological positioning. The fact that members of the governing PPGs place greater value on
unified voting behavior is likely to be readily apparent. In this regard, belonging to the
opposition allows for more leeway, as the consequences of deviating votes are significantly less
severe. With regard to ideological orientation, previous research has shown that parties to the
left of centre generally exhibit greater unity in their voting behavior, which is partly attributed
to their past as socialist cadre parties. In Germany, this thesis applies only to Die Linke, and
they too have wundergone numerous programmatic, organizational, and personnel
transformations since the end of the GDR. Here, again, membership in governing or opposition
caucuses is likely the decisive factor behind the differences. At the time of the survey, two out
of three left-wing parliamentary groups — the SPD and the Greens — were part of the
government. The ideologically opposing group includes two opposition parties — the CDU/CSU
and the AfD — as well as a governing faction, the FDP, which, in the late phase of the “traffic
light” coalition, contributed significantly to its collapse by expressing dissenting views very

frequently.

Only minor differences (0.36 points) are evident when distinguishing between MPs who hold

leadership positions within their PPG and those who do not. These differences were expected
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to be significantly greater, since the board members has a greater interest in ensuring a unified

voting pattern - which is, not least, a testament to its successful leadership and integration

abilities.
Table 2: Opinion on PPG unity based on categorisation
PPG unity N
Gov. PPGs 2.85 45
Opp. PPGs 3.60 24
Difference 0.75
Left of Centre PPGs 2.61 39
Right of Centre PPGs 3.76 30
Difference 1.15
Leadership MPs 2.83 15
Non-Leadership MPs 3.19 54
Difference 0.36
Data: ReParl-Project 2025

As mentioned earlier, all parliamentary groups in the German Bundestag have rules of
procedure or standing orders that regulate decision-making processes. Although these rules of
procedure differ in their details, they also share many similarities, particularly in their more
general formulations. These include, among other things, the designation of the PPGs
assembly as the group’s “central decision-making body”. At the same time, in practice, there
are streamlined decision-making and legitimation chains that pre-structure the assembly’s
decisions and resolutions; and in some cases, even effectively predetermine them. For this
reason, the MPs were also asked which body they considered to be the key decision-making
organ in their group (see Figure 5). The vast majority of deputies named the board'! as the
central decision-making body (27 out of 58; 46.6 percent). If we combine the board with the
leader(s) into a single “leadership” group, nearly two-thirds of respondents (63.8 percent)
view this entity as the decisive decision-making body. Nine respondents favoured the
specialized working groups, and only eight members of parliament identified the de facto

decision-making authority in accordance with the group’s standing orders.

' To ensure comparability among the groups, the questionnaire made no distinction between the board and the
“executive” board that exists in some PPGs.
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Figure 5: Main decision-making body in the PPG
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Question: What is, in practice (i.e., aside from the internal rules of the PPG), the decision-making body of
your PPG: the leader(s), the board, the PPG assembly, or the working groups?

It is important to view these responses in the light of the high satisfaction ratings given earlier.
To clarify: this should not give the impression that the PPGs leadership is making decisions
without consulting the majority of its members. Rather, it demonstrates once again the great
importance of work division and streamlined decision-making in groups of up to 200 MPs.
The example of the “pension rebels” explained at the outset demonstrates how leaders are
encouraged to incorporate opposing views into the decision-making process and to take them

into account when seeking compromises.

Imagine your PPG wonderland — More reform than revolution

Lastly, the MPs were asked for any ideas or suggestions on how to improve the decision-
making process. This open-ended question was deliberately designed without any predefined
categories, to allow the MPs’ wishes and ideas to flow freely. Although we are still at a
relatively early stage in analysing this section, as a first step the responses were broadly
categorised according to the three items in the satisfaction survey. This was done to ascertain
in which area the greatest need for reform is perceived. One striking finding is that the largest
group of MPs surveyed did not actually put forward any suggestions for improvement (see
Figure 6). Furthermore, with regard to the statements that could be categorised, it can be

noted that the wishes expressed do not reveal any hidden revolutionary spirit. Rather, these
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are incremental, at times rather tentatively formulated hopes, which are, however, often

already brought forward with the notion of numerous practical constraints:

“We are a large group [...] and meaningful participation and discussion are only possible to a limited
extent. That is why we need alternative formats to engage such a large group, so that their voices are

heard and they can express their views.”'? (IV 1-7-27)

How such “alternative formats” might look, however, was not elaborated upon further. At the
same time, some also pointed out, that criticism does not necessarily imply that they have a
concrete solution to hand, but rather suggest that certain challenges are systemic. A Member
of Parliament, who had previously expressed (relatively) critical views on efficiency within

his own PPG, elaborated on this:

“There’s no criticism implied in that distinction, it’s merely descriptive. Yes, exactly. And in that
respect, I don't actually miss a more efficient way of doing things. Its just that, as it stands, it’s not

exactly perfect either.”* (IV 1-3-1)

Figure 6: Classification of the reform proposals to the items
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Data: ReParl-Project 2025
Question: In your view, what changes could be made to improve the decision-making process?

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that, in addition to the three aforementioned items, the factor of

time played a significant role. Several MPs explained that, due to the heavy workload and the

12 Original wording: ,,Wir sind eine groBe Gruppe [...] und da ist eine angemessene Beteiligung und Diskussion
nur bedingt moglich. Deswegen braucht es alternative Formate, wie man eine groe Gruppe beteiligen kann, so
dass sie erhort werden, dass sie ihre Meinung duflern®
13 Original wording: ,,Da ist kein Vorwurf drin in der Abstufung, sondern es ist nur beschreibend. Ja, genau. Und
insofern ich ich vermisse auch gar nicht einen effizienteren Weg. Nur ist es eben so wie es ist irgendwie auch
nicht perfekt.”
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multitude of political issues to be dealt with simultaneously, sacrifices had to be made in all

three areas (efficiency, transparency and democracy):

“ Significantly more time, then. More! More time for free discussion [ ... ] You're trapped in a

straitjacket that you just have to work your way through.“* (IV 1-6-2)

,,laking more time to consider fundamental issues — issues that are not driven by day-to-day decisions,
but rather involve a more fundamental examination of our stance on individual topics, even if there is

no specific piece of legislation on the agenda at the moment.”” (IV 1-3-8)

Finally, it is worth highlighting one statement that stands out from the rest in terms of its
creativity. One MP suggested that the efficiency of internal group debates could be
significantly improved if there were strict time limits on speaking. Clearly inspired by the

(partial) fascination surrounding cryptocurrencies, the proposal is:

“I actually quite like the idea of a currency. Back then, during all that Bitcoin hype, there was this
“Talking Coin” concept where, whenever anyone spoke, they were effectively paying with their
currency. That stops people who haven t got a clue and who always say the same things from

commenting on everything.”'® (IV 1-4-2)

This initial, still relatively superficial analysis yields two main findings that underscore the
survey results to date. The overwhelming majority of Members of Parliament are satisfied
with the extent to which decision-making is transparent, democratic and efficient. The reform
proposals put forward are, for the most part, vague wishes that often conflict with the actual
(and nearly immutable) characteristics of the political system. These include, amongst other

things, the desire for more time to allow for more extensive and in-depth discussions.

Further patterns are expected to be identified in the near future through more in-depth

analyses of the interviews.

14 Original wording: ,,Also deutlich mehr Zeit. Mehr. Mehr Zeit fiir freie Diskussionen [... ] Man ist in so einem
Korsett gefangen, das man abarbeitet.*

15 Original wording: ,,Sich mehr Zeit nehmen fiir grundsétzliche Fragen, die jetzt nicht an der an den
tagesaktuellen Entscheidungen sich orientieren, sondern eben grundsétzlicher hinterfragen: Wie stehen wir zu
einzelnen Themen? Auch wenn da jetzt gerade kein Gesetz auf der Tagesordnung steht.*

16 Original wording: ,,Ich finde eigentlich so eine Wihrung. Wir hatten damals, da war dieser ganze Bitcoin
Hype, da war der Talking Coin so, dass jeder, wenn er spricht, quasi mit seiner Wahrung zahlt. Das unterbindet
némlich, dass sich Leute zu allem &ufBern, die keine Ahnung haben und immer die gleichen reden.*
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Conclusion

Four key findings emerge from this preliminary analysis when viewed as a whole. First, despite
popular assumptions, we have been able to demonstrate that the PPGs in the German Bundestag
are not monolithic blocs that are controlled by their leadership. Rather, MPs across party lines
are satisfied with how democratic, efficient and transparent the decision-making process is

within their PPG.

Second, MPs expressed a clear preference for cohesive voting behaviour over sticking to
individual positions. However, this does by no means imply a “tyranny of the majority” within
the PPGs in the German Bundestag. Instead, those in leadership positions are keen to address
concerns and criticisms regarding proposed bills at an early stage and to offer solutions that

strike a balance.

Third, the majority of surveyed MPs consider the group’s board to be the central decision-
making body within the PPG. The number of members in each group and the complexity of the
issues under consideration necessitate the prior structuring of the decision-making process and
the creation of (democratically legitimised) hierarchies. This requirement is evidently not only

accepted by the MPs, but also largely appreciated.

Finally, the (as yet incomplete) analysis of the reform proposals has so far revealed that the time
factor plays a central role in MPs’ satisfaction ratings across all three items. Furthermore,

improvements were most frequently suggested in the area of transparency.

The data from the ReParl project will be explored in greater depth in future studies. To this end,
not only will the remaining questions be analysed, but, above all, the qualitative interview
responses undergo a more in-depth examination. Nevertheless, this initial analysis has certainly
demonstrated that, beyond the brief outcry over the “pension rebels”, the PPG in the German
Bundestag demonstrate a high degree of professionalism and inclusiveness in their decision-
making processes; and this is evident not only from an outside perspective but, more

importantly, from the internal perspective as well.
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