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Abstract

Paper aims to observe the German case of reunifi caƟ on, starƟ ng from the descripƟ ve summary of the 
iniƟ al German separaƟ on plan of 1943, and its predominant driving factors both domesƟ cally and interna-
Ɵ onally. For the purposes of this research microeconomic performances of both former Federal Republic 
of Germany (hereinaŌ er FRG) and German DemocraƟ c Republic (hereinaŌ er GDR) are assessed through 
staƟ sƟ cal data analysis of such related aspects as: life saƟ sfacƟ on, labor division and migraƟ on. Following 
chapter discusses the ideological infl uences of the Soviet and the Western fronƟ ers over the separated 
Germany and aims to observe any visible manifestaƟ ons of those dichotomous schools of thought. Based 
on the literature analysis paper goes on to argue that other than ideology there was an evident psycho-
logical and social dimension to the outside pressure. It also concentrates on German European integraƟ on 
policy as a high priority on German foreign policy agenda since its reunifi caƟ on in early 1990s. Causes of 
German reunifi caƟ on are addressed through the lens of three predominant IR theories: realism, liberalism 
and construcƟ vist school of thought. This chapter tries to answer why Germany chose to concentrate on 
European integraƟ on rather than inhabiƟ ng a more aggressive and self-centered foreign policy discourse 
and tries to provide possible explanaƟ ons based on above menƟ oned theoreƟ cal approaches. By ana-
lyzing the poliƟ cal debate one can assume that the acƟ on taken by Germany proved to coincide with a 
widely consolidated supranaƟ onal European idenƟ ty. In those parƟ cular cases when they didn’t coincide, 
widespread criƟ cism and subsequent correcƟ ve responses were launched. German reunifi caƟ on is a para-
mount case which serves as a unique and Ɵ meless example of how the well-planned regional reintegraƟ on 
strategy can be uƟ lized to benefi t mulƟ ple actors involved.

Keywords: SeparaƟ on of Germany, Berlin Wall, GDR, FRG, European reintegraƟ on, Reunifi caƟ on of Germany, 
consequences of reunifi caƟ on.

IntroducƟ on

According to the original ArƟ cle 23 of the federal consƟ tuƟ on of Germany: the event that occurred in 1990 is de-
fi ned as the merged German DemocraƟ c Republic (GDR) also known as East Germany, into the jurisdicƟ on of Ger-
man Federal Republic (FRG) or West Germany. This event marked one of the signifi cant developments in the later 
stages of the Cold War and is considered as one of the fundamentally important victories of the Western Powers 
against the Soviet Block. The ongoing process of acƟ ve Soviet dissoluƟ on provided an opportunity for many Post-So-
viet naƟ ons to redefi ne their internaƟ onal posiƟ on and emancipate from the Soviet infl uence.

Through literature, staƟ sƟ cal data and content analysis of the German as well as internaƟ onal poliƟ cal leaders, 
the arƟ cle aims to observe cultural, ideological, economic and social impact over the “two Germanies” during the 
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Ɵ me of German separaƟ on and aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on. It’s fundamentally important to idenƟ fy paƩ erns of con-
duct coming from the external infl uenƟ al actors for the purposes of maintaining control over the German society. 
German reunifi caƟ on is a case of vast geopoliƟ cal magnitude. It is signifi cant to observe not only locally but also 
through the lens of global and regional economic integraƟ on, by answering on a couple of basic quesƟ ons: what 
benefi ts can integraƟ on actually provide and what are the deterring issues around it?

Circumstances behind the German separaƟ on

The historical context of separaƟ ng Germany into several areas of control dates back to the end of WWII. The main 
task for the parƟ es involved was to promote demilitarizaƟ on, denazifi caƟ on, democraƟ zaƟ on and decentralizaƟ on 
of power within Germany. Fearing German revival and hoping to avoid the rebirth of Hitler the Allied Powers agreed 
that the Soviets would take the eastern part of Germany and the USA, Great Britain and France would control the 
West. Subsequently, Berlin was split into four realms of control.

However, this case of occupaƟ on was a unique phenomenon in the sense that each one of those four occu-
pants retained absolute autonomy in their successive areas of control; in addiƟ on, the decisions had to be made on 
the basis of the principle of unanimity. It’s worth noƟ ng that soon aŌ er this event The Cold War was iniƟ ated and in 
1948 the Soviets started the blockade of Western Berlin, which forced the allied powers to provide supplies through 
uƟ lizing their air forces. Under the framework of economic reform, Deutsche Mark was introduced within the areas 
of western control. German territory turned into a zone of poliƟ cal as well as economic warfare.

The gradual sequence of developments led to establishing two separate states in 1949 Western Germany (FRG) 
and Eastern Germany (GDR). Therefore, newly created German states acquired only parƟ al sovereignty and each of 
them was subordinated to their successive patrons, on one side AtlanƟ c partners and European actors and on the 
other the countries of Warsaw Pact. Germany became an ideological baƩ leground between the western principle 
of liberal capitalism and communist collecƟ vism. No treaty has been agreed on, however as the winners of WWII, 
Western Allies acquired their exclusive poliƟ cal and socio-economic infl uence over the fate of Germany (Heineck & 
Süssmuth 2010).

It is also worth emphasizing that the allocaƟ on of authoriƟ es to external forces within Germany didn’t occur by 
chance. On the contrary, the foreign ministers of the UK, USA and USSR foresaw the Nazi defeat and at the Moscow 
Conference of 1943, they agreed on the creaƟ on of the European Advisory Commission. Its main task was to anƟ ci-
pate and observe possible outcomes of the postwar developments (Lang 2017). In accordance with the pre-defi ned 
scenario, Germany would have to be divided into two enƟ Ɵ es the territories historically included within the German 
empire and those which were part of the state of Prussia. It is worth noƟ ng that people living on those territories 
inherited somewhat diff erent poliƟ cal, economic as well as cultural idenƟ Ɵ es. The strategy of such division was 
aimed at further segregaƟ ng and neutralizing the threat of Nazi union.

Advisory Commission provided its recommendaƟ ons which became the basis for London Protocol of 1944, 
according to which Germany would be separated into equal units and each zone was iniƟ ally designated to the USA, 
Great Britain and the Soviet Union. However, some amendments have been made later on and Great Britain and 
USA compromised parts of their domains for French control; in addiƟ on Poland under the patronage from USSR also 
got involved in controlling some porƟ on of Eastern Germany.

Even though it was observed as a very negaƟ ve phenomenon, developments between 1949 and 1990 provided 
an exclusive opportunity to analyze and assess the diff erences between the eff ects of two major ideological, geopo-
liƟ cal as well as economic rivals onto the general well-being, economic and poliƟ cal behavior of the German people, 
both prior and aŌ er the unifi caƟ on.

It is easy to deduce that the economic performance and social welfare of Eastern Germany were signifi cantly 
lagging behind. Prior to reunifi caƟ on living standards of the ciƟ zens of FRG were signifi cantly beƩ er than of their 
compatriots in the eastern part. There’s more than enough proof in the scienƟ fi c literature that living under the 
soviet infl uence didn’t only cause structural and bureaucraƟ c changes, but it went as far as impacƟ ng behavioral 
paƩ erns of Eastern ciƟ zens even aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on.



28    Georgian Journal for European Studies 6-7, 2020-2021

Comparing economic performances of GDR and FRG

The economic merger of previously separated German republics is an exemplary case for observing any economic 
approximaƟ on of neighboring regions let alone states. GDR has drasƟ cally benefi ted from the iniƟ al fruits of the 
reunifi caƟ on, namely by acquiring the solid and modern structures of legislaƟ ve, socio-economic and poliƟ cal in-
sƟ tuƟ ons from the beƩ er developed German Federal Republic. We can assume that this factor has saved GDR tre-
mendously valuable Ɵ me, eff ort and resources and has emancipated them from the general struggles underwent 
by other transiƟ oning Post-Soviet states. More precisely enjoying the immediate benefi ts that reunifi caƟ on had to 
off er, was made much easier due to the inherent linguisƟ c and social connecƟ vity among two states. The case of 
German reunifi caƟ on served as a fuel, implying that it can be observed as an archetypal precedent not only for its 
immediate neighbors, but for the economic integraƟ on of the Europe as a whole (Burda & Hunt 2001).

The economic performance of Eastern and Western lands of Germany didn’t diff er dramaƟ cally during the pre-
WWII period, however by the Ɵ me of reunifi caƟ on Gross DomesƟ c Product (hereinaŌ er GDP) per capita of GDR’s 
was esƟ mated to be half of Western Germany (Alesina & Fuchs-Schündeln 2007) (Shleifer et al. 2006). Eastern Ger-
many also noƟ ceably lagged behind in the area of labor producƟ vity, which was roughly one-third of the Western 
indicator, puƫ  ng GDR in the same segment of states as Chile and Mexico. The Communist economic system ap-
peared to lead Eastern Germany into an economic crisis, therefore the majority of the Eastern capital resources 
were not fi t for uƟ lizaƟ on in capital economic model (Siebert & Horst 1991) (Akerlof et al. 1991).

Figure 3 Sascha O. Becker,Lukas Margele, and Ludger Woessmann, 2020. “The SeparaƟ on and Reunifi caƟ on of Ger-
many: Rethinking a Natural Experiment InterpretaƟ on of the Enduring Eff ects of Communism”. Journal of Economic 
PerspecƟ ves, volume 34, pages: 143-171

Studying the real life implicaƟ ons of life saƟ sfacƟ on has progressively been obtained from classical psychologi-
cal school by other disciplines. Economists have gradually come to the conclusion that its aff ects are not only visible 
at individual levels, but it also infl uences such broader aspects of statehood as accumulaƟ ve eff ecƟ veness of the 
labor force. Therefore, certain causal relaƟ onship has been established between life saƟ sfacƟ on and producƟ vity.

According to (Clark & Oswald, 1994) unemployment directly impacts the life saƟ sfacƟ on of ciƟ zens, while the 
eff ect of income on it is rather clouded. Hence, these were important precondiƟ ons aff ecƟ ng the life saƟ sfacƟ on of 
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GDR’s working age populaƟ on. However, data doesn’t suggest that those observed unemployed ciƟ zens are not typ-
ically the saddest people, confi rming that unemployment in GDR was mostly involuntary and out of one’s control.

Throughout the fi rst decade aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on, signifi cant improvements in life saƟ sfacƟ on of Eastern Ger-
mans have been observed in both sexes. It can be stressed that the improved individual mobility, newly acquired 
rights and opportuniƟ es, beƩ er social services and well-structured, ciƟ zen-oriented systems have played a major 
role in this process (Frijters, Haisken-DeNew and Shields 2004).

Labor division between Genders in FRG and GDR

SeparaƟ on of German state had its consequences on parƟ cular aspects of economic conduct, which was especially 
evident with regards to division of work load among genders. Throughout the period of separaƟ on, female ciƟ zens 
of GDR were incenƟ vized to be as producƟ ve as their male compatriots, while in FRG the gender roles were more 
inclined towards conservaƟ ve understanding of the society. In West Germany men were expected to be earners and 
women were trusted with tradiƟ onal family-related chores and raising children. ThereaŌ er, females in GDR aƩ ained 
more equality in employment than those living in FRG. Crompton (1999) proposed that the Western and Eastern 
German social models were a sequence between social conservaƟ ve male-earner/female-care giver seƫ  ng and an 
idealized model of dual-breadwinner/dual care giver, which resulted in deviaƟ ons in gender equality in labor market 
among those two states.

According to Crompton (1999), the fi rst model has dominated the industrial socieƟ es from later stages of IXX 
century up unƟ l the mid XX century. However, it should be stressed that each arrangement in its perfect form is hard 
to fi nd in modern world, due to the fact that most socieƟ es represent a mix of the above menƟ oned two models.

In Ɵ mes of separaƟ on, the “two Germanies” incenƟ vized their female ciƟ zens to coordinate their caregiving 
as well as maternal roles and employment acƟ viƟ es diff erently. GDR’s government moƟ vated and even demanded 
mothers to become an acƟ ve parƟ cipants of the country’s labor force, which was jusƟ fi ed by the necessiƟ es of their 
homeland (Kunzler et al. 2001) (Trappe 1996). It is possible to stress that GDR has reached the highest level of gen-
der equality within labor force among other socialist systems. Therefore, it was most successful in harmonizing the 
roles of producer and reproducer (Einhorn 1993). However, on the contrary the female ciƟ zens of FRG were mainly 
part Ɵ me workers. It’s also worth noƟ ng that the majority of female workers in GDR were employed by the state, 
while the wages of Westerners were determined by market compeƟ Ɵ on and based on general guidelines (Krueger 
& Pischke 1995).

Rapid collapse of the Soviet Union in late 1980-ies, served as a driving force for the downfall of socialist systems 
around the globe, including GDR. During the separaƟ on period the two states had fundamentally divergent ideas 
about the gender roles. However, aŌ er the merger of the “two Germanies”, GDR was literally overridden by the 
leadership of FRG, giving birth to the process of radical reformaƟ on of the GDR’s poliƟ cal, economic and insƟ tuƟ on-
al seƫ  ngs. Division of labor roles between genders was impacted much more drasƟ cally in Eastern Germany, which 
lead to its parƟ al approximaƟ on to the western model.

It’s logical to ask: why do individuals or large groups of people choose to apply certain paƩ erns of labor division 
between sexes? More precisely, why do Brits or Finns abide by dual breadwinner-type seƫ  ng within their families, 
while Italians prefer more conservaƟ ve division of gender roles? There might be mulƟ ple answers to this quesƟ on, 
ranging from specifi c historical socio-cultural paƩ erns, infl uenced and molded throughout centuries to present 
economic challenges. However, for the purposes of our observaƟ on, it would be more suitable to formulate this 
quesƟ on in this way: what were the reasons behind diverging paƩ erns of labor division between genders during the 
separated years, and what’s the reason for the parƟ al approximaƟ on since reunifi caƟ on?

There can be several explanaƟ ons for that. First of all, many scholars righteously argue that the state’s pub-
lic policy has its undeniable eff ect on gender issues in general. However, some authors tend to concentrate on 
economic arrangements, sectoral and generic market systems as main infl uencing factors over the societal labor 
division outcomes. Others try to fi nd answers by observing cultural codes, which they believe is the pivotal factor 
in construcƟ ng social norms and communal ideas. Lastly, some scholars decisively adhere to the experiences of the 
past, in other words historical heritage plays a central role in shaping social paƩ erns (Rosenfeld, Trappe , and Gor-
nick 2004). Herewith, the fundamental logical argument which eff ecƟ vely sums up why Easterners lived according 
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to more conservaƟ ve labor division paƩ erns and why they changed their preference resulƟ ng in approximaƟ on with 
the Western paƩ ern is external ideological infl uence. More conservaƟ ve labor division behavior was observable 
within the Soviet Union. Women were brought up to be good wives. Their primary mission in life was to reproduce 
and keep the household well-organized. And, if they were involved in labor acƟ viƟ es it was mainly in agrarian or 
medical sector. There were no successful female mainstream poliƟ cal decision-makers, engineers or scienƟ sts be-
cause societal norms demanded diff erent kind of devoƟ on from them. Therefore, GDR being under the heavy Soviet 
ideological pressure during the divided years acquired or were subconsciously manipulated by media and other 
mechanisms of mass control to inhabit more conservaƟ ve behavioral paƩ erns of their patron. AŌ er the reunifi ca-
Ɵ on, however, observing the failure of Communism and the absolute mayhem experienced by majority of Eastern 
European states since ”Perestroika”, Eastern Germans saw that this economic model was not compaƟ ble within the 
industrialized and technologically advanced internaƟ onal economic system, thereaŌ er, they started to converge to 
more western value-based societal seƫ  ng.

MigraƟ on between GDR and FRG

Other than employment saƟ sfacƟ on and salaries, psychological as well as societal infl uences play signifi cant roles 
while observing the causes of migraƟ on. Evidence suggests that before 1989 larger share of East-to-West migrants 
consisted of female ciƟ zens living in GDR. Gradually, more and more young and skilled porƟ on of Eastern German 
populaƟ on started to move Westward. Young and educated people were most likely to become permanents West-
ern inhabitants rather than older and married Easterners. It could be explained by more freedom for youngsters 
that faced no signifi cant aƩ achments to their place of residence, while older people had families, therefore it was 
harder for them to live everything behind at once and move to the Western Germany. Eventually, data suggests that 
permanent migrants at any stage are characterized with rather high life saƟ sfacƟ on than those leaving GDR tempo-
rarily (Fuchs-Schündeln & Schündeln 2009) (Hunt 2002).

Figure 4 Own calculaƟ on based on administraƟ ve data from the German StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce
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PoliƟ cal and ideological impact

As already menƟ oned, Soviet infl uence has spread its roots way beyond the facade. It didn’t stop merely at the 
stage of economic seƫ  ng or insƟ tuƟ onal management; it appeared to have much more long-lasƟ ng eff ect which 
infl uenced populaƟ ons’ economic behavior decades aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on. The Communist infl uence spread over 
such areas as entrepreneurial behavior, acƟ viƟ es within the stock market, popular aƫ  tudes towards savings, and 
ciƟ zens’ expectaƟ ons towards infl aƟ on. Explaining such outcome is not an easy task, however observing more or 
less directly the eff ects of communist ideology is sƟ ll feasable.

Ideologists of the Soviet economic model regarded such concepts as investment and stock market as repre-
sentaƟ ons of decaying and corrupt western capitalism. Ongoing acƟ ve soviet propaganda was acƟ vely promoƟ ng 
collecƟ ve economic model and was deeming everything western as roƩ en and deprived of ethical foundaƟ on. Even 
in 2000-s Germans living on the territory of former GDR invest signifi cantly less porƟ on of their capital into stocks 
(Laudenbach et al. 2020). However, there are some observable irregulariƟ es among the certain part of former GDR 
ciƟ zens who experienced greater oppression from the Soviet forces on the basis of their religious idenƟ ty, or lacked 
access to television sources; thereaŌ er their paƩ ern of economic conduct is rather deviated from the soviet infl u-
ence standards.

Several prominent scholars have also observed whether ciƟ zens living under the communist infl uence have 
been permanently infl uenced in terms of forming personal poliƟ cal procliviƟ es. Studies of behavior show that in 
the poliƟ cal context the acƟ ons of ciƟ zens from Eastern Germany diff er from the inhabitants of Western Germany. 
Their ideological percepƟ ons about capitalist economic systems are predominantly negaƟ ve. They also have disƟ nct 
views on the role of central governments in providing social care, health insurance of distribuƟ on of wealth among 
the general populaƟ on (Alesina &

Fuchs-Schündeln 2007).

Generally speaking the factor of trust among social actors plays a crucial role in economic conduct (Arrow & 
Robert 1972). The majority of ciƟ zens from Eastern Germany have been characterized with a lower level of trust 
toward others which is not a posiƟ ve precondiƟ on for social convergence. Evidence also shows that lower rate of 
church service aƩ endance in a pre-WWII period has negaƟ vely impacted the development of intense communal 
relaƟ onship. Therefore Eastern German ciƟ zens were less likely to interact and form meaningful social connecƟ ons 
(Rainer & Siedler 2009). Another scienƟ fi c argument in support for lower trust argument can be deduced from the 
fact that East Germans tend to invest more within the close circles of friends rather than with people they have 
weaker connecƟ ons to. AddiƟ onally, East Germans have been exhibiƟ ng lower levels of self-reliance and confi dence 
(Boenisch & Schneider, 2013). However, trust towards insƟ tuƟ ons has been increasing and East Germans have con-
verged to become more risk taking aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on (Heineck & Süssmuth 2013).

It is possible to neglect these biases on the basis of exisƟ ng historical, social or religious precondiƟ on; however, 
some authors observe even more meƟ culous behavioral paƩ erns than that of general mistrust among East Ger-
mans. As a conƟ nuaƟ on of Soviet infl uence over consumpƟ on paƩ erns, scholars argue that reunifi caƟ on brought 
new possibiliƟ es for the Easterners. Therefore, they began showcasing noƟ ceable consumpƟ on paƩ erns such as: 
spending more money on goods that signal higher status within the community (Friehe & Mechtel 2014). Further-
more, it is evident that aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on when larger supply of consumer goods became available, ciƟ zens 
of GDR preferred to consume more peculiar food and generally gained rather more weight than the Westerners 
(Dragone &Ziebarth 2017).

East Germans have also been characterized by high willingness to pay taxes, which correlates with their strong 
proclivity towards equal distribuƟ on of wealth among the ciƟ zens and high reliance of central government to do so 
(Alesina & Fuchs-Schündeln 2007). In addiƟ on, it has also been observed that ciƟ zens of GDR expressed a higher 
level of dissaƟ sfacƟ on about such issues as unemployment, which is a clear trace of Soviet infl uence based on the 
Soviet propagandist assumpƟ on that there was virtually no unemployment within the Soviet Union.
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Social and psychological consequences

In 1961, in accordance with the state orders, new social order was established. Families were divided and relaƟ ves 
could only communicate through leƩ ers, which were closely monitored by state security agencies. It deepened the 
sense of separaƟ on and transformed familial relaƟ onships into abstract and chore-like rouƟ ne.

Furthermore, family members on diff erent sides of border between the two German states could only visit 
each other on rare occasions. Border crossing and the duraƟ on of appointments were closely monitored and large 
payments were required. Exchanging giŌ s among relaƟ ves became an opportunity to signal West’s economic supe-
riority in comparison to the East. Westerners inhabited a role of ‘wealthy distant relaƟ ves’, meanwhile the Eastern-
ers had to put up with the constant shame of being under inferior condiƟ ons and reliant on somebody else.

For GDR’s ciƟ zens, having a relaƟ ve in FRG meant an unmatched opportunity to be in touch with the news from 
the outside world. Receiving Western German Marks as a giŌ  was a remarkable occasion for them, because it meant 
that they could purchase some VIP goods through so called “intershops”, which were established in big hotels for 
foreign visitors. Even such sad occasions as funerals of their Western peers became a celebratory holiday for GDR 
ciƟ zens, because it was one of those rare and momentous rituals which they had a state clearance to aƩ end.

Westerners felt as if they were objecƟ fi ed for what they could off er (products, money, opportunity, informaƟ on 
etc.), while Easterners were conƟ nuously trapped in a psychological prison of being indebted, inferior and depen-
dent. This complex societal seƫ  ng had its subtle but signifi cant infl uence on populaƟ ons on both sides of The Berlin 
Wall.

Events of early 1990-ies forced this paƩ ern to fade away. Up unƟ l reunifi caƟ on relaƟ onships were largely mold-
ed by outside factors, while aŌ erwards material reasons for communicaƟ on were gradually taken out of the equa-
Ɵ on and it became a sole responsibility of individuals to obtain and maintain supporƟ ve psychological Ɵ es with 
their reunited families. They faced a new challenge to reformulate their relaƟ onships based on the fundamental 
principles of decency, trust and honesty.

According to Thomas Krauss and Angelika Faas (1994) these types of poliƟ cal events can be characterized with 
the duality of the observaƟ on subject, implying that broader social dimensions fi nd their manifestaƟ ons at the in-
dividual levels. More precisely, clinical psychology suggests that the individual psychological disturbances become 
symptomaƟ c characterisƟ cs of the ongoing broader social condiƟ oning.

In other words, the deeply ingrained concepts of living in a more developed or freedom deprived Germany, 
having more confi dence in their future, being morally and economically superior or inferior, were pushed down 
German ciƟ zens’ throats by the outside infl uences through intense ideological and psychological warfare.

Ongoing psychosocial narraƟ ves of idealizing the West or antagonizing and marginalizing the East, were pro-
vided and reinforced by the mass media sources, which at that Ɵ me also served as irreplaceable tools for spreading 
propaganda. Guaranteeing these idenƟ Ɵ es off ered a reliable mechanism of dividing and controlling the populaƟ ons 
of “two Germanies”. Idealizing something unconsciously leads to worshiping the ideal and fi ghƟ ng anything that 
threatens it. In this poliƟ cal context, ideal needs to be kept away for it to maintain its essence; because once it 
becomes part of our being in one way or another it ceases its existence. Therefore, in order to fundamentally feel 
secure and at peace, an ideal or a negaƟ ve concept that has been idenƟ fi ed and reinforced by outside pressure can 
never be integrated and must always stay foreign to the predefi ned percepƟ ons of “me” or “us”.

In this case, antagonizing the “other” is the only way through which individuals or groups can ensure the sur-
vival of their own idenƟ Ɵ es. Therefore, the Easterners formed a robust percepƟ on of their Western compatriots 
portraying them as followers of fundamentally roƩ en ideology, idenƟ fying everything Western with profi t-driven, 
egoisƟ c and selfi sh qualiƟ es. On the other hand, ciƟ zens of FRG equated GDR with utopian and outdated ideas, 
which forced them to live lives deprived of individuality and abide by the norms inserted by their central authoriƟ es.

InteresƟ ng detail about such arrangement is that subconsciously, the negaƟ ve “other” is in a constant need for 
punishment and degradaƟ on. In order to prevent the antagonist from spreading its infl uence over “the self” it must 
be kept under conƟ nual pressure. This principle can also be applied to the whole Cold War era, when the fear of an 
opponent surpassing the expected limits drove enƟ re naƟ ons into paranoia and perpetual arms raise. Shaping and 
antagonizing these idenƟ Ɵ es was heavily reinforced by the television and newspapers at that Ɵ me. 
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Based on his clinical pracƟ ce a psychotherapist Hans Joachim Maaz, of Halle (1990) argued that Stalin’s system 
had a detrimentally negaƟ ve aff ect on the subconscious of GDR ciƟ zens. AŌ er observing more than 5 000 cases, he 
came to the conclusion that the deprivaƟ on of freedom and absence of parƟ cular goods and services resulted in 
strong feelings of dissaƟ sfacƟ on, someƟ mes even character deformiƟ es. GDR populaƟ on has adapted to living un-
der constant surveillance and lack of leeway by showing signs of extra conformity and lack of independent thinking 
or acƟ on. He argued that the Easterners were deprived of primordial psychological support such as uncondiƟ onal 
parental love and undeserved validaƟ on by their peers and parents, from the very young ages. It was evident that 
this type of circumstances would not give birth to open-minded and creaƟ ve characters, but mostly resulted in 
forming a compulsive and obedient personality (Krauss & Faas, 1994).

European integraƟ on policy of Germany since reunifi caƟ on

Events of 1990s turned the global geopoliƟ cal order upside down. DissoluƟ on of USSR led to the EU transforming 
from a regional western insƟ tuƟ on into the all-European organizaƟ on. EU shiŌ ed its orientaƟ on from deepening 
towards widening its geopoliƟ cal capabiliƟ es alongside with its insƟ tuƟ onal complexity. Since reunifi caƟ on Germa-
ny was faced with variety of issues to tackle: taking care of approximately 16 million new ciƟ zens from GDR under 
the heavy infl uence of the Soviets, GDR’s communist party to deal with, to manage economic reconstrucƟ on and 
domesƟ c as well as internaƟ onal reintegraƟ on aŌ er the decades of antagonism and mistrust. FRG was not obliged 
by any means to pursue the path of deepening European integraƟ on, not menƟ oning the soviet infl uenced GDR. 
However irraƟ onal it might seem German poliƟ cal leaders sƟ ll chose to build a trustworthy supranaƟ onal idenƟ ty 
rather than focus on its naƟ onal, ego-driven ambiƟ ons. This led to Germany transforming into one of the biggest 
promoters of the idea to enhance collaboraƟ on on the issue of including Eastern European states into the European 
family. Several pivotal quesƟ ons arise while discussing Germany’s foreign policy orientaƟ on. It’s crucial to assess 
even though heavily damaged aŌ er the WWII but sƟ ll with enormous economic and military potenƟ al why did Ger-
many choose to concentrate on European integraƟ on rather than inhabiƟ ng a more aggressive and self-centered 
foreign policy course? Neorealist and neoliberal schools of thought would plainly suggest explanaƟ ons based on 
their highly pragmaƟ c emphasis on specifi c internaƟ onal power balance as well as domesƟ c socio-poliƟ cal insƟ tu-
Ɵ onal seƫ  ng. However, these IR theories fail to provide a deep and meaningful analysis of the infl uenƟ al factors 
over Germany’s decision to stay true to its European integraƟ on policy. ConstrucƟ vist assessment of this historical 
event on the other hand, concentrates on the German state idenƟ ty shaped throughout a very turbulent past as a 
detrimental factor over its stance within the internaƟ onal puzzle of infl uences (Banchoff  1999).

ConstrucƟ vists claim that state idenƟ ty is best manifested during its conduct of foreign policy. However, it’s in 
the context of the observaƟ on it is necessary to menƟ on the duality of opinions even among ConstrucƟ vist schol-
ars. Some scholars believe that naƟ onal idenƟ ty in other words the concept of ,,Us’’ - is exclusively shaped from 
within (Anderson 1991) (Smith 1991). Others claim that it is a fundamentally external aƩ ribute of the state (Kat-
zenstein 1997b). Therefore, one can conclude that naƟ onal idenƟ ty is not a staƟ c concept, on the contrary it is an 
ever evolving noƟ on molded under the pressure of historical experiences and manifested diff erently under specifi c 
internaƟ onal constellaƟ ons.

When assessing the formaƟ on process of state idenƟ ty Banchoff  provides a framework of iniƟ al analyƟ cal 
tasks to be considered. In order to eff ecƟ vely observe the process of idenƟ ty shaping one should take noƟ ce of four 
fundamentally important areas of analysis (Banchoff  1999): Firstly, the realm of policy conduct should be clearly de-
fi ned. It is necessary in order not to get lost into the avalanche of empirical data about the past experiences derived 
from mulƟ -level interacƟ ons between the states (BarneƩ  1993).

Secondly, it is of vital importance to focus on acquiring the evidence which corresponds with the chosen fi eld. 
For example: if one concentrates on poliƟ cal realm, then the opinions of main decision-makers, speeches of the 
heads of poliƟ cal parƟ es, public poliƟ cal debates can be considered relevant. These individual aspects play a major 
role in forming an archetype of the shared idenƟ ty, therefore link between the data and the subject maƩ er of ob-
servaƟ on should be maintained.

Thirdly, one should carry out a thorough assessment of congruence between the state’s behavior and its na-
Ɵ onal idenƟ ty (BenneƩ  & Alexander 2005). IdenƟ ty as an isolated phenomenon is deprived of meaning for the pur-
poses of observing state’s posiƟ on within the internaƟ onal constellaƟ on of power. In other words declared idenƟ ty 
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without a corresponding acƟ on turns into a meaningless statement. The narraƟ ves manifested in the speeches of 
naƟ onal leaders are not merely the descripƟ ve statements, but they create the crucial foundaƟ on for acquiring and 
pursuing parƟ cular internaƟ onal discourse. For instance a posiƟ ve assessment of NATO’s role in maintaining peace 
during the postwar period might be perceived as a message towards maintaining and deepening the selected secu-
rity policy arrangements. On the contrary, describing the involvement of NATO during the post-WWII Europe from 
the lens of strengthening the American dominance on the conƟ nent provides diff erent path to pursue.

Finally, while congruence assessment of the relaƟ onship between naƟ onal idenƟ ty and internaƟ onal stance 
can seem saƟ sfactory, it is not always fully exhausƟ ve. Therefore, an incongruence test needs to be conducted in 
order to detect and minimize any irregulariƟ es between state’s offi  cially declared narraƟ ve and its actual behavior.

Since reunifi caƟ on Germany was faced with numerous challenges most evident of which was to balance be-
tween the infl uences of global hegemons at that Ɵ me USA, Russia and France, notwithstanding the necessity of 
highly eff ecƟ ve policy towards NATO and the EU. Out of mulƟ ple opƟ ons, Germany chose to pursue the path of 
forging its mulƟ lateral internaƟ onal security idenƟ ty (Berger 1996). Observing the ongoing infl uenƟ al narraƟ ves 
aŌ er the Cold War in Germany is possible through analyzing Bundestag debates regarding implementaƟ on of the 
Maastricht Treaty. PosiƟ on of Helmund Kohl is especially worthy of consideraƟ on with respect to pursuing the 
path of deepening EU integraƟ on process. He emphasized that: ‘the support for German IdenƟ ty and European 
IntegraƟ on was necessary to underscore that Germans remained faithful to what we have always said, namely that 
German and European unity are two sides of the same coin’ (Banchoff  1999).

Throughout four major debates between 1991 and 1994 preceding the German presidency of the European 
Union, Kohl acƟ vely argued that in order to guarantee peace, economic well-being and socio-cultural sustainability, 
Europe needed to be more united than ever. He further stated that it was in Germany’s best interests to be part of 
the consolidated European family (Bundestag debates 1992). The four debates parƟ cularly emphasized on an evi-
dent consensus within Germany towards its supranaƟ onal European idenƟ ty.

Kohl was quite skepƟ cal towards an alternaƟ ve scenario, because he believed that the collapse of European 
unity would promote the reemergence of self-centered, egoisƟ c, distrust-driven regional as well as global con-
stellaƟ on. For Kohl Franco-German partnership was an indispensable opƟ on leading not only to growing together 
economically but poliƟ cally as well. He further stated that European integraƟ on was the only pathway for peaceful 
coexistence aŌ er the centuries of rivalries and bloodshed among the neighboring naƟ ons of the conƟ nent.

It’s worthy of aƩ enƟ on that the heads of ChrisƟ an DemocraƟ c Union of Germany (hereinaŌ er CDU)/ChrisƟ an 
Social Union in Bavaria (hereinaŌ er CSU)-Free DemocraƟ c Party (hereinaŌ er FDP) coaliƟ on and Social DemocraƟ c 
Party of Germany (hereinaŌ er SPD) didn’t perceive Germany as a sovereign actor within the internaƟ onal system. 
They conversely believed that FRG was simply a part of a global puzzle which consisted of well-defi ned rules of 
conduct and the pivotal sense of shared sovereignty. Minister of Foreign Aff airs from FPD Hans Dietrich Genscher 
emphasized the signifi cance of shared sovereignty especially in the security and foreign policy realms.

Gunther Verhaugen who was SPD foreign policy spokesmen at that Ɵ me stressed on the importance of certain 
sacrifi ce. He addressed the German audience staƟ ng that it was necessary to realize Germany could not “win’’ in 
every outcome and it was quite acceptable in the spirit of European unity.

Involvement of Germany’s strongest immediate neighbor was signifi cant in direcƟ ng Germany’s future posiƟ on 
within the region. Jean Monnet was one of the iniƟ al poliƟ cal fi gures who promoted French involvement in planning 
FRG’s development. He believed that the direct agreement between USA and West Germany would pose a threat 
to French foreign policy interests. Monnet deeply believed that France had an important role to play in the process 
of German reintegraƟ on within the European family. In this regard the iniƟ al long-term deal known as Schuman 
Plan was elaborated aiming to enhance the creaƟ on of a well-known European Coal and Steel Community by May 
of 1950. European Coal and Steel Community (hereinaŌ er ECSC) served as a great tool through which previously 
enemies (Benelux, Germany, France and Italy) could now interact and shape shared values. Chancellor Adenauer 
and French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman shared the posiƟ on that ECSC was much more than just an economic 
cooperaƟ on dealing with coal and steel resources, they believed it was rather a poliƟ cal signifi cance of the organi-
zaƟ on that provided unique opportuniƟ es of shared growth and development for the parƟ es involved. Regardless, 
there were fair share of skepƟ cs who foresaw Schuman Plan as a massive fraud, SPD representaƟ ve Carlo Schmidt 
even compared the idea of ECSC to the Treaty of Versailles, which was aimed at degrading and subjugaƟ ng Germany 
to external control (Banchoff  1999a).
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German integraƟ on through the lens of major IR theories

The collapse of the USSR and the gradual secession of US presence in the region transformed FRG into the central 
economic and geopoliƟ cal power in Europe. The dissolve of the Warsaw Pact and ongoing changes within the North 
AtlanƟ c Treaty OrganizaƟ on (NATO), the Conference on Security and CooperaƟ on in Europe (hereinaŌ er CSCE) and 
the EU posed new challenges for German poliƟ cal leadership. Furthermore, the responsibility of reintegraƟ ng GDR 
into the FRG, posed an enormous challenge within itself, triggering the need for drasƟ c insƟ tuƟ onal and socio-eco-
nomic changes domesƟ cally. Despite these regional and global structural changes, the dedicaƟ on of Germany to-
wards its declared EU policy goals remained steady. Similarly to the 1980s, the FRG took acƟ ve measures to express 
its desire for deepening economic and foreign policy Ɵ es with the rest of European naƟ ons. Post-Cold War constel-
laƟ on undoubtedly made Germany stronger from both absolute, as well as relaƟ ve perspecƟ ves.

Liberal approach stresses that not much has changed aŌ er German reunifi caƟ on. PDS of Eastern Germany 
couldn’t counterbalance the weight of stronger western German parƟ es’ infl uence the CDU, SPD as well as Free 
Democrats. Therefore, liberal school is limited by shallow explanaƟ on and cannot fully comprehend the deep de-
sire of German leaders to pursue European integraƟ on strategy notwithstanding the widespread skepƟ cal aƫ  tude 
among the signifi cant number of German populaƟ on.

On the other hand, based on the historical evidence, realists would assume that Germany would be enchant-
ed with the deep desire for retaliaƟ on. Due to the reshaping of the bipolar world order, neorealism would foresee 
drasƟ c changes in the internaƟ onal placement of Germany, predicƟ ng the proclivity towards naƟ onalist regional 
hegemony. Furthermore, taking into consideraƟ on the incomparable military manufacturing capacity Germany had 
a sizable chance of succeeding in pursuing naƟ onalism-oriented policy orientaƟ on. However, this also came out not 
to be the case.

Case of German reintegraƟ on into the European family was an incomparable one, because there was no other 
precedent of the regional integraƟ on when the defeated state pursues the path of reintegraƟ ng with former ene-
mies through compromises and even sacrifi ces its sovereignty.

Liberal approach concentrated on post 1990 uncertainty within Europe shaping the unstable insƟ tuƟ onal as 
well as poliƟ cal transiƟ on towards emerging new balance of power. The dissoluƟ on of Warsaw Pact, together with 
strengthening of NATO and weakening the Soviet infl uences throughout Eastern Europe were expected to dictate 
the direcƟ on of German foreign policy which altered its European course. As one of the dominant powers of the 
European conƟ nent FRG was expected to cope with new challenges in a robust manner. However, Germany shiŌ ed 
its focus towards taking acƟ ve measures for rebuilding stronger and more peaceful Europe. FRG endorsed Single 
European Act in 1980 - way before the collapse of the ‘Berlin Wall’, manifesƟ ng its declared desire for deeper EU 
integraƟ on into plausible acƟ on. Furthermore, in 1988 Kohl government had declared that becoming a part of an 
emerging monetary union was one of the primary goals for Germany, staƟ ng its uncondiƟ onal enthusiasm before 
reunifi caƟ on occurred (Anderson & Goodman 1993). Finance Minister of FRG Theo Waigel was against the idea that 
Germany should be responsible for fi nancially supporƟ ng EU’s expansion towards Eastern Europe, therefore due 
to the sizeable popular skepƟ cism Kohl was obliged to minimize his usual references of ‘United States of Europe’ 
(Anderson 1997).

FRG was one of the iniƟ ators to take acƟ ve measures for NATO’s expansion and Eastern European states to be 
included in EU’s enlargement agenda. FRG conƟ nued to be very vocal about Visegrad countries’ accession into EU 
during mid-1990s as well.

In the epicenter of Germany’s ambiƟ on to realize Maastricht goals was the consolidated noƟ on of ‘self-binding’ 
(Hellmann 1997). Concept implies that, in order to regain internaƟ onal trust, Germany had to prove to its immedi-
ate neighbors as well as the internaƟ onal community that it could eff ecƟ vely control its goals, ambiƟ ons and power 
aŌ er the reunifi caƟ on. Some scholars believed that German leaders endorsed Economic and Monetary Union (here-
inaŌ er EMU) in 1990 because they wanted to seem as a loyal devotee to the principles of European Community 
(Grieco 1995). However, it’s worthy of menƟ oning that this supranaƟ onal European narraƟ ve didn’t appear at once 
out of nowhere within FRG (Banchoff  1999a).

According to the construcƟ vist judgment, Germany’s external policy goals were synchronized with its domes-
Ɵ c material interests. ConstrucƟ vist analysis states that FRG’s poliƟ cal spectrum had a consensus on its European 
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IdenƟ ty because it was foreseen in the context of wealth, economic and insƟ tuƟ onal stability above all. Therefore, 
poliƟ cal leaders convinced their public that it was of central importance for FRG to become one of the key actors 
within the European family, especially in the wake of reunifi caƟ on. On the other hand they believed that inhabiƟ ng 
a more unilateral policy would threaten Germany’s future development and cause the same mistakes that Germany 
had made aŌ er the WWI, eventually leading to rise of naƟ onalisƟ c procliviƟ es and complete isolaƟ on from inter-
naƟ onal system. As the member of SPD Wieczorek-Zeul expressed: ‘Europe said yes to German unity; we say yes to 
European unity’ (Banchoff  1999).

AŌ er the reunifi caƟ on during 1990s, German acƟ ons proved noƟ ceably compaƟ ble with its expressed suprana-
Ɵ onal idenƟ ty. The Kohl government advocated for Common Foreign and Security Policy (hereinaŌ er CFSP), EMU, 
and enhanced EU insƟ tuƟ onal arrangement during the 1990-1 Maastricht negoƟ aƟ ons. In the years that followed, 
regardless of diffi  culƟ es related to raƟ fi caƟ on process among other naƟ ons and an unexpectedly slow pace of eco-
nomic rehabilitaƟ on, the ERG embarked to support enhanced integraƟ on throughout following EU summits. And at 
the 1996-7 Inter-governmental EU Summit, German representaƟ ves from across the German poliƟ cal system with 
the evident excepƟ ons of Gerhard Schroder represenƟ ng the SPD and Edmund Stoiber of the Bavarian CSU – en-
thusiasƟ cally expressed their dedicaƟ on towards deepening the economic and poliƟ cal cooperaƟ on in most areas 
under discussion.

The underlining narraƟ ves of Stoiber and Schroder’s refusal to comply with further integraƟ on process was de-
rived from fear of sacrifi cing naƟ onal sovereignty on behalf of the union’s agenda. During 1993 Bundestag debate, 
Stoiber stressed on the necessity for more self-reliant and confi dent ‘formulaƟ on of naƟ onal interests’. However, 
this view was quickly outweighed by the views of the integraƟ on proponents.

Hence by analyzing ongoing poliƟ cal debate one can conclude than acƟ on taken by Germany proved to coin-
cide with a widely consolidated supranaƟ onal European idenƟ ty. In those parƟ cular cases when they didn’t coin-
cide, widespread criƟ cism and subsequent correcƟ ve responses were triggered immediately. The construcƟ vists 
argue that German EU integraƟ on policy during the 1990s was harmonized with its material interests as well. Single 
currency and closer poliƟ cal integraƟ on posed signifi cant economic benefi ts for Germany. Therefore, this was one 
of the most infl uenƟ al precondiƟ ons for FRG’s poliƟ cal leaders to gain popular support in reaching public consensus 
even in the midst of such a remarkable and challenging event as reunifi caƟ on.

Conclusion

IniƟ ally, the talks on German reunifi caƟ on appeared threatening to its European neighbors, because of the evident 
reasons: they feared reemergence of German state and rebirth of strong German economy which would inevitably 
redeem for all that has been done to it. They would be more at peace with two separated German states, with 
weak economies and confl icƟ ng ideological stances. French side even expressed worries that Gorbachev’s so-called 
‘Glastnost’ would turn Eastern Germany towards the wrong direcƟ on. Soviet Union had to concentrate mainly on 
poliƟ cal turmoil which emerged within the Eastern Europe, which gave Germany more space for taking care of its 
own problems and dealing with the issue of reunifi caƟ on and declared pro-European state idenƟ ty formaƟ on rela-
Ɵ vely free of external interference from the already collapsing USSR.

BriƟ sh Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher openly voiced her opinion against the rapid reunifi caƟ on of Germany, 
she felt threatened that due to its geopoliƟ cal locaƟ on, economic potenƟ al and size united Germany would radically 
reshape the European poliƟ cal and power balance. Furthermore, she feared that the Soviet Party hardliners would 
receive this act as a humiliaƟ ng and degrading message sent by the West, which would further propel the already 
complex and exhausƟ ng process of the ongoing Cold War towards a deadlock, in other words a point of no return.

Luckily for Germany, against all odds and against the will of hard-liner communist party members, Gorbachev 
openly voiced his desire to reunify German states into one country. Moreover, Soviet foreign minister at that Ɵ me 
Eduard Shevardnadze insƟ gated Eastern Germans not to wait any longer. This strategy was heavily criƟ cized by cur-
rent Russian president Vladimir PuƟ n. He expressed that Gorbachev’s approach to the German issue was a weak 
and mistaken one, which costed Soviet Union the loss of security guarantees not only in Eastern Germany but in 
Poland as well as within the geopoliƟ cally priceless CEE region.

In retrospect, regardless of the mulƟ ple above menƟ oned deterring factors and actors, well-planned, pragmat-
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ic and well-consolidated foreign as well as domesƟ c policy resulted in German reunifi caƟ on and Germany acquired 
the role of one of the central fi gures within the emerging European Unity.

In May 1980, the Western powers expressed their desire to see united strong Germany as an integral part of 
the democraƟ c European family. The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 didn’t only have regional signifi cance; it was a 
beginning of a much broader sequence of events, redefi ning the balance of power in the world. This symbolic act 
was not merely the sign of German reunifi caƟ on but it signifi ed the eliminaƟ on of the so called “Iron Curtain” which 
was erected between the two ideological, poliƟ cal and economic fronƟ ers of the world. The end of the Cold War 
was announced days aŌ er the fall of Berlin wall and Germany was fi nally reunifi ed a year aŌ er.
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