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 Two Movements, Not a Revolution:
 Exodus and Opposition in the
 East German Transformation, 1989-1990

 by  John Torpey
 University of California at Berkeley

 Introduction

 The transformation of East German society got underway in 1989
 with a paradox: those who were to become the most prominent
 actors rode a wave of dissatisfaction that drove their fellow citi
 zens not so much into their arms as into those of their West German

 countrymen and -women. By comparison to their counterparts else
 where in what used to be called the Warsaw Pact countries, East
 German opposition to the Socialist Unity Party (SED) was con
 fronted, of course, with a special problem in its challenge in 1989 to
 the state. In order to control the direction of the transformation, the
 opposition had to develop support in a population that had two al
 ternative identities: one as East German citizens, and one as
 "Germans." Those elements of the opposition who advocated a
 reformed socialism in an independent GDR, in particular, faced the
 challenge of persuading the East German masses that their first
 loyalty was to socialism and the GDR, and not to a "Germany" that
 took the concrete form of a comparatively democratic and prosper
 ous West Germany. The problem the reform socialists encountered,
 as Ulrich Beck has so pithily put it, was that "Poland minus Com
 munism is still Poland; but the German Democratic Republic minus
 Communism is—the Federal Republic."1

 An adequate comprehension of the overthrow of Communist rule in
 East Germany must therefore emphasize the mass exodus of 1989
 more strongly than is typically the case in discussions of this pro
 cess. It must be recalled that, with the exception of the tiny Initia
 tive for Peace and Human Rights, none of the groups that rose to
 prominence in the autumn of that year existed before September
 other than on paper. The perfectly natural tendency to accord
 greater weight to those whose active and couragous opposition to
 the SED helped pave the way for the party's downfall—in some
 cases over many years and at considerable sacrifice—distorts our
 understanding of the role these groups actually played in the trans
 formation.

 German Politics and Society, Issue 26, Summer 1992
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 German Politics and Society

 An over-estimation of the role of the so-called revolutionaries of

 the first hour derives in part from the methodological danger in
 social research of over-identification with one's research subjects—
 the problem ethnographers refer to as "going native." In her ex
 haustive account of New Forum, for example, Marianne Schulz de
 scribes that organization as having traveled from "illegal opposi
 tion" to "legal marginality," as if the group had long been a central
 actor on the GDR's political stage k la Solidamosc and its successors
 in Poland.2 Yet the 200,000 signatures gathered on its first petition
 by November 1989 concealed a broad array of political positions,
 not least due to that document's programmatic openness. More im
 portantly, before that time, the signatories had had little oppor
 tunity to express themselves politically in a differentiated way.

 Despite the great difficulties associated with emigration before
 November 9,1989, it was nonetheless one of the few means of politi
 cal expression available to the populace. Given the outcome of
 events, it seems obvious that the "passive resistance" of emigrants
 was more in tune with the desires of the population than were the
 initial demands for a "reformed socialism" among the active oppo
 sition. This paradoxical situation casts considerable doubt on the
 importance that should be accorded the "revolutionaries of the
 first hour" in the toppling of Communist rule in East Germany and
 in the subsequent course of events, and indeed on whether that pro
 cess should be described as a "revolution" at all. An understanding
 of the combination of exodus and opposition in the East German
 transformation process—unique in the Communist world in 1989—
 requires a conceptual framework divergent from those typically
 used to analyze revolutions elsewhere.

 "Exit, Voice, and Loyalty"

 The scheme outlined by Albert O. Hirschman in his luminous essay,
 Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organiza
 tions, and States, is a handy guide for thinking about the East
 German transformation process. Hirschman suggests that "exit" and
 "voice"—which one might understand more simply as "walking"
 and "talking"—tend to vary inversely with one another, although
 they are by no means mutually exclusive phenomena. In other
 words, to the extent the "exit" option is available, the likelihood
 that the members of an organization will make use of the "voice"
 option is correspondingly weakened. The intervening factor here, of
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 course, is "loyalty." "As a rule," writes Hirschman, . . loyalty
 holds exit at bay and activates voice."3 Thus those who avail
 themselves of the exit option typically have weaker attachments
 to the organization, and their departure tends to leave the organi
 zation in the distressing condition that led them to depart in the
 first place. Those who "would rather fight than switch" are, in
 general, more concerned with the quality of the organization, may
 be in a better position to influence the outcome of the battle, and
 also probably believe more strongly that their efforts will, indeed,
 have an impact on the outcome.

 While these considerations may seem obvious, Hirschman's discus
 sion of the relationship among these various alternatives is more
 nuanced. Of particular relevance to the East German transformation
 is his remark that, in certain cases, "[T]he effectiveness of the voice
 mechanism is strengthened by the possibility of exit. The willing
 ness to develop and use the voice mechanism is reduced by exit, but
 the ability to use it with effect is increased by it"4 In other words,
 captive audiences confront serious obstacles in having their criti
 cisms heeded: why improve the performance if the listeners have
 no choice but to remain in their places anyway? At the same time,
 being free to leave tends to raise the volume of words of criticism,
 whose very utterance bears covert witness to a certain minimal
 organizational loyalty. To espouse change in an organization
 implies at least some assent to its continued existence.

 In his analyses of the East German transformation, the Leipzig
 sociologist Detlef Pollack has insisted on the importance of this
 paradoxical aspect of the "exit" option in the East German trans
 formation. "Exit leaves a system as it is," he pointed out, "yet it
 also forces the system to change if it wishes to retain its members."5
 In the East German transformation, according to Pollack, "exit" was
 by no means simply an alternative to "voice," nor was "voice"
 merely strengthened by it. Rather, the opportunity to leave—be
 ginning with the dismantling of border fences by the Hungarian
 government in the spring of 1989—was the very condition of "voice"
 in East Germany.

 As large numbers of people streamed toward West Germany (with
 many more "sitting on packed suitcases"), activists from small and,
 until that time, rather marginal peace, ecology, and human rights
 groups began to coalesce in September of that year and to demand
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 that the government enter into dialogue with them. At this point,
 to be sure, virtually no one seems to have foreseen the coming de
 nouement of the German Democratic Republic—a development that
 would ultimately rob such dialogue of its meaning. But it was
 notable that the crisis of socialism in a quarter of the German
 nation was fueled decisively by disappointment and desperation
 rather than by rising expectations of reform, as the Tocquevillean
 scenario would have it.6 Dissatisfaction among the populace had
 been rising especially since the communal elections of May 7,1989,
 which had been shown to be fraudulent by oppositional monitoring
 of the results. It was exacerbated by the SED Politburo's congratu
 lations to the Chinese leadership for its massacre of "counter
 revolutionairy" students at Tienanmen Square in the early summer.
 Things were not helped when Erich Honecker asserted that the
 Berlin Wall "would remain for another hundred years."7

 Despite the stirrings of indignation about these insulting policies,
 the opposition remained merely an irritation to the party leader
 ship. It was the emigration that set off the crisis in the Politburo
 that led to the maneuvering to overthrow Erich Honecker.8 The
 breach in the intra-German border thus clearly opened the way for
 the emergence of the exit/voice dynamic itself, starkly confronting
 individual East Germans with the unexpected urgency of deciding:
 "should I stay or should I go?" With the party's public pronounce
 ments persistently indicating through early October that the SED
 leadership refused to change course and do something about the
 ripening social crisis, it became increasingly difficult to justify a
 decision to stay in the country. Under these circumstances, it is
 noteworthy that various social groups tended to respond differently
 to the sudden nakedness of their Communist emperors. These socio
 logical differences reflect divergences in interests and outlook that
 made extremely short-lived the alliance between the opposition
 leadership and the broader East German population.

 They also point to a crucial fact about the East German transforma
 tion that distinguishes it at least from the Polish—and perhaps
 somewhat less so from the Czechoslovak—experience of confronting
 Communist domination. The process did not result from a sustained,
 broad-scale effort to organize resistance to Communist rule. Instead,
 the SED regime collapsed as its last remaining support, the Berlin
 Wall, was kicked out by the 1989 emigration. Those who left the
 GDR behind them suggested that the country was simply not worth
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 saving, while many of the more prominent among those who stayed
 on to fight it out with the ruling party signalled a preference for re
 taining the state as an alternative to the Federal Republic. Indeed,
 it is by no means fanciful to speak of two East German movements:
 one facing West and advocating rapid (re-)unification with West
 Germany, the other oriented to "dialogue" with the party over
 democratic reforms within socialism. Together, they failed to add
 up to a "revolution" in any rigorous sense. The movement seeking
 the democratization of socialism, heavily dominated by members
 of the intelligentsia and lacking a mass popular base rooted in a
 long-term organizing effort, was quickly overwhelmed by the
 disorderly movement that sought its salvation in (re-) unification.9

 The "Exit" Movement

 The GDR's precarious attempt to build socialism in one-quarter of a
 country made emigration (or, in terms of the GDR's criminal code,
 "flight from the republic" [Republikflucht]) a political fact of the
 first order. The brain drain of the 1950s and the problems it created
 for the fledgling socialist order were, of course, the principal rea
 sons for construction of the Berlin Wall. Although by 1989 some gen
 uine enthusiasm doubtless remained for Honecker and Co., the Wall
 was the only thing holding much of the East German population in
 the country by that date. Moreover, the amputation of access to
 relatives and friends in the "other" Germany fuelled a burning
 rejection of socialism on the part of many of the GDR's citizens.

 With few signs of a willingness to undertake the kinds of reforms
 that had engendered so much hope throughout the East bloc in the
 late 1980s, many East Germans had come to view flight as their
 only hope for a life without the suffocating paternalism of the
 SED. In the massive migration of 1989, some 340,000 people left the
 GDR in an outflow that remained steady until at least the middle
 of 1991.10 Despite the pervasiveness of the desire to leave, how
 ever, the migrants' social profile diverged substantially from that
 of the overall population of the GDR. As images from the news
 media made clear at the time, young, economically active men were
 noticeably overrepresented among the migrant population in 1989.
 In many cases, their families or relatives would later join them in
 the West if they did not accompany them at the time of their
 emigration, thus creating a pull effect that intensified the loss of
 population in the GDR.
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 There were also important disparities in the geographic origins of
 the emigrants that pointed to politically relevant features of East
 German society at that time. A study of the emigration between
 August 29 and September 11, 1989, found that emigrants with offi
 cial permission to leave came disproportionately from Dresden,
 whereas those who simply fled were relatively evenly drawn from
 the various districts (Bezirke) of the GDR,11 Generally speaking,
 the emigrants came disproportionately from larger cities, espe
 cially Berlin, and from the industrial centers in the south of the
 country (e.g., Dresden, Leipzig, Karl-Marx-Stadt [Chemnitz], and
 Gera). In a demographically oriented study covering the entire
 year of 1989, Siegfried Grundmann found a direct correlation
 between population density and the relative size of out-migration
 losses. Emigration (as well as opposition) was concentrated in those
 Saxon and Thuringian urban areas where the disastrous conse
 quences of SED policies—such as environmental pollution, deterio
 ration of housing stock, and the neglect of historic town centers in
 favor of "extensive development" on the urban periphery—were
 most glaring.12

 Of particular interest is the qualification structure of the emigrant
 population of 1989, which was also unrepresentative of the general
 population of the GDR. Two studies of emigrants registered at the
 central reception center in Giessen and at branch centers elsewhere
 in the Federal Republic offer insight into the educational back
 ground of those who turned their backs on the GDR in 1989. The first
 investigation, carried out between August 29 and September 11 with
 a total of 537 respondents, found 86 percent of those questioned to
 have completed apprenticeships (Lehre). Some 10 percent of the
 sample held academic degrees. Both groups were thus overrepre
 sented relative to their share of the overall population.13 These
 figures, it should be noted, are not mutually exclusive; it was not
 uncommon for young people to complete an apprenticeship before
 embarking upon academic studies.

 The second inquiry is of somewhat greater value because it is based
 on a much larger sample (4,696) than the first, and covers the
 period from October 10 until March 14, 1990, shortly before the
 Volkskammer elections. We can thus compare those emigrants who
 left before the opening of the Berlin Wall on November 9 and those
 who left thereafter. Among emigrants questioned between October
 10 and the opening of the border, holders of university and
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 technical school degrees (Hoch- und Fachschulabsolventen) were
 once again found to be overrepresented with respect to their share
 of the labor force (10.7 percent and 21.4 percent, respectively). This
 period was characterized by a rapid exodus of teachers, university
 trained engineers, and medical personnel. Whereas the proportion
 of doctors among the emigrants fell substantially after November 8,
 however, the percentage of nurses—who were considerably over
 represented relative to their share of the overall labor force—
 remained fairly steady until the end of the period investigated.14

 In contrast to the findings of the inquiry about the period August 29
 September 11, however, between October 10 and March 14, the por
 tion of emigrants who had completed apprenticeships (65.4 per
 cent) was found to be about the same as their share of the broader

 population. There is no ready explanation for the discrepancy in
 this figure between the earlier and the later studies. The data from
 this investigation indicate that, after November 9, the relative
 proportions of those with higher education and of skilled workers
 among the emigrant population was reversed. After the announce
 ment that East Germany no longer required visas to travel to the
 West, those with university degrees came to be underrepresented
 among emigrants, while the proportion of skilled workers
 (Facharbeiter) soared.15

 Two studies based on official East German statistical sources help
 round out the picture of the educational qualifications of the 1989
 emigrants. In the study noted above, Grundmann found that workers
 in the less backward nonindustrial sectors of the economy made up a
 disproportionately large share of those who left the GDR in that
 year. Consistent with their larger absolute share of the overall
 labor force, the numerical majority of the emigrants were employed
 in industry. Yet such persons were underrepresented relative to
 their proportion among the resident population. Overrepresented
 were, in contrast, those employed in the nonproductive (i.e., non
 industrial) sectors of the economy: in trade and distribution, the
 health sector, construction, and transportation. Grundmann con
 cluded that those with higher education as well as those in "rare
 occupations" were disproportionately represented in the overall
 migration of 1989.16 Due to the uneven educational profiles of
 workers in the industrial and nonindustrial sectors in the GDR, Ines
 Schmidt has pointed out that overrepresentation among the emi
 grants of persons employed in the "nonproductive" sectors of the
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 economy would suggest relatively greater losses of more educated
 workers. In the GDR in 1988, only 16.7 percent of employees in in
 dustry were members of the intelligentsia (i.e., graduates of a
 Hoch- or Fachschule), while 60.6 percent of those in the nonproduc
 tive sectors of the economy belonged to this group.17

 The contrasting patterns of migration among skilled workers and
 members of the East German intelligentsia point to important dif
 ferences in their relative enthusiasm for a market economy and in
 their respective degrees of identification with the GDR. But there
 were also considerable differences within the intelligentsia con
 cerning the desirability of migration to the West. Indeed, Schmidt
 concludes in her study of migration from East Berlin that "the dif
 ferences in the frequency of emigration among the various groups of
 the intelligentsia . . . were greater than those between different
 groups of skilled workers. It may be assumed that in Berlin the fre
 quency of emigration is particularly high among the medical, the
 artistic, and the technical intelligentsia in industry." For instance,
 graduates of higher education made up 29.9 percent of the Berlin
 emigrants employed in the industrial sector of the economy in 1989,
 whereas only 16.7 percent of employees in industry nationwide were
 beneficiaries of such training.18

 Still, the intelligentsia as a whole appears to have grown less
 eager to leave after the opening of the borders. The underrepresen
 tation of the intelligentsia among the post-November 9 emigration,
 and among the Berlin intelligentsia in particular, can be explained
 largely by the following five considerations:19

 1. There was a high concentration of graduates of higher education
 among those in upper-level positions in the state and party appa
 ratuses, at least outside the Politburo. In 1981, for instance, 83.6 per
 cent of the candidates and members of the Central Committee of the

 SED held degrees from technical institutes or universities.20

 2. A substantial portion of the Berlin intelligentsia, at least, had
 earned its degrees in social science (Gesellschaftswissenschaften)
 which, due to its ideological orientation, is not likely to afford its
 holders attractive prospects in the West German labor market. Of
 the 83.6 percent of the candidates and members of the Central
 Committee with higher education in 1981, for instance, 28.8 percent
 had degrees in social science.21
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 3. With a few exceptions, particularly among medical personnel,
 the relative technological backwardness of East German industry
 and research and development is likely to make more difficult a
 successful transition of members of the technical and natural

 scientific intelligentsia into the West German labor market.

 4. At least for certain groups of the intelligentsia, their standard of
 living—which often exceeded the national average considerably —
 had the effect of binding them more strongly to the GDR, and thus
 weakened their inclination to emigrate to the West.

 5. The East German intelligentsia was almost entirely a product of
 the social development of the GDR, to which its members largely
 owed their opportunities for upward social mobility. With the
 postwar de-Nazification of schools, the justice system, state ad
 ministration, and the large-scale exodus of the intelligentsia to the
 West, the young GDR sought—rather successfully—to create a
 loyal "new intelligentsia." Indeed, by 1958, 58 percent of all univer
 sity students in the GDR were from families of workers or farmers,
 and by 1965, 91 percent of all university graduates in the country
 were graduates of the "socialist university." Particularly after the
 inauguration of the New Economic System in the early 1960s, how
 ever, the route to upward mobility through higher education was
 increasingly barred to children of the lower classes. As a result, the
 intelligentsia began to show an increasingly marked tendency
 toward self-recruitment.22

 A variety of structural determinants—over and above the simple
 desire to stay put—thus conditioned a stronger loyalty to the GDR,
 even among those elements of the East German intelligentsia who
 may have been dissatisfied with the paralysis reigning in the up
 per echelons of the SED. The inclination to remain in the country
 was probably especially great among those in the intelligentsia
 whose disciplinary background was in the social sciences and
 humanities, where the party's "ideological penetration" was most
 pervasive. This assumption has been central to the heavily West
 German-dominated process of "house-cleaning" (Abxoicklung) in the
 East German universities since unification. While that undertaking
 certainly leaves much to be desired with regard to an understanding
 of the nature of party infiltration of the academy, there is good
 reason to believe that such disciplines were better fortified
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 bastions of SED ideology and control than, say, the natural
 sciences.23

 Thus were many in the intelligentsia inclined to remain. Yet the
 motives of those who did leave also reveal important differences
 from those emigrants with less education. Political concerns—such
 as the lack of freedom of opinion and general political pressures—
 were most frequently named by all respondents as the decisive rea
 son for emigrating from the GDR.24 But the preoccupation with
 political and economic issues was not consistent among the emi
 grants. Dieter Voigt and his colleagues found a direct correlation
 between the level of education and a desire for more political free
 dom. At the same time, the desire for an improved standard of liv
 ing and a generally improved economic situation was found to be
 inversely related to educational background. As the emigrants'
 average level of education declined over time, economic concerns
 grew in significance vis-4-vis political concerns. Despite this di
 vergence in attitudes, however, a resounding 83.9 percent of all emi
 grants from the GDR hoped for the accession of East Germany to the
 Federal Republic, as provided for in Article 23 of the Basic Law:
 here was a clear harbinger of things to come.25

 The available evidence thus suggests that those groups among both
 the intelligentsia and the skilled labor force whose educational
 certificates and abilities promised relatively greater success in the
 West German labor market were disproportionally represented
 among those who left the GDR for the West. Yet carriers of
 advanced educational credentials appear to have demonstrated a
 relatively greater propensity than workers to "reach for the brass
 ring" during the period before November 9, when that striving still
 entailed considerable risk and the significant likelihood that one
 might never see one's family and friends again. To emigrate at this
 time required both courage and, particularly in the absence of rela
 tives or contacts in the West, a good deal of confidence that one
 could make it in a relatively unfamiliar land from which there
 would be no return. It was hardly a decision lightly taken. The
 emigration after the opening of the Berlin Wall, by contrast, had
 all the earmarks of a panic. That phase of the exodus was pushed
 by the fear that the SED—which had just dumped Erich Honecker
 in favor of the little-loved Egon Krenz—would somehow retain its
 stranglehold on power, and it was pulled by the lure of the hundred
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 Deutsche Marks in "greeting money" that were handed out to each
 East German citizen upon arrival in the West.

 In the fall of 1989, the emigrant population from the GDR thus
 shifted in composition as well as in orientation as the transforma
 tion process unfolded. Those who left before the opening of the
 Berlin Wall in early November were disproportionately better ed
 ucated, more motivated by political than economic concerns, and
 more inclined to assume the daunting risks of flight than those who
 came later. All of them, however, seemed to be saying that the
 GDR was in deeper trouble than one might have concluded from
 press accounts of the opposition effort, brought on by the exodus, to
 reform East German socialism. These activities suggested, wrongly
 as would later emerge, that East Germany had a claim to an inde
 pendent future. The voices of reform were, however, by no means the
 only ones to be heard on East Germany's streets in 1989. But they
 were the ones that received the most media attention, and hence
 decisively shaped the "definition of the situation" in which the
 opposition leadership—and the world—seemed to find itself.26

 Contradictory Voices

 The research findings described above concerning the political
 attitudes of emigrants cast considerable doubt on the notion that
 the revolution was stolen (principally by West German politicians)
 from the East German "revolutionaries of the first hour," for the
 emigrants represented merely the tip of an iceberg of sentiment
 embracing the West. Studies of the social composition and attitudes
 of demonstrators in Leipzig,27 in particular, reveal the essentially
 mythological character of the widespread belief that the shift of
 rallying cries from "We are the people" to "We are one people"
 constituted a "transformation in the transformation" ("Wende in
 der Wende"). This interpretation of events rests on a Berlin-centric
 view of East German developments in which the history of the pro
 cess begins with New Forum's application for legal recognition by
 the state in early September. It refuses to accept the importance of
 the emigration, with its relatively conservative implications, for
 setting the whole process in motion. This understanding of devel
 opments is, as Wolfgang Zapf has aptly put it, "a legend of the so
 called 'creators of culture' (Kulturschaffenden),"28 and is testimony
 to the intelligentsia's power to generate and control media
 attention.
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 The attitudes and social background of the demonstrators in
 Leipzig, the city that author Christoph Hein called the "hero city
 of the revolution," are of special importance because of the signal
 effect of its Monday demonstrations on the rest of the GDR in the
 fall of 1989. First, in a study based on 5000 questionnaires dis
 tributed over a four-month period from mid-November to mid
 February (with a response rate of 80-84 percent), Kurt Miihler and
 Steffen Wilsdorf discerned a tendency for workers to displace stu
 dents and members of the intelligentsia among the population of
 demonstrators, as well as for men to supplant women. The demand
 for rapid reunification with the West increased in volume with the
 shift in the relative proportions of these groups present in the
 demonstrations. Over time, the respondents' evaluation of the con
 cepts "DDR" and "BRD" also revealed significant differences, with
 students and members of the intelligentsia more positively oriented
 to the "DDR" without necessarily espousing its continued indepen
 dence. In general, the divergence of opinion on the question of the
 speed with which the two countries should be reunified typically
 ran along age lines.29 The older the respondent, the more likely
 s/he was to favor (re-)unification. Miihler and Wilsdorf thus point
 to a significant schism regarding the question of reform or reunifi
 cation along the lines of age and education.

 In a broader analysis of the movement in Leipzig, Michael
 Hofmann and Dieter Rink30 argue that the first demonstrators to
 take to the streets in the first half of 1989 were applicants for emi
 gration (Antragsteller) and later emigrants-without-leave who
 used the Nikolai Church as a meeting point, not the church-based
 opposition groups themselves. The would-be emigrants were,
 according to Hofmann and Rink, primarily of working-class back
 ground. The initial demand of the protestors based at the Nikolai
 Church, which has as strong a claim as any place to the title
 "cradle of the revolution," was thus "We want out!" In contrast,
 the opposition groups comprised disproportionately of young intel
 lectuals, church people, and representatives of the various alterna
 tive "scenes" threw down the gauntlet to the SED leadership as
 well as the Antragsteller by responding "We're staying here!"
 According to a report in the West Berlin-based daily die tages
 zeitung, these two groups actually marched separately at the
 Monday demonstration in Leipzig on September 4, 1989, the
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 majority of whose participants demanded the freedom to
 emigrate.31

 When, by January 1990, the workers had reasserted their control of
 the demonstrations and put the demand for reunification at the
 forefront, "they had," according to Hofmann and Rink, "done noth
 ing but reoccupy in the original sense the antisocialistic public
 sphere initially created by those wishing to emigrate."32 In the
 interim, New Forum's success in collecting some 200,000 signatures on
 its petition for "dialogue" with the ruling party had become
 widely publicized. Already by mid-December, however, the
 activist core of that organization experienced a shake-out that
 revealed New Forum to be heavily dominated by the intelligentsia
 and by issues near to its heart, such as ecology and education. The
 participation of working-class activists had already begun to
 recede considerably.33 Similar developments were afoot in the
 other groups created by the "revolutionaries of the first hour," to
 the extent that they had ever reached beyond the intelligentsia.34
 Despite the citizens' movements' success in forcing the SED regime
 to negotiate at the Round Table starting in early December 1989, at
 no time had they established a firm footing in the broader East
 German population.

 The long-time dissident activists who called the various opposi
 tion groups into life in the fall of 1989 complained with good reason
 that their chance to compete in the elections was robbed from them
 by interlopers from the Federal Republic. Ignoring a Round Table
 resolution barring them from making campaign appearances on GDR
 territory,35 prominent West German politicians entered the fray
 preceding the Volkskammer elections, muddying the clarity of sen
 timent among the East German populace toward its home-grown
 opposition. Still, data collected among emigrants during the period
 October 10-March 14 concerning their party preferences indicated
 that 44.2 percent would have voted for the CDU, while 21.4 percent
 said they would have voted SPD. Some 21 percent said they were
 undecided, but would not have given their vote to the PDS (the
 reformed SED).36 The handwriting was, as it were, on the wall.
 Few saw it or were able to read it.

 In the Volkskammer election of March 18, the CDU-led Alliance
 for Germany in fact received 48 percent of the total vote, while the
 SPD won 21.9 percent. The remainder was distributed primarily
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 among the PDS and the electoral groupings representing the citi
 zens' movements.37 The election thus revealed that the emigrants'
 political preferences reflected much more accurately the political
 mood of their countrymen whom they left behind than did the
 media's attention to the Round Table and its negotiations with the
 lame duck Communist government. In effect, the emigration had
 drained off a considerable element of East German pro-unification
 sentiment, leaving behind a vastly greater left-voting potential.

 Closer analysis of the Volkskammer election indicates just how
 much this voter potential was concentrated among the intelli
 gentsia and students. Due to the lack of traditional electoral camps
 and the relative unfamiliarity of many of the candidates, the elec
 tions were a more or less purely issue-oriented affair, with the
 primary question being that of the speed with which unification
 would take place. Though by this time all parties and the citizens'
 movements had made clear their commitment to reunification, the
 CDU-dominated Alliance for Germany proclaimed most loudly its
 aim to push reunification at top speed, whereas the left parties
 argued for a more gradual approach. In the country as a whole, the
 PDS, which advocated a go-slow approach, achieved its best
 results among the intelligentsia. Thirty-one percent of that occupa
 tional stratum voted for the SED successor party—more than for
 any other party. Symptomatically, this figure reached nearly 50
 percent in Berlin, where the party-bound intelligentsia was concen
 trated. Among students, some 26 percent voted for the alliance of
 the Greens/Independent Women's Association (UFV) and Biindnis
 '90, the electoral coalition representing the citizens' movements,
 and another 20 percent for the PDS. Meanwhile, 55.4 percent of all
 workers voted for the CDU-led Alliance for Germany; in Saxony
 and Thuringia, indeed, the CDU received fully two-thirds of the
 working-class vote. By comparison, among workers the PDS won a
 mere 8 percent and the parties of the citizens' movements won 3.1
 percent.38

 With this evidence, there would seem to be little question that the
 decisive political dividing line in the GDR in these stages of the
 democratization process ran between the working class, on the one
 hand, and the intelligentsia and its ultimate successors in the
 student population, on the other. When New Forum co-founder Jens
 Reich recently said that he and his compatriots were not able to
 make a radical revolution in the GDR "because the producing
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 classes were not with us,"39 he spoke to a central feature of the East
 German transformation.

 Those who, at least initially, defended the notion of a reformed
 socialism in the GDR—and who were thus locked in intimate con

 flict with a Communist party incapable of reforming itself—were
 drawn disproportionately from among the East German intelli
 gentsia. They were implicitly proclaiming their loyalty to the
 GDR, for the country's continued existence had no other justification
 than the implementation of a "third way" between Stalinism and
 West German "capitalism." The contest of the intellectually top
 heavy opposition with the SED over a reformed socialism thus had
 something of the flavor of a "civil war among the upper classes."40
 This debate was, however, of relatively little interest to the broad
 mass of the population, who voted with their feet and then with
 their ballots for reunification and West German-style prosperity.

 This situation created another paradox from the point of view of
 Albert Hirschman's scheme: in a situation in which the very exis
 tence of the organization in question is in doubt, making use of the
 "voice" option may be tantamount to a declaration of loyalty. The
 problematic consequences of this paradox in the specific context of
 the divided German nation became dramatically apparent with
 the publication, in late November, of the manifesto "For Our
 Country." This plea for the continued existence of the GDR was
 signed by a group of prominent intellectuals including Christa
 Wolf, Stefan Heym, and (somewhat inexplicably) the long-time
 dissident Ulrike Poppe, a co-founder of the opposition group
 Democracy Now. Arguing that the GDR should build a "soli
 daristic society" as a "socialist alternative to the Federal
 Republic," it appealed to the "anti-fascist and humanistic ideals"
 of the GDR. Given that these ideals had never been realized in the

 East Germany of the SED, however, this desperate appeal to popu
 lar loyalty found little resonance among the broader population.
 When it became clear that Egon Krenz and a number of other promi
 nent members of the party had also signed the appeal, an "unholy
 alliance" had come into being "that none of the initiators had
 sought or even considered possible."41 While it would be an exag
 geration to describe the signers of "For Our Country" as a "loyal
 opposition," they were caught on the horns of the dilemma noted at
 the outset: the GDR and a noncapitalist alternative to the Federal
 Republic were inextricably intertwined. One depended upon the
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 other, and hence an endorsement of one entailed endorsement of the
 other. This dilemma made for strange and unexpected bedfellows,
 who soon enough realized their mutual desires were incompatible.

 Despite the reluctance of much of the opposition leadership,
 German (re-)unification was, under the circumstances of a forcible
 separation, more or less a foregone conclusion. This was especially
 true since annexation to West Germany seemed to promise a rapid
 improvement in the East German economic situation. Gustav Just,
 one of those sentenced along with Walter Janka in 1957 for develop
 ing an "oppositional platform," made this point bluntly when he
 told me, 'Two German states that did not come into being as a result
 of their own free choice . . . could not be sustained over the long
 term."42 It need only be added that this outcome required the bless
 ing and support of the Soviets, a condition that was fulfilled under
 Gorbachev but that might not have been by those who were behind
 the coup attempt of August 1991.

 Conclusion

 In 1988, the journalist Ferdinand Kroh wrote prophetically,
 "[UJnlike in the other 'people's democracies' of the East bloc, there
 was [in East Germany] no political coalition between the people
 and the intellectuals. The opposition of the intellectuals had no
 [social] basis. Their natural allies in the working class simply fled
 to the West. Why should one struggle for more freedom in the GDR
 when it practically seemed to fall into one's lap in the Federal
 Republic?"43 Indeed, the possibility of enjoying the privileges of
 parliamentary democracy in West Germany had long helped to
 undermine the development of a broad-based social movement to
 oppose Communist oppression in East Germany.

 The availability of constitutional government and, of course, of the
 tremendous economic prosperity in the West had also contributed to
 distortions in what little opposition was mounted to the SED.
 Because emigrants were, as a rule, lost to the opposition cause,
 those committed to staying and working for change in the GDR had
 understandable difficulty associating themselves with their aims.
 Tensions had long separated the small democratic opposition from
 those who sought merely the human right to live where they
 wished, cutting it off from a potentially enormous base of support.
 Ultimately, the emigration problem—the problem of building
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 socialism in one-quarter of a country—was the Achilles heel of the
 system as well as of the opposition to that system.

 Despite their obvious achievement in forcing the government to
 negotiate away its power at the Round Table and to dismantle the
 much hated and feared Ministry of State Security, the majority of
 the East German population shared only these negative objectives
 with the "revolutionaries of the first hour." But here the alliance

 ended. Not unreasonably, and suspicious that the ever-cunning SED
 would somehow hold onto power, the East German majority saw its
 salvation in the introduction of the Federal Republic's Rechtsstaat
 and its Deutsche Mark. The result was what one might describe,
 with a contradictio in adiecto, as a "borrowed revolution": a revo
 lution based not on the indigenous maturation of a far-flung, cohe
 sive movement for democratization but on the (willing) importation
 of an alternative social system held in escrow, so to speak, by the
 other three-quarters of the nation.

 This aspect of the East German "revolution" seems to me the fun
 damental shortcoming of Ralf Dahrendorf's characterization of the
 transformations in East Central Europe as consisting in the
 achievement of "an open society, the open society, to be exact, for
 while there can be many systems, there is only one open society."44
 While her writings suggest that she agrees with the significance of
 this achievement, Hannah Arendt has previously offered a more
 exacting standard for defining a revolution. For her, "the central
 idea of revolution ... is the foundation of freedom," an act which is
 "identical with the framing of a constitution" by those who made
 the revolution.45 With the takeover of the revolutionary process in
 the GDR by West Germany—however much the East German citi
 zenry may have desired this development—the East German trans
 formation clearly fails this test. It remains an open question
 whether a nationwide debate and a popular referendum on a new
 constitution (or on keeping the old Basic Law or Grundgesetz) will
 take place. Yet the draft of a new constitution for the GDR, pre
 sented by members of the Round Table's Working Group on a New
 Constitution to the newly elected Volkskammer on April 4, 1990,
 was hardly discussed by the latter as a body.46

 The basic point can perhaps best be summed up with the following
 metaphorical comparison: in Czechoslovakia in 1989, Vaclav
 Havel and his comrades stood at the crest of a seething wave of
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 indignant and mobilized citizens who viewed them as the natural
 representatives of their political aspirations. Once the Communist
 ship of state had run aground, the Czechoslovak opposition intel
 lectuals rode that wave to state power.

 In contrast, the East German intellectual opposition was more like
 the foam that floats on top of the ocean, churned up by the primal
 forces of the deep but utterly powerless to control them. Indeed, the
 East German masses were like the currents on the ocean floor that

 strain towards the shore, leaving the foam—due to its virtual
 weightlessness—more or less where it initially bubbled up. The
 active opposition was catapulted willy-nilly into the forefront of a
 movement they neither created nor led, and which looked else
 where for its leaders with the achievement of the "negative" goal
 that had joined opposition and popular movement—namely, the
 end of SED control. That goal, however, proved synonymous with
 the end of the GDR, and of any efforts to reform it as an
 independent entity as well.

 1 LJlrich Beck, "Opposition in Deutschland," in Experiment Verei
 nigung: Ein sozialer Grossversuch, ed. Bernd Giesen and Claus
 Leggewie (Berlin: Rotbuch Verlag, 1991), p. 24. All translations
 from the German are my own.
 2Cf. Marianne Schulz, "Neues Forum: Von der illegalen Opposition
 zur legalen Marginalitat," in Von der Illegalitat ins Parlament:
 Werdegang und Konzept der neuen Biirgerbewegungen, ed. Helmut
 Miiller-Enbergs, Marianne Schulz, and Jan Wielgohs (Berlin: Links
 Druck Verlag, 1991), pp. 11-104. It is noteworthy that the research
 described in this volume is based to a considerable extent on

 participant observation in the different citizens' movements ana
 lyzed. Moreover, although representatives of the ill-fated Demo
 cratic Awakening and of the SPD (originally SDP) were also
 elected into various parliaments, these organizations go unana
 lyzed in the book.
 3Albert O. Hirschman, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to De
 cline in Firms, Organizations, and States (Cambridge: Harvard
 University Press, 1970), p. 78.
 4 Ibid., p. 83.
 5Detlef Pollack, personal communication, January 12, 1991. Cf. also
 his articles, "Das Ende einer Organisationsgesellschaft: System
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 theoretische Uberlegungen zum gesellschaftlichen Umbruch in der
 DDR," Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie 19: 4 (August 1990), p. 295; and
 "Aussenseiter oder Reprasentanten? Zur Rolle der politisch alter
 nativen Gruppen im gesellschaftlichen Umbruchsprozess der DDR,"
 Deutschland-Archiv 23: 8 (August 1990), pp. 14-15.
 6Cf. Alexis de Tocqueville's classic study, The Old Regime and the
 French Revolution, trans. Stuart Gilbert (Garden City NY: Double
 day Anchor Books, 1955).
 7 Cf. Hubertus Knabe, "Die deutsche Oktoberrevolution," in Knabe,
 ed., Aufbruch in eine andere DDR: Reformer und Oppositionelle zur
 Zukunft ihres Landes (Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1989), pp.
 14-15.

 interview with Politburo member Giinter Schabowski, September
 19, 1991, Berlin.
 9The indispensability to popular democratic movements of patient,
 persistent organizing is vigorously asserted and argued in Lawrence
 Goodwyn, Breaking the Barrier: The Rise of Solidarity in Poland
 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).
 10Cf. "Zuzug aus Osten weiter stark," Frankfurter Rundschau, June 6,
 1991, which reports that the exodus in 1990 was 330,000, a mere
 10,000 fewer than in 1989, and that some 10,000-20,000 East Ger
 mans continue to leave for the West each month.

 "Richard Hilmer and Anne Kohler, "Der DDR lauft die Zukunft
 davon: Die Ubersiedler-/Fluchtlingswelle im Sommer 1989,"
 Deutschland-Archiv 22: 12 (December 1989), p. 1387.
 12Siegfried Grundmann, "Zum Einfluss der Binnenwanderung und
 Aussenwanderung auf die Regional- und Stadtentwicklung in der
 DDR," in Siegfried Grundmann und Ines Schmidt, Wanderungsbe
 wegungen in der DDR 1989. Berliner Arbeitshefte und Berichte zur
 Sozialwissenschaftlichen Forschung, Nr. 30. (Zentralinstitut fur
 sozialwissenschaftliche Forschung, Freie Universitat Berlin, 1990),
 p. 8.
 13Hilmer and Kohler, p. 1385.
 14Dieter Voigt, Hannelore Belitz-Demiriz, and Sabine Meek, "Die
 innerdeutsche Wanderung und der Vereinigungsprozess: Sozialde
 mographische Struktur und Einstellungen von Hiichtlingen/ Uber
 siedlern aus der DDR vor und nach der Grenzoffnung," Deutschland
 Archiv 23: 5 (May 1990), pp. 735-736.
 15Ibid., Diagram 3, p. 741.
 16Grundmann, p. 11.
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 17Cf. Ines Schmidt, "Die Abwanderung aus Berlin, Hauptstadt der
 DDR im Jahre 1989," in Grundmann and Schmidt, p. 24.
 18Ibid., p. 25. The figure used for the percentage of intelligentsia
 among employees in industry is that for the entire GDR; the rele
 vant figures for Berlin are unavailable.
 19For points 1-4, ibid., pp. 24-25.1 add point 5 to indicate that, be
 yond these "material" considerations, there was at least some de
 gree of ideological commitment to the system, however one chooses
 to evaluate that commitment.

 20Gerd Meyer, "Zur Soziologie der DDR-Machtelite: Qualifika
 tionsstruktur, Karrierewege und 'politische Generationen,'"
 Deutschland-Archiv 18: 5 (May 1985), p. 523, Table 3.
 21Ibid., p. 523. Meyer notes that holders of degrees in the Gesell
 schaftswissenschaften are graduates of the Akademie fur Gesell
 schaftswissenschaften of the Central Committee of the SED or of
 the Parteihochschule "Karl Marx" of the Central Committee.

 22On patterns of recruitment to higher education, cf. Gustav
 Wilhelm Bathke, "Soziale Reproduction und Sozialisation von
 Hochschulstudenten in der DDR," Zeitschrift ftir Sozialisations
 forschung und Bildungssoziologie, 1. Beiheft (1990): 114-128, and
 Rainer Geissler, "Bildungschancen und Statusverebung in der DDR,"
 Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 35: 4
 (December 1983), pp. 755-770.
 23On the "Abwicklung" of various university departments in the
 East German university system after unification, cf. Thomas Am
 mer, "Der Konflikt um die 'Abwicklung' an den Hochschulen in der
 ehemaligen DDR," Deutschland-Archiv 24: 2 (February 1991), pp.
 118-120. For a discussion of the (very limited) role of sociology in
 the transformation process, see Lothar Peter, "Legitimations
 beschaffung oder 'machtkritische Subkultur'? Marxistisch-leninis
 tische Soziologie und Systemzerfall in der DDR," Kolner Zeit
 schrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 42: 4 (December 1990),
 pp. 611-641. For an interesting discussion, drawing on Bourdieu, of
 the logic of the relations between the state and different scholarly
 "fields," cf. Wolfgang Engler, "Stellungen, Stellungnahmen, Legen
 den: Ein ostdeutscher Errinerungsversuch," in Rainer Deppe et al.,
 eds., Demokratischer Umbruch in Osteuropa (Frankfurt am Main:
 Suhrkamp, 1990), pp. 48-75.
 24Hilmer and Kohler (p. 1385) and Voigt et al. (p. 736) agree on this
 point.
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 Voigt et al., p. 737, and Diagram 9, p. 744.
 26Robert Darnton's account of events in East Germany in his Berlin
 Journal 1989-90 (New York: Norton, 1991) offers an excellent sense of
 the mood of the period, primarily from the viewpoint of the intel
 ligentsia. So compelling was the (illusory) sense of the possibility
 of a reformed GDR at that time that even Darnton—no radical,
 he—found himself swept up in the enthusiasm about an East Ger
 man "third way" between capitalism and communism. I hope to
 indicate below why this was a misreading of the situation, to
 which most of us (I explicitly include myself here) were suscepti
 ble.

 27It is most fortunate as well as revealing of the nature of the SED's
 dominance that these studies were carried out in Leipzig. Far from
 the centers of power, Leipzig at once suffered from economic neglect
 and benefited from relative ideological neglect. The Institute of
 Youth Research, for instance, was known to be a locus of more criti
 cal empirical social research, even if most of its studies could not be
 published precisely for this reason. Other than the quite useful
 analyses produced by the Ministry for State Security, some of
 which were almost certainly written by trained sociologists, I am
 unaware of any empirical sociological studies of events in Berlin
 during this period.
 28Wolfgang Zapf, "Der Untergang der DDR und die soziologische
 Theorie der Modernisierung," in Giesen and Leggewie, p. 42.
 29Kurt Miihler and Steffen H. Wilsdorf, "Die Leipziger Montags
 demonstration: Aufstieg und Wandel einer basisdemokratischen In
 stitution des friedlichen Umbruchs im Spiegel empirischer Mei
 nungsforschung," Berliner Journal fur Soziologie, Sonderheft (1991),
 pp. 40-42. An earlier version of the article appears as "Meinungs
 trends in der Leipziger Montagsdemonstration: Nach betrachtungen
 zu einer basisdemokratischen Institution," in Jurgen Grabner,
 Christiane Heinze, and Detlef Pollack, eds., Leipzig im Oktober:
 Kirchen und alternative Gruppen im Umbruch der DDR (Berlin:
 Wichern-Verlag, 1990), pp. 159-175.
 ^Michael Hofmann and Dieter Rink, "Der Leipziger Aufbruch: Zur
 Genesis einer Heldenstadt," in Grabner et al., pp. 114-122.
 31Petra Bornhoft, "Ausreiser und Bleiber marschieren getrennt," die
 tageszeitung, September 4, 1989, reprinted in DDR-Journal zur
 Novemberrevolution: August bis Dezember 1989, 2. erweiterte Auf
 lage (n.p. [Berlin], n.d. [1990]), pp. 8-9; cf. also Harald Wagner,
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 "Die Leute hatten Angst um ihre Kinder," and Johannes Richter,
 "Wir sind Sachsen!", both in Gerhard Rein, ed., Die Opposition in
 der DDR: Entwiirfe fur einen anderen Sozialismus (Berlin: Wichern
 Verlag, 1989), esp. pp. 180 and 183.
 32Hofmann and Rink, p. 121.
 33Cf. Marianne Schulz, pp. 20-21.
 ^See Jan Wielgohs and Helmut Miiller-Enbergs, "Die Biirgerbewe
 gung Demokratie Jetzt," and Wolfgang Templin and Reinhard
 Weisshuhn, "Initiative Frieden und Menschenrechte," both in
 Miiller-Enbergs et al.
 asCf. the resolution "Zum Wahlgesetz" of February 5, 1990, in Hel
 mut Herles and Ewald Rose, eds., Vom Runden Tisch zum Par lament
 (Bonn: Bouvier Verlag, 1990), p. 107.
 ^Voigt et al., p. 738.
 37Cf. Dieter Roth, "Die Wahlen zur Volkskammer in der DDR: Der
 Versuch einer Erklarung," Politische Vierteljahresschrift 31: 3
 (September 1990): 372.
 ^Ibid., pp. 377-378, Tables 4 and 5.
 39Reich, in a speech at the opening ceremonies of the Twelfth An
 nual Volksuniversitat at the Humboldt-Universitat in (East) Ber

 lin, May 17, 1991.
 borrow this phrase from Alvin Gouldner, The Future of Intellec

 tuals and the Rise of the New Class (New York: Continuum, 1979),
 p. 18. N.B.: The phrase refers to "upper classes," not "ruling class
 es."

 41Irene Charlotte Streuel, "Umschwung in der Kulturpolitik und
 neue Initiativen der Kiinstler," Deutschland-Archiv 23: 1 (January
 1990), p. 92.
 ^Interview, July 14,1991, in Prenden bei Berlin.
 ^Ferdinand Kroh, "Havemanns Erben—1953 bis 1988," in Kroh, ed.,
 "Freiheit ist immer Freiheit. . Die Andersdenkenden in der DDR

 (Frankfurt am Main and Berlin: Ullstein Verlag, 1988), p. 12.
 44Ralf Dahrendorf, Reflections on the Revolution in Europe
 (London: Chatto and Windus, 1990), p. 36.
 45 Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (NY: Penguin Books, 1977), p. 125.
 46Cf. Uwe Thaysen, Der Runde Tisch—Oder: Wo blieb das Volk?
 Der Weg der DDR in die Demokratie (Opladen: Westdeutscher
 Verlag, 1990), p. 149. For the draft of the constitution, see Arbeits
 gruppe "Neue Verfassung der DDR" des Runden Tisches, Verfa
 ssungsentwurf fur die DDR (Berlin: BasisDruck, 1990).
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