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At the end of the 80’s, nobody expected a rapid collapse of the communist regimes of the Warsaw Pact bloc. In West Germany for example, people thought that the right wing government was going to lose the 1991 general election but, because of the reunification euphoria, it won the first election of united Germany in 1990
. However (in spite of the fact that nobody has foreseen it), after the very quick velvet revolution process between 1989 and 1991, no European country was communist anymore in 1992. These changes have been accompanied by some other transformations in these countries: their borders “moved” (actually, some appeared and some others disappeared). It was the case of the Soviet Union and of Czechoslovakia, which split into many republics. But East-Germany was the only one to have a specific shift: it has been integrated to the German Federal Republic.

It was supposed to be unification but practically we can say that it was more an integration, which means that the German Democratic Republic had to adapt itself to the West Germany administrative, political, social and economic rules. This can be explained by the “superiority” of the GFR: its population was more numerous, it was better developed economically and East Germans wanted to leave planed economy and authoritarianism in order to replace it by market economy and democracy. Some were opposed to such a unilateralism but they were marginal and came often from East Germany, which had less to say than West Germany. 

During the reunification euphoric period, no one was thinking about the feasibility of the wanted reforms. No reflection was made about whether West-German political parties were able to canalize East Germans expectations. No politician wondered if the monetary union (based on a 1 East DM= 1 West DM parity) would be viable economically. Nobody thought about the social shock that unification would provoke in the former German Democratic Republic. This lack of realism was due, among other things, to the fact that the real state of East German economy was unknown in Bonn. It was supposed (according to the falsified SED data) to be the world 10th economic power
, which, for a country inhabited by only 17 000 000 people, was remarkable. 

Does it mean however that unification failed? Can’t we say all the same that the political integration has succeeded? Didn’t the East fill the economic gap? Didn’t it bring good changes in the East Germans mentality (deepening their ideas of freedom, efficiency, creativity and democracy)?  And the most important question is: can we foresee an equalization between East Germans and West Germans or are the differences deepening?
1. The unification was above all political and symbolical
1.1 The institutional and constitutional integration

Article 146 of the German fundamental law says: “Dieses Grundgesetz verliert seine Gültigkeit an dem Tage, an dem eine Verfassung in Kraft tritt, die von dem deutschen Volke in freier Entscheidung beschlossen worden ist.”
 It means that Germany was supposed to adopt a new constitution after its unification and that the fundamental law was only provisory. Negotiations of the Round Table in East Germany led to the observation that the new Germany needs a new constitution approved by the Germans in a referendum (but the procedure of referendum is not foreseen in Germany). This constitution draft was very inspired by the West German fundamental law. Its federative character has been mentioned and just some changes (like the possibility to have a citizens’ initiative) were proposed. Such a text (or another one negotiated by both sides) would be a symbol of a real unification because it would really unify West Germans and East Germans ideas.

But politicians choose to follow another path. The new Länder have been integrated on the basis of the 23rd article. This article foresees that other territories could join the Federal Republic. This means that they become a part of the GFR and have to adapt to its rules. In other words, the new Länder were obliged to align their legislative, administrative, social, political and economic system, while the other ones just stayed as they were. A form of injustice can be already seen here: some have to change, other are perfect already. An idea of superiority of the West is already hidden in this principle.

Of course, the East German administration was in a difficult situation at the moment of unification. The communist administration was based on other principles and civil servants had to learn how to work in a free capitalistic country. It is why it is legitimate that some West Germans councilors came to East Germany to advise them. However, it is strange that personnel transfer concerned almost only central posts with huge responsibilities. It is like if the Republic would say that the new Länder need leaders who will govern them because they are not able to make it by their own. There is a clear idea of submission, which deepens the asymmetry presented already in the question of the fundamental law.
          
However, some claim that the institutional integration was a success. It is true that, technically, East German administration system, legislative framework and social protection organization are (almost) totally aligned on the Federal system. Tribunals don’t have problems to judge and regional Parliament to work. There was no administrative chaos as some have foreseen it. But this was an imposed integration and the specificity (linked, among other things, with the communist past) of East Germany has not been considered. 

1.2 The political parties integration: a total absorption ?

Adolf Kimmel wonders: « L’Allemagne unifiée n’est-elle qu’une République fédérale agrandie ou est-ce qu’un nouveau système [de partis] politiques s’y est constitué ? »
. In fact, he notices that many points didn’t change in the German political parties system. But to understand that, we have to see the situation in both Germanys before unification.

In the GDR, the SED had of course a leading role. It was supplemented by other parties in order to give a democratic façade to the regime. These other parties were supposed to represent all the political tendencies- there was a liberal democratic party, a Christian democratic party and a national democratic party- but they formed a coalition (it is why they were called Blockparteien) and were submitted to the SED. There was no social democratic party because this has been forced to accept a merger with the KPD in 1946 within the framework of the salami policy (which led to the creation of the SED). 

In West Germany, the trauma of the Nationalsozialismus led to a hard bipolarization after the Second World War. The two main parties- the SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) and the CDU/CSU (Christliche Demokratische/Soziale Union)- always reached together almost 80% of the votes. The liberal FDP was the only one other party, which had deputies in the Bundestag before the 80’s, when the Greens became an important political power. This shows that extremes were very weak.
 

It is logical that the West German parties didn’t want to cooperate with their homologues belonging to the Block. However, it is curious that opposition forces like the Neues Forum have been ignored or absorbed by the Western parties. The Greens were the only ones who change their name becoming Die Grünen/ Bündnis’ 90. 

It would be hard to say that East Germans have found parties that represent their interests in the West Germans ones what would explain that they accepted this absorption. They rather suffer from this absorption. If you look at the number of the members of different parties, you can observe that East Germany is under-represented. Let’s take the year 1995: there were 2800 members of the Green party in the East for 44 000 in the West, 27 000 members of the SPD in the East for 790 000 in the West and 70 000 CDU members in the East for 750 000 in the West. Some could argue that it is normal because it was only in 1995 and East Germans didn’t have time enough to take civic responsibilities. However, if you take the 2005 number, you will see that Greens and SPD members are sensibly as numerous as in 1995 in the East and that they are only 50 000 CDU members now.

At the opposite, we can see the emergence of the PDS (the successor of the SED) in the East. Whereas only 11% of the East German citizens voted for it in 1990, they were already 25% in 2005. At the same time, except for the 2005 election, the PDS gat always less than 1,5% in the West. This shows that this party is clearly a regional force.

1.3 Are Germans a « Volk » now ?

And this clash on the political scene is not a coincidence. The importance of the PDS in the East has deep-rooted origins. This radical left party uses the feeling of inferiority, which is very present in the East. Many East German really think that they are 2nd class citizens. A poll made by the Emnid Institute in 1992 shows incredible attitude. Asked if they live the unification with the West as a colonization, 81% of the people answered by the affirmative
. This proves that East German agreed with the idea that everything has been imposed to them during unification. Humiliation is the main feeling that East Germans had quickly after it and this has only deepened. They have the impression that their history, their habits, their mentality and their way of life have not been considerer during the unification process. Only 1% of East Germans consider that the socio-cultural GDR heritage has a too important place in the GFR, whereas 82% of them think the opposite.
   
At the opposite, West Germans show also a certain skepticism towards unification. Clichés about East Germans are still present in the West Germans representations. They perceive often them as lazy and stupid people for whom they pay taxes.
 In the contrary of the East German euphoria, enthusiasm concerned only political elites in the West. The majority of simple citizens just calculated the costs it would represent.

However, there are also positive signs on this flat. Language and educational reforms have been led in order to bring the Germans closer. The football successes during the European Championship in 1996 and in the World Championships in the 2000 years have shown a kind of solidarity between Germans. The intensification of the infrastructure network creating new possibilities to go from East Germany to West Germany and in the other way is an incentive for people to visit their neighbors. The example of Berlin shows it explicitly: 26 billion DM have been spent in order to unify the public means of transport. “Le rétablissement du réseau de bus, la réouverture des anciennes stations de métro et les premières liaisons de S-Bahn (…) avaient une haute valeur symbolique.”
 The capital became one town the two parts inhabited by Ossis for East-Berlin and Wessis in West-Berlin. Moreover, the fact that students are very mobile in Germany provokes that many young East Germans live now in West Germany and many West Germans students in East Germany.          
We can see that the success of the political unification is limited. But beyond the symbolic dimension of unification, economic issues are much more important considering the consequences in everyday life. And some would say that without the economic difficulties political and social problems would be weaker.

2. The difficult economic integration of a central planed economy into a market economy

2.1 A hard initial situation and some undoubted successes…

The economic gap dividing the GFR and the GDR was enormous in 1990. There was no consideration of rationality or efficiency in the communist economy. No incentive was given to innovation. Quantity and not quality was considered as important and only manufacturing production can be measured in terms of quantity, it is why services were considered as marginal. The economic apparatus was obsolete. The GDR productivity reached only 30% of the GFR productivity at the moment of unification. Labour costs were much higher: they represented 158% of the labour costs in the West
. The whole economy was central planed and no private economic initiative was possible.


As in the other Central Europe countries, politicians chose a “chock therapy” for the former GDR. It means that they privatised quickly a major part of the properties of the state and that they made a restructuring of many enterprises. A new powerful institution has been created- the Treuhandanstalt- whose goal was to lead these reforms. There were two kinds of privatisation: the restitution of the goods confiscated by the communist regime (without any compensation) and “real” privatisation. The first kind concerned one third of the privatisations and the second one the rest. This sale of state goods concerned 8000 public enterprises divided into 40 000 sites, 40 000 commercial enterprises, thousands of bookshops and pharmacies, hundreds of cinemas and hostels and properties of the ministry of State Security, political parties and mass organizations. 4 000 000 people were working in this huge “holding”.
 Paradoxically, the Treuhandanstalt was a form of centralized interventionism (which had to lead to decentralised market economy). In fact, the decision centre of this institution located in Berlin had the control under enterprises employing more than 1500 people. There were other signs of interventionism. Huge interventions were made in order to encourage investment. Norms and wages policy were aligned on West Germany. Many financial transfers were made from the West to the East.


If we look at the level of East Germany economy 17 years ago and now, we can speak of a certain success. “In an important sense Helmut Kohl was right. Today there are flourishing landscapes in East Germany [chancellor Kohl had promised flourishing landscapes “in five years” at the moment of unification]. A gigantic building boom has led to a marvellous renovation of East German cities”
. The infrastructure has also been quickly renovated. Living standards and wages have improved. Productivity increased by nearly 80% between 1990 and 1997 in East Germany. At the same time, real labour productivity increased only by 30% in other Central Europe countries. The remarkable investment boom exceeded all expectations. The East German per capita investment exceeded rapidly the West German one, even if it was much lower in 1991.
          
2.2 … but the reforms have been fairly effective because they were based on unrealistic estimates

Inspite of these optimistic data, the success is only partial. It should be considered on which costs these results has been reached. Actors of unification thought that budgetary costs of unification would be small and that the revenues of the privatisation would be huge. Some thought that the profits resulting from privatisation would recover the costs of unification. Helmut Kohl said that the “petty cash” would be enough to finance economic changes. They were wrong. It was expected that the sale of public goods will give 600 billions DM revenues. “A la fin de la privatisation des ventes par la Treuhand, les recettes obtenues en fait par les ventes n’ont finalement atteint qu’un dixième de leur évaluation de départ. On n’a pas déduit de cela la prise en charge des créances de compensation que la Treuhand garantissait aux acquéreurs lors des cessions des entreprises sous tutelle.”
 Moreover, the administrative costs linked with the privatisation should be added. In other words, expectations were unrealistic. Many hypotheses have been formulated to explain this phenomenon. One of the main arguments was that all these enterprises were obsolete and not really profitable. It means that their values on the market were very low or even negative. In fact, if an enterprise has deficits, an investor will not enrich himself buying it but, on the contrary, lose money.    
Between 1991 and 1996, West Germany transferred 1200 billion DM to the new Länder. This transfers include social aid, funds for the  Arbeitslosengeld, Treuhand debt repayment, infrastructures and agriculture. Only 10% have been devoted to real investment. 6% of the West German GDP has been devoted to unification financing during the first years. On an annual basis, Germany gave in average 4,6% of its GDP to the East since 1991. The government preferred to take out a loan rather than to finance it with taxes and the public debt increased from 40% to 60% of the GDP.
 
But this amount of the transfer would not be a liability if it would permit to create a dynamism of the economy. In fact, West Germany had an economic growth superior to 5% in 1990 and 1991. It was the most important growth since 1975. But we should not forget that East German GDP collapsed from 336 billion DM to 202 billion DM at the same time. West German growth can be explained by the fact that East German production decreased, it is why East Germans started to buy West German products. Then, when the economic growth came back in the new Länder (in 92 and 93), West German growth stopped and its GDP even declined in 1993. There was no year since unification during which economic growth would increase in the both parts of Germany by more than 2,5%. The average economic growth didn’t exceed 1% between 2001 and 2006.
 This leads to a sad observation: it seems that no durable economic growth in the both parties of the country is possible. A growth in the West would be only possible to the detriment of the East and vice versa. This affirmation is not totally true but it is confirmed by empiric observations.   
2.3 An assessment: were there possible alternatives in the past and what are the perspectives for the future ?

Undoubtedly, some mistakes have been made in the economic simplification. The parish was simple, radical and audacious. Leaders wanted to transform immediately the GDR into a part of the GFR market and economic system, which was impossible. Because of the huge financial transfers, East Germany started to fill the gap: the GDP per head of working population dropt from 36% in 1991 to 55% in 1995.
 However, this proportion didn’t change between 1995 and 1998 and the number of working people decreased because of the apparition of unemployment in the new Länder. Moreover, civil servant wages have been aligned on the salaries of their West Germany colleagues, which increased artificially the GDP of East Germany. One of the problems of this economic stuck finds its origin in the high labour costs. Many wages have been aligned, while the labour productivity didn’t reach the needed level. This created a totally artificial economic situation. The fact that each third euro spent in the East comes from the West (through the budgetary transfers)
 only deepens this impression. East German economy is under perfusion of the Western part of the country. 

“There would have been alternatives to the policy chosen because a market solution, too, would eventually have equilibrated the factor prices in the East and in the West.”
 The migration of people, capital movements and commodity trade would all contribute to such equilibrium. The free market process would lead to the right speed of convergence. It is true that there would be necessary adjustment and migration costs. But these costs would be probably much lower. 

However, the reforms have been made and it is too late to complain about it. Perspectives for the future should be looked for, now. Henrik Uterwedde proposes to leave the “filling the gap” paradigm, which is costly and ineffective, in order to accept the diversity paradigm. He says that this diversity is a reality and that it doesn’t only concern the East/West clash. Each West German Land is specialized in a sector and East Germans also have their particularities (Sax has a huge production in the automobile and microelectronic sectors for example), which could be put forward to make them more competitive. The Council of the economic experts formulated priorities that should be fixed: pursuing the infrastructure modernisations but in a more selective way, developing professional formation and liberalization of the economic rules.
     
So, the economic situation of East Germany has been improved artificially and it’s now dependent on West Germany. As a consequence, the manufacturing sector has been destroyed and the unemployment rate increased. And this has of course important social repercussions. 

3. A huge social shift for East-Germans

3.1 The hard change of the status of the labour and of the social protection
Even if the labour was very ineffective in the GDR, it had a huge social importance. Its role was not the same as in the capitalistic countries: its goal was not only to produce and the principles of efficiency, rationality and usefulness were absent. The office or the factory was the place of socialisation. It was essential for people to contribute to the common effort in order to create a better working and richer society.
 It’s why it is not surprising that the employment rate was very high: it reached 85%. It was due among other things to the fact that women worked. At the opposite, only 55% of the women had a job in West Germany. The East German society was encouraging the image of the working mother. 90% of the women had at least one child. They had paid maternity leave and they benefited from an advantageous children care system.


Therefore, women are the main loser of the economic shift. With the disappearing of the crèches and the alignment of the East German schools concerning the length of the classes, they were obliged to stop working or to take a part time job.
 Unemployment touched them more deeply because they were considered as less effective. 

But unemployment was a scourge that concerned also men. The number of people belonging to the active population decreased from 10 000 000 in 1989 to 6 000 000 in 1998. The official unemployment rate reached 10,3% in 1991 and 19,5% in 1998. According to the Statistisches Bundesamt, the real unemployment rate reached 18% in 1991 and 26% in 1997. This tendency is due to the unexpected opening of the borders to the world market and the cut- price sale, which led to a desindustrialization. In 2 years, the employment rate in the manufacturing sector decreased of 70% and in agriculture of 77%.
 

It is the reason why East German workers needed a powerful intermediary to make their voice audible. Their integration to the trade unions was much more effective that to the political parties. Many people became members of trade unions, especially of the main one: the DGB (Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund). Already in December 1991, 35% of the members of this union came from East Germany. However, it is not sure that East German workers and West German workers want to defend the same interests. West German trade unions are sceptical when the government announces that East German wages will increase of 300% with the introduction of the monetary union. This was maybe not a good solution economically speaking, it is true, but the unions certainly didn’t protest for this reason. They just worried about the cost it would have. The cement, which unified new and old Länder countries, was mainly constituted by fear. Paradoxically they feared each other. West Germans feared the exodus of East Germans. East Germans feared the closing of their factories and offices because they were unproductive in comparison with the West.


The social protection system totally changed with unification. It was confided to the FDBG, the unique trade union. This ignored the division into the healthcare, the retirement and the unemployment branches. Unemployment insurance and social aid have been introduced in the new Länder. Labour was a right but also an obligation in the GDR therefore no compensation was foreseen for people who didn’t work. Pensions were very low in East Germany, which means that pensioners situation has improved with integration with the West. Many senior unemployed could take a comfortable early pension instead of looking for work on a difficult labour market (which explains, among other things, the dramatic decreased of the active population in the former GDR).   Healthcare has also improved with unification but the equal treatment of the patients changed with apparition of private clinics.
       
3.2 A necessary transformation of the indoctrinated educational system
Schools represented one of the pillars of the ideologisation of the communist regime. The homo sovieticus (who was not present only in the Soviet Union) was supposed to have a certain mentality and the easier way to give it to him was to make it beginning when he was young and when his consciousness was not formed yet. It is why school was the ideal place to proceed to this indoctrination. Moreover, the principle of indoctrination is working only if it lasts all the time. Therefore, the fact that children go to school everyday and that they listen to the teacher was a great opportunity. “Les deux fondements de la politique scolaire étaient de rapprocher l’enseignement du monde du travail [ainsi que de l’économie] planifiée en vue de la responsabilisation de l’individu envers le socialisme”.
 There were five objectives of the Volksbildung from the crèche to the university: everything in its organization had to serve to create harmonious and socialist personalities; it was supposed to be unique, public, secular and free; class privileges were abolished; general education and labour were associated; there was a right of complete formation during the whole life. 

Unification of the educational system meant many changes for the schools in the East. The unique school, whose goal was to educate equal “enlightened” socialist citizens (with a limited result), has been replaced by a differentiated system. Many teachers who have shown their strong relation with the apparatus have been dismissed (like the “Modrow-teachers” for example). However, many specificities of the GDR schools stayed. The Länder have a strong prerogative in the area of education, it’s why they could develop a new model combining elements of the GFR and of the old communist system. Full-time classes have been kept in many cases and many teachers stayed. So, schools represent one of the institutions where the better equilibrium between transformation and preservation has been found.
 


However, it was not the same situation for the higher education. Political leaders considered that the roots of indoctrination found their origin at universities. Taught programmes have been totally renovated for subjects like law, economics, philosophy and history. Politics programmes have been created. West Germany has taken the control of research in the East. A large purge in the university teachers circles has been made. The majority of direction posts has been given to West Germans. 140 000 people were working in the domain of research and development in East Germany in 1989 (including in the enterprises), while they were only 38 000 in 1992 (28% of the number of 1989).  Many specialists argue that this change has been too drastic and that East Germany lacks elites now.
    

3.3 The living standards are still much lower in East Germany    
Politicians predicted an economic and living standards alignment within 5 years at the moment of unification. However, inspite of the incredible transfer amount, it didn’t happen. It is true that wages have increased a lot in the former GDR. But it dropped quickly from 7,4% (of the West German wage) in 1989 to 61,5% in 1992. And then, between 1995 and 1998, it didn’t change (it reached 71,8% in 1995 and exactly the same percentage in 1998)
. Of course, it could be argued that wages increased ten-fold, which is a huge improving, and that no (other) Central Europe country has followed such an evolution. But they didn’t profit from such budgetary transfers and the level of the salaries still progress. This would mean that they will fill the gap sooner or later, while it is not sure for East Germany, which has been boosted brutally and which cannot be stimulated one more time.
Many examples could be given to illustrate the persisting living standard differences. The flat situation belongs to them. There is a double process, which has not been stopped by unification: flats equipment has improved in West Germany and flats situation has deteriorated in East Germany. It is true that it has been said in this paper that East German cities have been renovated but this concerned only some districts and rarely peripheries. With the development of unemployment, many people lost the means to renovate the interior of their apartments and the disappearing of state intervention means that they can count only on themselves.
                 
To conclude, we can say that Germany’s unification has not been managed very effectively. It was not based on reliable analyses, which led to a huge waste. This doesn’t mean that the foundation of reunification should be questioned. It had to happen for moral, human and historical reasons. Moreover, the technical integration of the new Länder was successful. East Germans live in better conditions than before and, what is more important,  than people in other former communist countries. 

On the political flat, changes were imposed. East Germans wanted, of course, a transformation but they didn’t expect an absorption. They wanted to keep the better elements that were present in the West and the better elements of the East. But West Germans were not ready to accept a shift. There wasn’t even a real negotiation or a real debate. Germany didn’t adopt a new constitution and political parties didn’t change. Therefore, it is not strange that East Germans feel humiliated. However, the fact that an East German woman became the chancellor shows that the submission is not total. The fact that she belongs to the Christian Democratic party has an enormous symbolic dimension because it is a right wing political power and the GDR was led by left extremists. 

On the economic flat, changes were artificial and non-rational. The state sold a majority of its goods for a small amount of money. Salaries and purchasing power have been increased dramatically, while the production could not follow this incredible shift. It created a huge imbalance. Wages level has nothing to do with economic development level because the former GDR is under West German perfusion. However, unification was the occasion of thinking the German economic system over. Schröder government started an important reforming of the old social model. The CDU/SPÖ coalition continues these reforms. And economic growth came in 2006….

On the social flat, changes were brutal and unexpected. The status of the labour has been transformed, East Germans discovered unemployment and the liberal, non almighty state. For some, it represented a chock, for others, an opportunity to start an economic activity or to move West.          
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