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1. IntroductionTC "Introduction " \l 4

The breathtaking events of 1989/1990 turned the German Democratic Republic (GDR) into an illustrative example of a sudden, unanticipated breakdown of an authoritarian regime leading to swift democratisation. In an attempt to examine the dynamics of the process, this article models the East German transition from socialist authoritarianism to parliamentary democracy as a strategic interaction between the most relevant groups of political actors in the domestic setting at that time. Applying the strategic approach and analytic tools known from rational choice theory, the article distinguishes itself from the myriad of multi-factor explanations in the literature on democratic transition. Thereby the article also offers a new approach to the study of regime change in the GDR, which seems dominated by retrospective models that occasionally run the risk of over-determine the known outcome of the process.


Our account of the East German democratisation process is closely related to the recently formulated ‘analytic narrative’ approach in the social sciences. The approach is called analytic narrative because it seeks to combine the analytic tools of rational choice (game theory) that are most frequently employed in economics with the narrative form, which is more commonly employed in history. Our approach is narrative because it pays close attention to the historical developments and its context in the GDR, and it is analytic because it tries to extract explicit and formal lines of reasoning. From this follows that we attempt to give a credible account of the East German transition by building a rather simple, formal model that stylises the main actors and their interactions. The model in turn serves as a guide for choosing, collecting, and putting together the relevant empirical information in order to make our story informative. The aim of this kind of work is not to give an extremely detailed account of all aspects of the process, but to identify the crucial episodes, establish a good division into various phases, interpret the actors’ motivations, clarify their strategies and decisions, and to explain rather surprising outcomes (Bates et al, 1998: 10ff).


In the exposition, the main objective will be identifying and examining some decisive crossroads where decisions had to be made during the East German democratic transition. Strongly inspired by the actor-oriented scheme of analysis Josep M. Colomer has elaborated, and focusing on vital choices during the Communist Socialist Unity Party’s (SED) reluctant abertura, two standard 2 x 2 games are presented (Colomer, 1991, 1995, 2000). These games are formalised as interactions between the incumbent regime and the newly formed opposition. The principal issue considered when modelling them is whether players should embark on or oppose liberalising and democratising policies.


Roughly, the time-span we inspect is the second half of 1989 and the first two months of 1990. This period covers some crucial events, e.g. the emergence of an organised opposition (September), the replacement of the long-standing strongman Erich Honecker through Egon Krenz (October), the suspension of border restrictions (November), the convening of a round table (December), and finally, the set up of a broad ‘government of national responsibility’ (February).


Our strategic approach does not define the actors as given individuals or groups. Instead, players are defined in terms of their probable preferences as far as these can be derived from secondary sources, mainly historical, biographic, journalistic and documentary literature. Pointing to some lesser-known sources, this article besides the theoretical approach also offers an empirical contribution. It has to be underlined that crucial international factors, such as Gorbachev’s introduction of the glasnost and perestroika reform programmes, and specific internal preconditions in the GDR, are not explicitly formulated in these games. This does not mean they are irrelevant; structural variables are assumed implicit in the players’ respective preferences on the central controversial questions and are thus considered as structural preconditions for the game itself.


An advantage of the formal, deductive reasoning characteristic for the rational choice paradigm is its capacity to pinpoint alternative outcomes more precisely than inductive generalising from empirical observations. Moreover, giving the strategic approach concept a central role is promising because rational choice assumptions are appropriate for analysing situations in which the actors’ preferences and constraints are undefined or not clearly established. More specific, game theory provides tools that are particularly useful for studying situations in which the rules of the interactions are imprecise, which often is the case during processes of regime change. A regime change is precisely a modification of the constraints and incentives offered by the rules of the political game. Some interactions among actors in a process of political change are therefore less constrained than interactions in a stable political situation, whether this is a dictatorship or a consolidated, constitutional democracy.


Evaluated on this backdrop, another advantage of employing formal tools as those of game theory lies in the clarity and parsimony they offer to the analysis. Certainly, any ample explanation has to accept a compromise between the number of facts explicitly taken into account and the simplicity of the variables and relationships that are included in the model. Here are formal models especially helpful in the task of formulating the questions and hypotheses more precisely. However, streamlining the account of reality does not mean ignoring facts or clinging to dogmatic schemes. An explanation is attractive if it reveals, at least partly, significant factors that influence the phenomenon under scrutiny. After the most relevant variables have been identified and scrupulously analysed it becomes possible to distinguish important features from what appears to be irrelevant or superfluous. Then it turns easier to attribute appropriate weight to various aspect of reality, and to restructure chance or impressionistic observations in a systematic, conceivable way. When a set of relevant actors, their preferences and alternative strategies are presented, and the deductive implications of the analysis are formulated, the contrast between the model’s formal outcome and the objective observable outcome either confirm the validity of the analysis, or encourage modifying and redesigning the model. In the next stage then, the model can be brought closer to reality.


Altogether, the article attempts to model the most critical phase of the East German transition as two distinct games. The first simply illustrates which scenario some key actors within the regime anticipated if they failed to act in a specific way. The second game, which is easily recognised as the notorious ‘prisoner’s dilemma game’ (PD), we argue models the interaction between the SED regime and the opposition close to as it actually occurred. By presenting stylised matrices we hope to decompose relevant interactions, and by means of relatively basic game theoretical tools, uncover the alternatives built into the situations to analyse and interpret important decisions.

2. Honecker’s Game of Polarized Conflict​​

Identifying Players and Preferences TC "Identifying the players and defining the context " \l 4

In the early autumn of 1989, a violent confrontation between the GDR regime, dominated by a clique of rigid Communist Party leaders,
 and a flora of fast growing citizens’ movements and Party Initiatives, seemed almost inevitable. Triggered by a series of alarming events during the spring and summer, great efforts were made to channel discontent into various programmatic and organisational frameworks.


The rise of the civic movement was highly influenced by inputs from abroad, which were inspiring in contrast to the ‘SED gerontocracy’ (average age in the Politburo was 67), which only offered outdated policy formulas. The leadership seemed determined to prevent the ‘reform virus’ from infecting the incipient political discourse in the GDR. The issue of diffusion is worth extensive treatment, but let us here just briefly point to the international factors that seems most relevant. 


Soviet perestroika inaugurated by general secretary Gorbachev stimulated reformist hopes not only in the GDR but also throughout the Eastern bloc. Hungary and Poland were the first countries to take advantage of the new Soviet flexibility that Gorbachev officially stated in his address to the Council of Europe in July 1989 (Dennis, 2000: 257ff; Osmond 1992: 23ff). 


In Poland intense roundtable negotiations resulted in free and fair elections on 4 June 1989, which the opposition represented by the initial trade union Solidarity won all of the 35% of seats subject to competition in the Sejm (lower-house), and 99% out of 100 in the new Senate. Exposed to democratic elections the Polish Communists suffered a massive defeat and on 24 August 1989 Tadeusz Maziowiecki became the first non-Communist head of government in Eastern Europe since the Cold War started (Pond, 1993, 88). 


In Hungary, reform Communist such as Imre Pozsgay and Rezo Nyers defeated the orthodox wing of the Party and promised in September 1989 to arrange multi-party elections the following year. In October, the Hungarian Communist Party renounced Marxism and converted to democratic socialism. Already the previous June Hungary had signed the Convention on Refugees, a move that qualified for UN aid for the flow of ethnic Hungarians moving in from Romania. Even before this act, the authorities demonstrated their willingness to reform as they dismantled the fences on the border to Austria (Dennis, 2000: 260).


From this international context, the emancipating opposition learned and the progress made outside the GDR stimulated the various citizens’ movements to flourish. Despite their somewhat different backgrounds and ideological anchoring, let us think about these emerging organisations as a broad anti-regime coalition: the Reform Movements. Regarded as a single political actor, the Reform Movements had several common features. There was a dominant belief that the prospects were bright for radical reform of the malfunctioning political system, which the regime praised as the ‘real existing socialism’ (Realsozialismus).


The Reform Movements did not define themselves as being in opposition to socialism in general. However, they rejected the SED regime and demanded an end to the Party’s monopoly on truth and power. Party dominance had to yield to plurality and democratic change in all institutions and state structures. The point of departure for transformations should be the United Nations’ convention on human rights and the agreements in the wake of the process propelled by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. To achieve substantial reforms it was crucial to broaden the scope for political participation. Politics should not be the exclusive domain of privileged SED cadres and members of the subservient bloc parties. The SED controlled mass organisations had thus to be transformed into genuine Western-style interest organisations.
 However, the very core of reforms would be free, secret elections, preferably under UN supervision. In short, demands concentrated on re-establishing divisions between State, Party and Civil Society and the introduction of democratic decision-making procedures.
 


The tidal wave of newly announced political platforms and appeals during the autumn of 1989 reflected the basic attitudes of the reformers, who were motivated by the pressing need to halt the decay in East Germany’s institutional and social structures.
 Calls for liberalisation and democratisation of the existing SED regime were a point of resemblance for the various Reform Movements. Social solidarity, personal development, and environmental problems should in the future enjoy priority over economic growth. In fact, the predominantly intellectual activists were revisionists. They were convinced of the bright prospects for renewal of socialism by means of democratic procedures. Free elections would secure a firm basis for a human oriented Marxism (obviously inspired by the failed ‘socialism with a human face’ project of the 1968 Prague Spring reformers). 


Again, note that for as long as XE "Honecker"Honecker held power East German reformers did not opt for German unification, which was virtually a non-issue at this time. They rather aspired to a modified version of Western democracy within the frames of their existing state. Pursuing an ill-defined idea of a ‘XE "third way"third way’ between ‘real existing socialism’ and Western capitalism, their objective was to develop a genuine, sophisticated, and democratised socialism.


This brief outline enables us to define the Reform Movements as a coherent opposition player, featuring a distinct structure of preferences regarding type of political regime. In line with XE "Colomer"Colomer’s basic concept, which grades the various players’ political strategies concerning the future regime on a scale from low to high degree of change in the dictatorship, we apply the letters N, D, and I, as symbols for the three principal alternatives available in the East German context (Colomer, 2000: 37). 


Non-democratic continuity (N) is the strategy of maintaining the status quo, that is, the authoritarian institutions and the planned economy, while Democratic rupture (D) is the strategy of making a clear-cut break with the legal and institutional framework of authoritarian rule. This democratic strategy includes commencement of a constituent process and transition from a state controlled economy towards a more open, market-oriented economy. Those players who favour the strategy of Intermediate reform (I) typically want to stabilise the dictatorship by broadening the basis of its legitimacy. Therefore, they often opt for a limited democracy (democradura) or a mixed economy by launching some measures of liberalisation. The ruling elite is required to relax its control of the economic sector and allow a degree of freedom of speech, multiparty elections, and other liberal civic rights. However, essential parts of the productive apparatus will be kept under state ownership, and various restrictions might therefore be imposed on political activity, such as limiting the number of legal parties. The threshold for liberalisation consistent with an intermediate strategy would, under Communist rule, typically be reached when the leading role of the Party itself is seriously challenged.


Turning to the East German setting, the opposition above all wanted a clear-cut break with XE "Honecker"Honecker’s regime. Deep-rooted practices of ‘real existing socialism’ had to yield to thorough liberalisation and democratisation of virtually all aspects of society. This alternative we will denote as D (democratic rupture). If this strategy could not be pursued, due to lack of support through demonstrations or the regime’s excessive repression etc., the Reform Movements would try using all available means to avoid the alternative N (non-democratic continuity), which represents unchanged policies. However, the second best option for the opposition player would be strategy I (intermediate reform). This alternative might imply, for instance, accepting the legitimacy of the SED regime on the clear condition that it commence with moderate reform measures inspired by XE "Gorbachev"Gorbachev’s initiatives. The opposition, making rational risk analyses, presumably found it better to demand some relatively modest concessions that XE "Honecker"Honecker was likely to accept (e.g. legalisation of the XE "New Forum"New Forum) in exchange for restraints on popular mobilisations, rather than risk total defeat in a direct, violent confrontation with the security forces. Let us therefore assume that the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements, as an anti-Honecker alliance, were moderate opposition players (or democratic rupturists) that preferred alternatives ranging from a greater to a lesser degree of change: D > I > N. 

The Preferences of the Radical Hardliners 


Strongly bound up with the leadership of Honecker, the player XE "SED"SED regime is defined as the dominant fraction of Party hardliners and their supporters. When the game was played, the Leninist principle of democratic centralism resulted in sufficient Politburo XE "Politburo"support for Honecker’s policies. Hence, we define the Party’s executive leadership as one single player, unchallenged by internal rivals. 


Until mid-October, the SED regime relentlessly pursued a policy characterised by efforts to fence off the growing Reform Movements and their increasing mobilisation of the masses. Clearly illustrated by the prompt denial of the election fraud, which numerous grassroots groups had exposed during the spring elections, the SED’s arrogance was perceived as highly provocative and in fact triggered the first of the large-scale protests.
 Bizarrely, statements of solidarity with the Chinese regime emphasised this strategy following the brutal elimination of the incipient democracy movement in Beijing. The GDR press unanimously praised the XE "Chinese Communist party"Chinese Communist Party’s resolute actions in XE "Tiananmen Square"Tiananmen Square by underlining that the XE "People’s Liberation Army"People’s Liberation Army had prevented counter-revolution.
 This attitude was demonstrated repeatedly, and perhaps most clearly when XE "Egon Krenz"Egon Krenz, Honecker’s presumed ‘crown prince’ and the head of the XE "National Security Council"National Security Council, paid XE "China"China an official visit on the occasion of the XE "People’s Republic"People’s Republic’s fortieth anniversary. Speaking to a workers’ delegation he said: “Your festival is our festival. We are united by equal ideals.”


Honecker himself seemed impervious to the grave economic consequences of massive westward migration, and the immense loss of domestic and international prestige that this entailed. XE "Honecker"Triggered by XE "Hungary"Hungary’s dismantling of the ‘XE "Iron Curtain"Iron Curtain’ (beginning on 2 May 1989), the East German authorities lost control of its border procedures as the number of people leaving the country grew rapidly. The scale of the exodus was immense: 4,600 people left the XE "GDR"GDR in January 1989; 10,600 in May; 21,000 in August; 33,000 in September and 57,000 in October. Migration peaked in November when 133,000 East German citizens left for the XE "Federal Republic"Federal Republic (Ronge, 1990: 40). Drawing parallels to the 1953 workers’ uprising, reports from the omnipresent XE "Ministry for State Security"Ministry for State Security (usually abbreviated XE "MfS"MfS or merely Stasi) stressed the threat to the entire political system.
 


However, these unambiguous signals had virtually no influence on general secretaryXE "Honecker" Honecker’s inflexibility. On behalf of the regime, he pursued to the bitter end a provocative strategy out of touch with the realities. Similar to the situation following the construction of the XE "Berlin Wall"Berlin Wall (August 1961), Western propaganda was blamed for the exodus.
 “Those who abandon the GDR are under capitalist influence, and therefore one should not shed a single tear for the people who leave”, wrote the SED organ Neues Deutschland in its editorial column on 2 October 1989.
 


Ultimately, during the grandiose celebrations of the GDR’s fortieth anniversary on the sixth and seventh of October, Honecker misjudged his last opportunity to embark upon an alternative course as he failed to take the hints from the Soviet general secretary XE "Gorbachev"Gorbachev.
 Using worn-out slogans, Honecker painted a rosy picture of the domestic state in his jubilee speech to the expectant worldwide public. The XE "GDR"GDR citizens, he said, would enter the new millennium knowing socialism faced a bright future! (Andert and XE "Wolfgang Herzberg"Herzberg, 1990: 66ff; XE "Günter Schabowski"Schabowski, 1990: 73ff; 1991: 238ff; XE "Egon Krenz"Krenz, 1990: 85ff). At this stage, the XE "GDR"GDR leader’s rigidity prompted even high-ranking party officials to recognise the sinister outlook.


This leaves the impression that the XE "Honecker"Honecker controlled XE "SED"SED regime maintained an extreme order of preferences, which corresponds to that of the radical hardliners (reactionaries or ultras) as defined by Colomer (2000, 40)XE "Colomer". In the East German setting, actors holding similarly inflexible attitudes were frequently labelled Betonköpfe (literarily heads of concrete). Among the actors’ three basic strategies – continued authoritarian system (N), intermediate reform (I), and clear-cut rupture with the ancién regime (D) – we must assume that the SED regime as rational game-player above all preferred non-democratic continuity (N). This means it wanted to preserve the ‘real existing socialism’ as it was performing at the time. Secondly, confronted with the successful organisation of the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements, Honecker’s regime was ready to risk a head-on collision with the opposition, even at the cost of total defeat. The radical hardliner regime would opt for this rather than offer intermediate reforms, that is, opting for a controlled transition ‘from above’ (which might at least have offered possibilities to retain authority in some positions or keep selected privileges). We must stress that, for the radical hardliners, democratic rupture does not mean they turn into democrats in their hearts, but rather an acceptance of democratic procedures out of tactical reasoning. The rationale behind this radical hardliner strategy lies in the expectation that they will have better opportunities to fight again for their most preferred outcome (call it their conception of Communism) if they keep to their ideological principles, than if they make concessions and agree on an intermediate, transitional regime. Radical change in such a regime would be more difficult because the incumbents are a responsible part of it.


Admittedly, it is not an easy task to decide whether the SED leadership had actually internalised these extreme preferences, or whether the official line merely reflected rhetorical tactics and threats, rather than a feasible alternative. Nevertheless, judging from the regime’s official handling of the election fraud, its stance on the student-led democracy movement in XE "China"China, on mass migration to the West and above all the fact that Honecker never showed any signs of self-criticism, we can argue that in practice the SED regime demonstrated maximalist preferences. 


Perhaps these preferences were most manifest just before the Monday demonstration in XE "Leipzig"Leipzig on 9 October, the first after the XE "GDR"GDR jubilee weekend. Referred to as the Schicksalstag – the day of destiny – this Monday afternoon entailed a high risk of violent confrontation between the security forces and demonstrating XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements. Regional army units of the XE "Nationale Volksarmee"Nationale Volksarmee were put on red alert, and the leading daily (Leipziger Volkszeitung) printed a declaration signed by ruthless, militant Communists, who demanded that all ‘counter-revolutionary activities’ should be brought to an end by all available means. When extra supplies of frozen blood were brought in, and patients were moved out of central hospitals, people feared the regime would opt for a ‘XE "Chinese solution"Chinese solution’. These physical threats made a great impact since people were easily reminded of previous tragedies; the GDR XE "workers revolt in June 1953"workers’ revolt of June 1953, the brutal Soviet response to the Hungarian reform effort of 1956, the Czechoslovakian ‘spring’ of 1968, and most recently the June 1989 XE "Beijing massacre"Beijing massacre (Shell and XE "Werner Kalinka"KalinkaXE "Stasi", 1991: 312ff; Pond, 1993: 111ff; Dennis, 2000: 276ff).


Virtually nothing indicated the regime would yield, and therefore, we must assume that, in the interaction with the Reform Movements, the regime player ordered his preferences in an extreme and intransigent way: N > D > I. 

Alternatives, Outcomes and the Dynamics of the Reference Game


If the players’ preferences had been as assumed in the two previous sections we would face a victory-defeat game played between Honecker on behalf of the regime and the opposition. This game is, however, purely hypothetical because some key actors figured out that playing it ultimately would lead to total defeat of Communism in the GDR. Therefore, this game was not fully played; it rather functioned as a reference for some regime actors to reshape their preferences and induce another game. Although hypothetical, it turns out interesting to model the game of reference as a scenario some top-authoritarians intended to avoid.


In the formal exposition of our hypothetical reference game, let us presume that the two players can choose only between their two most preferable alternatives, that is democratic rupture (D), and intermediate reform (I) for the Reform Movements, and non-democratic continuity (N) and democratic rupture (D) for the SED regime. If the interaction is presented as a standard 2 x 2 game, four possible outcomes can be derived from the combinations of pairs of alternatives. These are IN, ID, DN, and DD (the first of each pair being the strategy chosen by the opposition and the second that of the regime).


The outcome IN (in which the Reform Movements opt for intermediate reforms and SED chooses non-democratic continuity) means that the opposition is situated in a marginal position. Long before an eventual mobilisation could get out of control, the SED would rapidly and effectively repress it by all available means. Borders would be closed hermetically to ordinary citizens. Activists however, could be ‘exported’ to the XE "Federal Republic"Federal Republic according to well-established procedures. Taking into account contemporary developments elsewhere in Eastern Europe, such actions would probably generate international protests, but not more than tolerable to the regime. This situation, which represents social peace and regime stability, and would have strengthened the dominant positions of the XE "Communist party"Communist Party, is the most preferable for the Honecker regime and the worst for the Reform Movements.


The outcome ID represents the Reform Movements’ second and the SED’s third choice. It symbolises the situation that would arise if the opposition started to articulate moderate demands for reform, but was immediately met by strict countermeasures from the regime. This position can be elucidated as a situation in which the emerging Reform Movements unilaterally accept the legitimacy of SED rule in exchange fore some minor compensation. Such compensation might for instance involve legal recognition, or the right to limited political participation. Enforced international pressure on the regime would presumably facilitate further domestic focus on the issues advocated by the opposition. In turn, this would strengthen the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements, but undermine the regime’s position. Among the available alternatives, this ranks as the Reform Movements’ second most favourable outcome, while it is only the third choice of the XE "SED"SED regime. 


The next possible outcome, DN, includes the Reform Movements’ mass mobilisation. Chief among their demands is a clear-cut rupture with the regime and its practises. This strategy would be met by the SED regime’s relentless pursuit of its stable, non-compromising policies of ‘real existing socialism’. Given the explosive combination of the exodus and popular mobilisation, this is a situation the Party would want to avoid at all costs. The active challenge to XE "Honecker"Honecker’s regime would not be the Reform Movements’ least wanted preference, since this would bring about new possibilities to put the opponent under pressure. However, this outcome does not rank higher than third place since, strictly speaking, the opposition would not receive any concessions from the regime.


Finally, the outcome DD is reached when the players adopt coincident strategies. This state symbolises the victory of the Reform Movements and the SED regime’s defeat or even surrender. It is certainly the favourite outcome for the Reform Movements, but it perhaps more surprising that the outcome is ranked as the regime’s second best. This is explained by the extreme ordering of preferences the SED regime of maintains. Since Honecker prefers the strategy opposite to his first preference as his second best, the regime is led to accept the satisfaction of the adversary. Honecker would calculate that giving in to the opponent now could provide future opportunities to re-establish a modernised dictatorship embedded in new and stronger institutions. At least he had resisted the temptation of entering negotiations of an intermediate regime. Remember that the SED regime under Honecker cling to extreme preferences, which mean that negotiating with the ‘enemy of the class’, would reduce them to simple revisionists. In some sense, Honecker was turned into a victim of his own maximalism.

Figure 1 about here

These orders of preferences and the interaction between the two players are formalised in a normal form game matrix (Figure 1). The strategies available to the Reform Movements are democratic rupture (D) and intermediate reform (I). Rupture means mass mobilisations in which participants demand liberalisation and democratisation, provoking a complete break with theXE "Honecker" Honecker regime. The strategy of intermediate reform covers, combined with threats to launch mass mobilisation, demands for liberalisation and modification within the existing XE "SED"SED regime. There is a fundamental will to achieve compromise, which in principle would mean that XE "Honecker"Honecker could for the time being remain in office, provided he embarks on perestroika- and glasnost-oriented policies. Non-democratic continuity (N) and rupture (D) are the SED regime’s two available strategies. The first strategy is continuation of the authoritarian regime based on the ‘real socialism’ concept, whereas the latter means that the regime adopts its second preference and accepts democratic reforms.


In the above matrix, the first value in each cell represents the ordinal payoffs for the row player; the second indicates the payoffs the column player receives. Note that the values or payoffs attributed to any outcome are ordinal and cannot be compared for different actors. The single assumption is that actors choose among outcomes according to their own order of preferences. The row player, the Reform Movements, has a dominant strategy. Dominant strategies provide higher payoffs irrespective of what other players choose. The dominant strategy of the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements is D – that is to stick to demands related to liberalisation, democratisation, and the dismantling of the incumbent regime. Note that whatever strategy the SED regime chooses, the opposition movements are better off if they pick D. If they assume the XE "SED"regime will choose N (right column), they will obtain the payoff 2. In this case, an outcome in the upper right-hand cell is produced. Alternatively, they obtain only payoff 1 if the regime chooses I (producing the outcome in the lower right-hand cell). Clearly, it is better for the Reform Movements to choose D. On the other hand, if the Reform Movements anticipate the regime will opt for D (left column), the opposition will obtain the payoff 4 if they also chose D (upper left-hand cell), or 3 if they go for I (lower right-hand cell). Thus, here as well, it is better for them to choose D. Accordingly, in any hypothesis concerning the SED regime’s eventual behaviour; it is rational for the Reform Movements to hold on to the strategy D. 


Analogous comparisons show that the SED regime does not have a dominant strategy. However, being aware of the Reform Movements’ dominant strategy (D), it is rational for the regime player to choose D also. Due to his maximalist preference ordering, it is out of tactical or ideological reasons better forXE "Honecker" Honecker to accept democratisation than to stick with non-democratic continuity (D), which produces payoff 3.
 In contrast, by sticking to N the regime player only obtains payoff 1. Consequently, the imaginable reference game played between the two most relevant groups of actors in the XE "GDR"GDR before mid-October 1989 produces the outcome DD (indicated by the ordinal values 4, 3, encircled in the upper left-hand cell). 


According to the XE "Nash equilibrium"Nash equilibrium concept, this is a stable outcome. An outcome is in Nash equilibrium once a situation has been reached in which each player knows his interlocutor’s choice of strategy, yet neither of the two opponents is interested in changing his own choice unilaterally. If either of them were to do so, he would lose out. If the Reform Movements changed unilaterally to I, they would only gain the payoff 3, compared to 4 if they stick to strategy D. Changing strategy unilaterally would satisfy the regime even less. By choosing N instead of D, they would obtain 1 – their lowest possible payoff. 


It seems reasonable to assume that this hypothetical game – anticipated by some key authoritarians – started out sometime ahead of the local elections in May 1989, when the XE "SED"SED regime was not subject to pressure from the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements.
 The state IN symbolises this initial situation when no organised, countrywide opposition existed. The mass mobilisation, triggered by the reactions to the rigged elections and the immense migration from theXE "GDR" GDR, can then be interpreted as an attempt of the moderate opposition to transfer the state of the game (IN) to the upper row in the matrix. An arrow on the matrix indicates this movement. The Reform Movements would then achieve a moderate improvement in payoff from 1 to 2. A consequence of this move would be a substantial drop in payoff for the hardliner regime, from 4 to 1. 


Challenged by the Reform Movements’ change of strategy (from I to D), the only rational action for the SED regime would then be to prompt a similar shift. Its preferred strategy N would be replaced with the secondary alternative D. As pointed out, this logic produces the outcome DD, a state that postulates victory of the Reform Movements and the surrender to, or acceptance of democratisation for the SED regime.


Recall that this game is outlined purely as a hypothetical model for domestic political developments one fraction of the top SED apparatus might have used as a point of reference. In line with our above argumentation, the reference game probably worked as a good heuristic tool for some of the more foresighted regime actors because they anticipated that playing it would lead to defeat. For that reason, the game structure represents a realistic reconstruction of the sinister outcome those actors ‘saw in their eyes of mind’. For them this outcome definitely would be an intolerable equilibrium. Facing the opposition, they instead developed a preference structure alternative to the maximalist one, that is, within the Party top-level, a split between radical and moderate hardliners became apparent. The Leninist doctrine of democratic centralism could no longer secure regime unity.

The Dethronement of Honecker


The backdrop for the split within the regime was growing discontent, not only among rank and file members, but now also high up in the Party’s executive organ. Some XE "Politburo"Politburo members were alarmed and grasped the pressing need to adapt policies to a new domestic and international framework. They certainly feared the outcome of the game Honecker played. His unrealistic approach to the grave economic crisis, spurred by the ongoing exodus, frustrated a few ‘younger’ members of the Politburo. Because no established rules for a change of leader existed, the only feasible way to remove Honecker was to stage a coup d’état. Given the strictly hierarchical party structure, it was unlikely that such an initiative would come from outside the Politburo.
 


XE "Egon Krenz" Egon Krenz and XE "Günter Schabowski"Günter Schabowski were the main architects behind the ‘palace coup’ that removed Honecker from office and excluded two other inflexible and radical hardliners from the Politburo. Krenz was supposed to be second in the Party hierarchy, while Schabowski, former editor-in-chief of Neues Deutschland, held the district secretary post in XE "East Berlin"East Berlin. Prime Minister XE "Willy Stoph"Willy Stoph and Harry Tisch, the chairman of the trade unions,XE "Harry Tisch" offered some practical assistance as the project took form. More cautiously, the plotters were supported by XE "Siegfried Lorenz"Siegfried Lorenz, Party secretary in XE "Karl-Marx-Stadt"Karl-Marx-Stadt, and subsequently by colleagues in a couple of other districts (Pond, 1993: 93, 103). Note also that XE "Erich Mielke"Erich Mielke, the notorious supreme head of the XE "MfS"MfS, was probably involved; it seems unreasonable to believe that the conspiracy could materialise without an agreement with, or at least a tacit guarantee from, the ubiquitous XE "Stasi"Stasi.


The conspiracy consisted of manoeuvring a mild statement through the XE "Politburo"Politburo, which emphasised that various practices in the XE "GDR"GDR needed improving after all. In a second phase, this statement was used as a lever to win a Politburo vote requesting the resignation of XE "Honecker"Honecker as someone too old and rigid to put such improvements into effect.


The Politburo’s first tentative nod towards reality came in early September 1989 when the domestic crisis spurred by the flood of migrants leaving via Hungarian territory was addressed. However, in Honecker’s absence (recuperating from a gall-bladder operation) the Party leadership seemed paralysed. Plans for a coup were not clearly articulated until Sunday 8 October when XE "Krenz"Krenz presented Honecker with a draft statement due for publication in Neues Deutschland. Its centrepiece was an unprecedented expression of regret over every single citizen who had fled to the West. The general secretary took the contents as a personal insult, but agreed to put the draft on the Politburo agenda the following Tuesday, 10 October (Schabowski, 1990: 64; 1991: 226ff; Interview with XE "Günter Schabowski"Günter Schabowski in Pond, 1993: 93).


Various manoeuvres to delay and water down the content failed, and very soon, the Politburo declaration appeared in the press, giving the public the first tangible sign that the SED was taking the crisis seriously. Even so, it would be quite wrong to believe the declaration expressed a fundamentally new attitude. It still blamed the exodus essentially on the provocation of “imperialist forces”, the “hateful campaign” of Western mass media, and the “illegal intervention” of the XE "FRG"FRG in the GDR’s internal affairs. The majority of migrants were accused of being victims of Western provocations. In effect, hopes of bringing about decisive changes were dampened: the GDR possessed “all the necessary forms and forums of a Socialist democracy”. These were to be made even “more comprehensive” – which, translated from the XE "SED"SED jargon, meant they had hitherto been underused.


As they realised that the statement did nothing but exacerbate popular unrest,XE "Krenz" Krenz and XE "Schabowski"Schabowski decided to dethrone Honecker at the forthcoming XE "Politburo"Politburo session. Prime Minister XE "Willy Stoph"Willy Stoph was successfully recruited by Krenz to present a resolution that demanded Honecker’s resignation, and Schabowski convinced XE "Harry Tisch"Harry Tisch, head of the FDGB trade unions about their promising project.
 Tisch was going to fly out to Moscow for a trade union meeting scheduled for 16 October. This opportunity could conveniently be used to inform Gorbachev about the enterprise, and as anticipated, the Soviet leader returned his best wishes.


It was by no means certain that Krenz and Schabowski would muster a majority in the Politburo at the meeting on 17 October 1989. They were also uncertain about how the general secretary would react when challenged in this irregular way. Therefore, they took precautions by posting armed, reliable guard in the adjacent room in case Honecker would alarm his lifeguards.


Opening the meeting, Willy Stoph proposed promptly to relieve Honecker of all duties and request Egon Krenz to take over his positions. As Honecker gave the word to everybody around the table, he showed no signs of surprise or distress, even when the Politburo members one by one, stating various reasons, withdrew their support for the SED leader (Andert and Herzberg, 1990: 30f. Even his close associates, Günter Mittag and Erich Mielke, turned their backs on Honecker. The latter blamed him for almost everything wrong in the GDR and issued serious threats: if the general secretary did not resign voluntarily, Mielke would release compromising information. This information would presumably undermine Honecker’s status as ‘anti-fascist hero’ – a picture the SED propaganda machinery maintained assiduously.
 Eventually, to avoid total humiliation and loss of face, Honecker had no choice but to cast his own vote in favour of the unanimous decision to accept his own, Günter Mittag’s and Joachim Herrmann’s resignations. With this move most of the longstanding leadership troika was permanently ousted (Schabowski, 1990: 104ff; 1991: 267ff).


We can perhaps say that most of the top personnel acted opportunistically and became moderate hardliners as XE "Stoph"Stoph proposed to substitute Honecker with Krenz. The single ‘genuine radical hardliner’ was probably Honecker himself. Until his death in Chilean exile (May 1994), he never exerted any form of self-criticism. After Honecker’s departure, the ultra hardliners of the Party apparatus proved unable to regain any significant influence over political developments in the GDR.

3. Pact-making Prisoner’s Dilemma Game

Trying out Liberalising Tactics


Recall that the previous game we sketched, although hypothetical, it constituted an important heuristic tool that produced a point of reference for the SED plotter fraction. Calculating ahead the moderate hardliners finally grasped the grave consequences for the regime if Honecker’s radical hard line policies were pursued much longer. Fronted by Egon Krenz, the new secretary general, the moderate hardliners purged the radical hardliners of the SED leadership. The moderate regime player aimed at handling the interaction with the opposition in a way that could secure Communism in East Germany. This fresh game started out immediately after Honecker’s involuntary withdrawal on 17 October 1989, and was played until roughly the first week of February 1990. Within this period the Party abandoned its claim to the guiding role in society, XE "Egon Krenz"Egon Krenz stepped down, round table talks were instituted, and a grand coalition cabinet took office. Moreover, the moderate opposition put increasing pressure behind their calls for liberalisation and democratisation. In particular, aspects of liberalisation were stressed, as popular demands for easier crossing of the internal German border became the principal political issue.


Let us first pinpoint the positions of the opposition coalition of XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements and the moderate hardlinerXE "SED" regime under KrenzXE "Egon Krenz". The regime player is now identified with those individuals connected to the State, Government, and Party who supported, or at least tolerated Krenz after his promotion. Suddenly converting to reform communism, they appeared as opportunists; at least the public instantly nicknamed them ‘wrynecks’ (XE "Wendehälse"Wendehälse) after the strange birds that can turn their necks completely around. Many regime insiders also realised the new leadership was discredited from the start, and therefore kept a low profile with respect to Krenz. As the end of the decennium drew close, it became evident that his policies could not stabilise SED hegemony. Moreover, as support for the new leader crumbled, Party cadres attached hopes to the newly appointed Prime Minister XE "Hans Modrow"Hans Modrow, hoping he could save the Party from total collapse. Although Krenz was widely frowned upon as a remnant of the past, we can regard the SED regime as a single player, sufficiently united with respect to preference ordering when confronted with the pressing issues of liberalisation. 


Regime policies in this period were characterised by Krenz’s effort to embark upon some German version of Soviet XE "perestroika"perestroika. Since this orientation promised Party sponsored reform without loss of control, he made some tangible moves, which indicated a substantial ‘turn’ (XE "Wende"Wende) – his metaphor of change. Krenz immediately ordered preparations for a new travel law to break the momentum of exodus. To dampen the demonstrations, he signalled responsiveness to church critics, and in pure ‘Gorbachev-style’, he faced dissatisfied workers. In addition, in an attempt to restore some trust, Krenz initiated investigations into the XE "Berlin"Berlin police’s use of force against protesters (Krenz, 1990: 146ff).


Facing up to charges that the new measures were a smokescreen for the Party’s real preferences, XE "Schabowski"Schabowski, in his capacity as chief of the Berlin XE "SED"SED district, insisted that all SED organs, as well as general secretary Krenz, were serious in their commitment to change. To demonstrate that dialogue had begun, Schabowski met informally with the XE "New Forum"New Forum and participated in so-called ‘XE "Sunday-discussions"Sunday discussions’ in which he and Mayor XE "Erhard Krack"Erhard Krack answered questions concerning elite privileges, election fraud, media manipulation, police brutality etc. Furthermore, to underline its new orientation, the government cancelled the banning of Sputnik, the popular Soviet reform-oriented journal, and declared an amnesty for border violations and what had formerly been the most serious of crimes, desertion from the Republic (Schabowski, 1991: 276ff, 288ff; XE "Günter Simon"Simon, 1990: 136ff; XE "Heinz Kallabis"Kallabis, 1990: 23ff).


However, numerous top officials proved incapable of pursuing the new policies; the trade unions toppled XE "Harry Tisch"Harry Tisch, Party districts purged their secretaries, and the bloc partiesXE "CDU" CDU and XE "NDPD"NDPD forced out their heads. Appearing on television on 3 November, XE "Krenz"Krenz announced the removal of XE "Politburo"Politburo veterans, and to demonstrate the sincerity of the fresh start, he outlined an action programme that called for political reform, truthful information, human rights, and renewal of education. A few days later, the XE "Central Committee"Central Committee sanctioned the entire Politburo’s resignation and picked a new team. Fronted by less tainted members such asXE "Hans Modrow" Hans Modrow, the new Politburo promptly legalised the XE "New Forum"New Forum.


These liberalising measures were hardly more than gestures compared to the path-breaking decision on 9 November when the SED suspended border restrictions and risked opening the XE "Berlin Wall"Berlin Wall. New travel restrictions were in fact presented on 6 November, but the public had immediately rejected them as half-hearted. Blue-collar workers threatened to strike, and even the censored television uttered criticism. The notoriously rubber-stamp ParliamentXE "Volkskammer" (Volkskammer) rejected the travel restrictions as too timid on 7 November.
 Calling free elections, close to 750,000 demonstrators throughout the country promptly rejected this and other half-measures. In XE "Leipzig"Leipzig alone, more than 100,000 disillusioned people demanded unlimited travel rights. More aggressive than ever, demonstrators denied SED representatives a chance to speak, and for the first time the singing of ‘The International’ was replaced by a strong, unanimous cry: XE "Die Mauer"Die Mauer muß weg! (XE "The Wall"The Wall must go) (Bahrmann and XE "Cristoph Links"Links, 1990: 83).


Krenz had to respond to the massive anti-regime pressure. In the late afternoon of 9 November, Krenz gaveXE "Schabowski" Schabowski, the functioning SED spokesman, two sheets of paper, and commented, “Let this be known, it could be a hit for us” (Schabowski, 1991: 306f). At the end of a routine press conference – not knowing that in fact the statement was still unsanctioned by the XE "Central Committee"Central Committee Plenum – XE "Schabowski"Schabowski dropped the bombshell: 

“Private trips abroad can be applied for without preconditions … The sections responsible for passport and residence registration in local police offices in the XE "GDR"GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit immediately … Permanent exit may be made over all border crossing points from the GDR to the XE "FRG"FRG or to XE "Berlin"Berlin (West).” 

Schabowski stumbled as he referred to Berlin, since the city was subject to four-power, not German supervision. However, when a reporter asked from when the new regulations would be valid, Schabowski answered, “As far as I know, forthwith (Unverzüglich).”


Not stressing the importance of this major liberalising move, the spokesman replied in a routine manner. Many East Germans, especially in Berlin, received the news with enthusiasm and wanted to test out personally what the message was worth. The keyword now, and perhaps the mild weather, encouraged huge crowds to move towards the border crossing points. Around midnight the bewildered border guards, lacking clear instructions, lost control, and opened the road bars to free passage. We all remember those marvellous scenes of uniting, celebrating people directly broadcast to a worldwide audience.
 

Regime preferences under Krenz


We shall not go into the intense debate about whether the Wall was opened deliberately or because of mainly accidental circumstances.
 Important here is that the happy solution to the vital question of free travel, planned or not, made the West accessible to ordinary GDR citizens, and thereby demonstrated that at this stage liberalisation was a crucial feature of the XE "SED"SED regime’s policy. The absence of armed intervention during the night to 10 November suggests that the regime gave liberalisation priority – at least in the sense that it would not risk ruining a potentially successful transition guided from above. This indicates that the XE "Krenz"Krenz leadership considered liberalisation more important than relentless power policies when ordering preferences.


Returning to the definition of the players, we argue that the XE "SED"SED regime adopted preferences equivalent to the moderate hardliners, who according to Colomer’s scheme prefer alternatives from lesser to greater degree of change: N > I > D. Similar to the radical hardliners in the previous game, the moderate hardliners would above all try to preserve the old XE "GDR"GDR institutions and power structures. Challenged by the double pressure from constant exodus and the escalating mass mobilisation of the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements, the difference between these players emerges. Instead of surrendering to democratisation out of some farsighted calculation, the moderate hardliners prefer to offer reform as a secondary strategy. 


Imagine that the moderate hardliners expected to preserve some pockets of authoritarian power by initiating controlled liberalisation. Presumably, the regime actors thought that if they could legalise the refugees at a stroke of the pen, the fugitives might simply be turned into tourists. In this case, exodus would no longer mock state authority. Stability would be restored and the Communists could style themselves as vanguards of change. Hence, it was better to try to control an opening up to democratisation from above, even if this violated central ideological convictions. At least this strategy might prevent the opponent from choosing democratic rupture, which would entail the Reform Movements deploying their entire potential for mobilisation. This was a prospect greatly feared by the moderate hardliners. It entailed the risk of the Party being utterly discredited, and in a worst-case scenario might even lead to the criminal prosecution of important regime actors.


Again, the player Reform Movements is identified with the broad coalition of party initiatives and citizens’ movements. The XE "New Forum"New Forum was still the driving force on the anti-regime front, which was, however, becoming increasingly fragmented and differentiated as movements that focused specifically on environmental and feminist issues joined. Nevertheless, the opposition was still united in its central objectives: non-violent struggle for civic rights and a democratised socialism based on the glasnost and perestroika concepts. This relative unity peaked on 4 November 1989 when the organised opposition arranged a huge demonstration in downtown XE "East Berlin"East Berlin.


At the risk of oversimplifying, it should be mentioned that the avant-garde in the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements and broad layers of the East German population developed separate strategies. Before 9 November, neither anti-Communist undercurrents, nor calls for German unity were prevalent to any observable extent. Apart from blatant demands for free emigration, slogans in favour of democratic reforms within the framework of socialist ideology were dominant. However, with the sudden suspension of border restrictions a new process began. Generally referred to as ‘the turn within XE "the turn"the turn’ (XE "Die Wende in der Wende"Die Wende in der Wende), its main feature was a rapid shift in public demands, from improvement of socialist policy performance to a strong preference for German unity. A growing willingness to consider the total abolition of the socialist system had begun to challenge the ‘XE "third way"third way’ option, which advocated something between socialism and capitalism as a realistic foundation for policy-making. Most people seemed rather to believe that the surest way to preclude all possibility of a return to authoritarian socialism was to join the West.


Bearing this deepening split in mind, let us once again assume that the Reform Movements maintained their preferences such as we outlined them in the first game (that is, alternatives ranging from greater to lesser degree of change: D > I > N). The opposition favoured a clear-cut rupture with the SED regime (D), also in interaction with the restockedXE "SED" SED leadership. XE "Krenz"Krenz was associated with opportunism and generally deemed to be an unsuccessful, if not bogus, reform politician without credibility. If democratic rupture should prove unachievable in practice, we can then suppose that the Reform Movements thought it better to support the limited liberalisation that Krenz and the newly appointed Prime Minister XE "Hans Modrow"Hans Modrow promised, rather than risk the possibility of the moderate hardliners enforcing their primary preference (N), for instance by activating the armed forces.
 Thus, we assume that the opposition preferred to adopt I as its secondary strategy, inasmuch as support for the relative stability offered byXE "Modrow" Modrow would at least reduce the risk of violent regime mobilisation, which would amount to a worst-case scenario. 

Strategies within the XE "Prisoner’s Dilemma"Prisoner’s Dilemma 


These brief reflections enable us to model the game played between the two main groups of actors during the period from October 18 until December 7, 1989. Assuming they did choose between their two most preferable alternatives – democratic rupture (D) and intermediate reform (I) for the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements, and non-democratic continuity (N) and intermediate reform (I) for the SED regime – we obtain four possible outcomes produced by pairs of actors’ strategies: NI > II > ND > ID. Here, the first letter denotes the choice of the moderate hardliners and the second that of the moderate opposition. The corresponding matrix (Figure 2) is presented below.

Figure 2 about here

Observe that the matrix reflects the infamous XE "Prisoner’s Dilemma"prisoner’s dilemma in which both players have dominant strategies. Independent of the regime’s strategy it is rational for theXE "Reform Movement" Reform Movement to choose democratic rupture (D). Conversely, in any hypothesis of the Reform Movements’ choice the XE "SED"SED regime will be best off adapting non-democratic continuity (N). In combination, these two dominant strategies produce a stable XE "Nash equilibrium"Nash equilibrium outcome in the upper left-hand cell where the values 2, 2 are enclosed by seamless circles. Note that none of the players are interested in a unilateral change of strategy seeing that this would only generate a less favourable outcome. If the moderate opposition opts for intermediate reform instead of democratic rupture, it will produce the worst payoff for them (1), since the moderate hardliners would then maintain non-democratic continuity. This is also the case for the latter player; a one-sided shift of strategy would reduce his payoff from 2 to only 1. The outcome is formally stable, but is also suboptimal, since both players would be better off in another position. Obviously, in the lower right-hand cell the values 3, 3 represent mutually improved payoffs compared to the equilibrium outcome. In fact what we have here is the paradox of the XE "Prisoner’s Dilemma"prisoner’s dilemma, in other words, behaviour based on the unilateral adoption of the best strategy according to the player’s own interests produces a worse result than could be obtained if both pursued alternative strategies.


The equilibrium outcome (DN) symbolises confrontation between the two players’ most preferable strategies, and gives a quite plausible reflection of the political situation immediately after XE "Krenz"Krenz took over leadership. The Reform Movements acted as vanguards of mass mobilisation and were keen to overthrow regime power. On the other hand, the SED tried to preserve the core of Communist hegemony, the key to prolonging their policies of ‘real socialism’. When translated intuitively into real politics this stable equilibrium outcome forecasts violent confrontation. We can imagine the regime responding to the extensive mobilisation with the use of massive force, namely adopting the ‘XE "Chinese solution"Chinese solution’.

Escaping the Prisoner’s Dilemma


Let us indicate how this outcome (predicted by standard game theory) can be avoided by adding a few further assumptions to the analysis. In games where players have complete information on each other’s preferences, they choose according to the opponent’s available strategies. In our case, this procedure leads to a rather unsatisfactory outcome for both players. But if we assume the actors are able to think further ahead than to the immediate consequences of their decisions, that is to make non-myopic calculations, and if communication between the players is feasible, the suboptimal prisoner’s dilemma can possibly be avoided. Moreover, an efficient outcome is only achievable if an expectation exists that the players will maintain the choice agreed upon. This is reasonable because betrayal would produce the worst possible payoff for the player who unilaterally complies with the agreement. Against this backdrop, we understand that cooperation for mutual benefit requires an exchange of combined promises and threats between the two players.


To fully bring in the nuances of this game, we must underline that in the ‘theory of moves’ version of the PD, the non-myopic, efficient, cooperative outcome can only be reached from an initial state placed in the lower-left and upper-right cells with outcomes 1, 4 and 4, 1 respectively.
 Our previous discussion corresponds to the former initial state (1, 4), and therefore we presume the game started out here. At this state, the moderate hardliners does not face the democratic strategy of the moderate opposition, and hence it can be an appropriate representation of the nonchallenged authoritarian regime before Honecker’s replacement through Krenz. Then the wall opening came as a surprise. Such critical events are likely to facilitate a sudden collapse of the authoritarian regime (Colomer, 2000: 59). 


To be credible, the opposition must now show its intention to choose the strategy D; in other words, they have to fight for democratic rupture of the authoritarian regime. This might produce a frontal conflict and give the hardliners their worst payoffs, either 2 or 1. However, the authoritarians can prevent this outcome if they anticipate the opposition move and choose to coincide with it by introducing a significant step towards intermediate reform. At this stage the moderate opposition, anticipating that further moves will be hurting (yield lower payoff), might stop the game by not moving its own strategy. In this case, the opposition blocks the game and secures both players the reasonable payoff 3.


These assumptions grasp some features of the major developments in the XE "GDR"GDR around and shortly after 9 November. Following the advent of free westward travel, the moderate opposition and the moderate hardliners were motivated to depart from their respective dominant strategies. By mutually adopting the intermediate reform strategy (I), the players were able to improve payoffs and to escape the potentially dangerous, inefficient XE "Nash equilibrium"Nash equilibrium (DN). In specific terms, the antagonists agreed by means of dialogue to build a political pact that significantly reduced the factors of uncertainty.


As the arrows on the matrix (Figure 2) indicate, our argument is that the outcome of the game was conveyed from the lower-left cell, over inefficient settlement in the upper left-hand cell, to the efficient, but unstable outcome in the lower right-hand corner. This is precisely the alternative XE "non-myopic equilibrium"non-myopic equilibrium that, according to Brams, in given settings can be XE "Brams"more rewarding than standard theory. In our case, the improved outcome was obtained when the players cooperated in order to reach an agreement. This agreement eventually took the shape of a pact on selected issues, rather than a comprehensive understanding, i.e. implementation of Soviet-style perestroika. The pact emerged as a new institutional arrangement, namely the round table talks between XE "SED"SED andXE "Reform Movement" Reform Movement representatives. 


Because players found themselves under acute contextual pressure to renounce their confrontational strategies, they preferred to opt for a stabilising agreement once these talks had become feasible. Confronted with the extreme emigration to theXE "Federal Republic" Federal Republic, stabilisation was eagerly desired. During November 1989 alone, 133,429 people left theXE "GDR" GDR (XE "Pond"Pond, 1993: 145). Fears of anarchy also increased due to numerous bomb threats and reports of civilians entering restricted Soviet and East German military areas. It could not be ruled out that remaining radical hardliners would manage to launch a retrograde coup. In any case, such worries contributed to widespread uncertainty.


Shocking disclosures of police brutality and corruption undermined public trust. Parliament hearings on repression revealed the brutality of both the Stasi and the ordinary police in breaking up demonstrations (Kallabis, 1990: 48ff). Victims’ testimonies documented the use of excessive force and discredited official claims of correctness.
 Media reports confirmed rumours concerning the luxurious government village of XE "Wandlitz"Wandlitz.
 Although nothing approximating to the megalomania of Romania’s conducator Nicolae Ceauseşcu was uncovered, such transgressions were unforgivable to the public, especially since they violated the Party’s sharply announced objective to provide egalitarian living conditions and its claim to moral superiority. 


Pressures for the removal of theXE "SED" SED leadership culminated early in December 1989 whenXE "Alexander Schalck-Golodkowski" Alexander Schalck-Golodkowski, director of the state-owned trade conglomerate XE "KoKo (Komitee für Kommerzielle Koordinierung)"KoKo (Komitee für Kommerzielle Koordinierung), defected to West German intelligence. Schalck’s outfit was the XE "GDR"GDR’s premier provider of hard currency, and the disclosure of its extensive use of unethical business methods provoked a rally of Party members who demanded radical renewal. In fact, SED membership was declining rapidly. More than half of the 2.3 million members turned in their party books within two months of XE "Honecker"Honecker’s departure. In increasing numbers, ordinary members threw off party discipline and joined demonstrations. 


Grassroots pressure finally forced the SED to schedule an extraordinary congress capable of replacing the entire leadership. The convening delegates, freely elected for the first time, set out to give the Party a new image. The XE "SED"SED was renamed theXE "Socialist Unity Party – Party of Democratic Socialism (SED/PDS" Socialist Unity Party – Party of Democratic Socialism (SED-PDS). As a new head, the congress elected the lawyerXE "Gregor Gysi" Gregor Gysi who had defended dissidents, and accepted the SED’s responsibility for the economic and political crisis. Even its adherence to Stalinism, its structure of democratic centralism, and its monopoly of power were renounced. Formally putting an end to the Party’s leading role – the key doctrine in Marxism-Leninism – the XE "Volkskammer"Parliament deleted the constitution’s first article on 1 December. When several district party secretaries called for the dissolution of the XE "Politburo"Politburo andXE "Central Committee" Central Committee on 3 December, both bodies resigned in a desperate move to help theXE "SED" SED survive. Returning from a visit to XE "Moscow"Moscow, XE "Krenz"Krenz found his office sealed off. Reluctantly, he resigned as general secretary, and three days later, he obeyed a cabinet demand and stepped down as chairman of the Council of Ministers. After only 48 days, the ‘Krenz era’ was definitively over.

Commencement of the Round Table Talks 


This brief review of major events is mentioned to indicate why both players were anxious about the consequences of maintaining their most preferred strategies. The moderate hardliner regime feared that the popular uprising could trigger civil war. The moderate opposition also wanted to avoid such a worst-case scenario, but in fact, they feared the wave of emigration even more. The exodus now started to consolidate the German question. Their central objective was to lay the foundation for a democratic, genuine socialist state, so the organised opposition now condemned the emigrations. If the alternative was German unity, the moderate opposition undoubtedly preferred amelioration in their anti-regime campaign. Given the puzzling context, it was rational for them to come to an arrangement with the regime for the time being, and postpone the final democratic rupture until conditions were more favourable. 


Leaving the motivation of the player’s mutual change of strategies aside, let us turn to the specific outcome of the game. As briefly mentioned, the political pact did materialise in the form of round table talks, namely theXE "Zentraler Runder Tisch" Zentraler Runder Tisch. This forum aimed at facilitating debate and negotiations on equal terms between the organised opposition and SED and bloc party representatives.
 


The origin of the XE "roundtable"Round Table can be traced to the beginning of October 1989. At that time, representatives of the Reform Movements formed a secret ‘XE "contact group"contact group’ that discussed possibilities for dialogue with the regime at weekly meetings. The day after the border restrictions were lifted (10 November), the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements suggested in separate statements that 15 opposition representatives should meet with an equal number of delegates from the regime side. Immediately after these statements were issued, the XE "Evangelical-Lutheran Church"Evangelical-Lutheran Church assumed an important mediating role; on 21 November, all relevant political forces were invited to meet for imminent XE "roundtable talks"round table talks in the Church’s XE "East Berlin"East Berlin assembly rooms.


As early as the next day (22 November) theXE "SED" SED responded positively to the invitation. Via the state news agency, XE "ADN"ADN, the XE "Politburo"Politburo issued a path-breaking statement. Not only did they accept the idea of round table talks, the Party even suggested concrete issues and tasks for the round table. It should be the appropriate forum for debates, primarily on the writing of a new constitution and on forthcoming democratic elections based on a new election law.


On 30 November, the Church officially repeated the invitation to central round table talks.
 The Reform Movements, the XE "SED"SED, and the bloc parties immediately accepted chairs at the constituent meeting on 7 December. Intense debates produced a series of compromises. The main objective of the Round Table was to become a control and consultative organ that would check and balance the regime. It demanded prompt dissolution of the XE "Stasi"Stasi and investigations of corruption and power abuses. Delegates agreed on scheduling the first free elections to 6 May 1990 (later brought forward to 18 March). Moreover, the Round Table decided to set up four working groups to stimulate the reform process. These groups should sketch a new, fair constitution, propose new election procedures, point a way out of economic misery, and work out a law regulating the operating conditions for parties and organisations (Herles and XE "Ewald Rose"Rose, 1990: 23; Thaysen, 1990: 99ff).


To some extent, these decisions generated hopes of stabilisation. In fact, the composition of delegates at the round table itself also facilitated cooperation in shaping the pact. To guarantee impartiality, Church leaders functioned as chairpersons and mediators. Despite its name, the Round Table was in fact rectangular, so the representatives of nine Reform Movements and parties faced the SED, two of their satellite organisations and the four bloc parties. Initially, the nineteen to nineteen balance of votes gave the regime side large potential influence. Nevertheless, representatives gradually developed independent opinions, which secured a stable majority for the XE "SED"opposition (Thaysen, 1990: 39ff, 120ff;XE "Kallabis" Kallabis, 1990: 70).

The ‘Opening’ of the Regime 


Based on our hypothesis concerning the player’s orders of preferences, we modelled aXE "Prisoner’s Dilemma" prisoner’s dilemma game. Although it produced an inefficient Nash equilibrium outcome, the game offered a possibility to improve the ordinal payoffs for both players by entering into cooperation. Summing up, we interpret the successful solution of the dilemma as follows: by suspending the border restrictions and opening the XE "Berlin Wall"Berlin Wall late in the evening of 9 November, the SED under XE "Krenz"Krenz introduced a crucial liberalising measure. This means the moderate hardliners dropped their most preferable strategy of non-democratic continuity (N) and adopted the intermediate reform strategy (I). The next day, when it became clear that the regime would avoid using force in an attempt to reset the previous state – that is to close the border crossing points – the moderate opposition, represented by the ‘contact group’,XE "Reform Movements" proposed joint meetings with the government. This initiative must be interpreted as a basic shift of strategy from democratic rupture (D) to intermediate reform (I). 


Under societal pressure, the opponents renounced the enforcement of their respective dominant strategies. These strategies would have produced the non-efficient equilibrium outcome (DN) that predicted violent, ‘Chinese styled’ confrontation. Fortunately, as indicated by the upper arrow on the matrix, the regime grasped the initiative and shifted first to the intermediate reform strategy by lifting border restrictions. Even though this move reduced the regime player’s payoff to the lowest possible, the implicit threat of a shift back to continuity proved sufficient. The moderate opposition realised that by a similar strategy change, they would obtain their second best payoff (3, 3). Sticking to democratic rupture would only prompt the interlocutor to shift back to non-democratic continuity, which would settle the suboptimal outcome. The opposition player realised the best option was to choose reform and thereby transfer the outcome of the game to the lower right-hand cell. 


Again, recall that this efficient outcome is possible to reach from the initial state of in the lover-rights cell. Thus, we here too stress that our version of the PD depends upon the assumptions of Brams’ ‘theory of moves’, the most important are that players can react and counteract on each others moves, and that their choices are retractable (Brams, 1994; Colomer, 2000).


This state reflects the new situation when the moderate opposition and the moderate hardliners, with mediating help from Church representatives, reached an agreement about establishing the Round Table as a forum for institutionalised dialogue. From the start of these talks (7 December 1989), the shared objective was to work out concrete stabilising measures.


In principle, the XE "SED"SED abandoned its exclusive claim to rule by accepting the negotiability of some highly important issues. On the other hand, theXE "Reform Movements" Reform Movements made concessions when they de facto accepted the SED regime as a legitimate partner for negotiations. Both players therefore demonstrated distinctly cooperative attitudes.


As a political reality however, this cooperative outcome (II) was only durable for a brief period, since the ‘XE "Stasi issue"Stasi issue’ brought about a return to the original, inefficient equilibrium. Confronted with the question of the state security service’s future role, the regime and the opposition initially shifted back to their most preferable strategies and reproduced the suboptimal XE "Nash equilibrium"Nash equilibrium (DN). 


No substantial agreement on the government’s operational problems seemed feasible until the ‘Stasi issue’ had been resolved. Furthermore, the deepening economic crises and growing pressures for German unification exposed how essential it was forXE "Modrow" Modrow’s tottering Communist regime to restore the cooperative outcome of the game. In real terms, the most urgent task for the regime was to stabilise the situation by building a new pact jointly with the opposition.

4. Repeating the Formula of Success 

The Problem of Handling the XE "Stasi"Stasi


Soon after round table talks were instituted, the question of the vast Stasi organisation’s future washed away the relative trust built between the opposition and the regime. In early December 1989, journalists and opposition activists revealed that Stasi personnel were destroying files, tapes, and videos. To secure archives and prevent incriminating evidence being deleted, they formed XE "citizen committees"citizen committees, which largely in cooperation with the regular police occupiedXE "Stasi" Stasi offices (Zimmerling and XE "Sabine Zimmerling"Zimmerling, 1990: 52).


Certainly, the elimination of records indicated that the Stasi sought to maintain their control systems within the framework of an opening society. Perhaps even more alarming was Prime Minister Modrow’s non-existent will to get to grips with the Stasi problem. The fresh Premier insisted on keeping a national security service. Already on 17 November 1989 Modrow had announced XE "Volkskammer"that a more streamlined Amt für die Nationale SicherheitXE "OfficeforNationalSecurity (AfNS)" (AfNS) would replace the XE "MfS"MfS.


Alarmed by the early December scandals, the XE "roundtable"Round Table at its first session renounced the XE "AfNS"AfNS as an unacceptable “institutionalised and personal successor to theXE "MfS" MfS”. It demanded civilian control together with the dissolution of the entire outfit, and insisted that the government immediately inform the public about plans for any alternative services (Herles and Rose, 1990: 26).


However, except for rather vague promises to set up regional commissions with orders to cooperate closely with local officials and representatives of citizens’ committees on questions concerning the AfNS, XE "Modrow"Modrow neglectedXE "roundtable" the Round Table demands. Initially, the Premier neither wanted to meet the Round Table, nor did he send the cabinet minister responsible for security matters. Modrow did not speed up the dismantling of the secret police; the 60,000 full-time AfNS service members still on active duty were not disarmed, and salaries to the 25,000 actually dismissed agents were not suspended.

Modrow gives in


Round Table protests were loud when it was discovered that Modrow still insisted on perpetuating the security service. At its fourth session (27 December), the Round Table urged the government to postpone the formation of a new agency until after the free elections scheduled to 6 May 1990. Nevertheless, the regime pursued an uncompromising tactic, nourishing fears of anarchy. All opportunities were used to cry wolf about flourishing neo-Nazism, arguing that a security service was a necessity to keep extremists in check. At the turn of the year, regime supporters welcomed the news of vandalism to the memorial to fallen Soviet soldiers in XE "Treptow"Treptow nearXE "Berlin" Berlin. It was never revealed who wrote the anti-Semitic graffiti, but AfNS provocateurs were under heavy suspicion. The SED used the opportunity to stage a pro-Soviet demonstration, backed up by a huge antifascist press campaign. Undoubtedly, many press articles on growing neo-fascist activities were fabricated by the AfNS. When the Round Table realised this, its majority became even more determined to do away finally with theXE "Stasi" ‘Stasi octopus’.


At the sixth Round Table session on 8 January 1990, a major showdown between theXE "Modrow" Modrow government and the XE "roundtable"Round Table on the ‘XE "Stasi issue"Stasi issue’ took place. Two responsible officials were summoned to report on the internal security situation. They informed the meeting that 25,000 state security employees had been dismissed and 216 local branches already closed down. Responding to cross-questioning the officials spoke only in evasive generalisations, or told the Round Table that “in the general interest of the people” they were unable to answer. When the emissaries refused to reveal the location of the security service’s powerful central computer, the XE "Reform Movement"Reform Movements’ representatives at the Round Table flew into a rage, insisting that the Premier should appear in person accompanied by the Minister of the Interior (Thaysen, 1990: 62).


Because Modrow was abroad the time limit for his turning up at the Round Table was set to 15 January. Meanwhile, continuing street demonstrations were demanding not only unification, but also the discontinuation of the XE "Stasi"Stasi and of XE "SED/PDS"SED-PDS rule. Still insensitive to the tremendous pressures, Modrow (11 January) informed theXE "Volkskammer" Volkskammer that he was determined to establish a new security service. Reactions came immediately: outside the parliament striking construction workers called for “faster democratic renewal”, “swift reunification”, and “disbanding” of the AfNS. The Social Democrats at the Round Table discussed the possibility of a general strike, and the bloc party representatives announced they would leave Modrow’s ‘coalition government’ if the secret police units were not dissolved (Reuth and Bönte, 1993: 204f).


The turning point came on 12 January when Modrow finally gave in to the enormous pressure from the coalition partners and public opinion. He withdrew his government declaration issued the previous day and promised that all domestic spying operations would cease immediately. Moreover, he also accepted that any decision concerning a new secret service would be delayed until after the forthcoming elections (Thaysen, 1990: 66).


To the moderate opposition, these concessions were not fully satisfying. Fearing this was another move to obstruct the dissolution of the AfNS, they pointed out the danger that the secret police could be reactivated at a later stage if its organisational structures were not effectively broken down. Hence, the anti-regime mobilisation had to continue. Especially theXE "New Forum" New Forum stressed this strategy and called for a massive rally in front of the vast XE "AfNS"AfNS headquarters in XE "Berlin-Lichtenberg"Berlin-Lichtenberg on 15 January. Its focus would be protests against the XE "Stasis"Stasi and the Nasi (the latter was the opposition’s preferred acronym for the AfNS because of its allusions to both of the organisation’s notorious forerunners, the Stasi and the Nazis). In a desperate attempt to prevent the rally, XE "Modrow"Modrow put in a surprise appearance at the Round Table. Announcing the removal of certain officials, he argued that all hindrances to an accelerated dismantling of the AfNS had been eliminated. The Premier even invited Round Table delegates to participate in civilian supervision of the process, and confirmed that new security organs would not be set up before the elections (Pond, 1993: 150).


In spite of Modrow’s changed attitude, the demonstration proceeded as announced during the afternoon of 15 January. According to XE "GDR"GDR television, over 100,000 angry people gathered in the Normannenstraße (the number was exaggerated). An alarming incident occurred as the rally degenerated to what became known as the raid on AfNS headquarters. Hundreds of demonstrators actually poured into the complex, but fortunately, order was relatively soon re-established and the gates sealed off.


The incident failed to reveal any sensational secrets, but the official media drew a shocking picture of a vandalising fascist mob causing terrible damage. The regime-friendly dailies reported extensive damage and asserted that the attackers shouted fascist slogans when entering the building.
 GDR television repeatedly interrupted its evening program and reported directly from the scene where Premier Modrow accompanied by some prominent opposition politicians tirelessly pointed out: “the new, developing democracy is now in the gravest danger” (Herles and Rose, 1990: 59ff; XE "Andert"Andert and Herzberg, 1990: 70ff).


Immediately after this scandalous event, Modrow faced the Round Table for the second time, and this time the encounter turned out to be more promising. In fact, the XE "roundtable"Round Table now recognised the government represented by the Premier as a serious partner for future negotiations. Since the communication between the actors improved radically through personal meetings, the PD game between regime and opposition took on new dimensions. In the sustained game the essential issue shifted to whether theXE "Reform Movements" moderate opposition represented at the Round Table could accept participation in a grand coalition government under Communist leadership. The alternative was continuation of their initial clear-cut strategy of democratic rupture with respect to the regime by refusing joint responsibility.

The Grand Compromise 


At his second meeting with the Round Table, Modrow swallowed his pride saying: “It is my special hope that the government will remain capable of action through your support.” Referring to the grave domestic situation, he pleaded for restraint and support. The Prime Minister asked the opposition for assistance in keeping the economy going so that “XE "GDR"GDR citizens stay in their traditional home.” In exchange, Modrow offered – and this is crucial – responsible participation in a new government through competent persons appointed by the Round Table. Joint efforts in facilitating the implementation of reforms would make the forthcoming elections on 6 May feasible.


At its session of 18 January, the Round Table responded to Modrow’s invitation to take government seats. Deep scepticism was expressed towards the government’s reorientation, and the Round Table majority maintained that accelerated reform policies from the incumbent government would secure the necessary stability until the elections. However, the mere fact that the Round Table was displeased with the cabinet’s work was not sufficient to justify a rejection of Modrow’s outstretched hand: the Round Table itself risked serious criticism for acting irresponsibly if it failed to point out viable alternatives (Herles and Rose, 1990: 62ff; XE "Kallabis"Kallabis, 1990: 121f; XE "Thaysen"Thaysen, 1990: 78f).


Aware that his position lacked democratic anchoring, it seemed essential to Modrow to include the opposition in the government as a way to broaden its base of legitimacy. Therefore the Premier made further concessions: underlining his responsibility for all East Germans, Modrow distanced himself from the discredited XE "SED/PDS"SED-PDS and urged all XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements and new parties to suggest able ‘personalities’ ready to join the cabinet. Real influence was promised in economic policy and in the drafting of laws, especially the election bills. Time and opportunity for a broad public dialogue before parliament approval was guaranteed. Naturally, it was difficult for the round table participants to weigh up the pros and cons of accepting the grand coalition proposal, which actually ‘put the opposition in the driver’s seat’. They risked losing credibility since the new cabinet would probably be Communist dominated too. Accepting cooperation with the opponent was therefore only feasible under tough conditions that enabled the Round Table to achieve its own agenda (Herles and Rose, 1990: 77f; Kallabis, 1990: 125f; XE "Modrow"Modrow, 1991: 74ff; XE "Thaysen"Thaysen, 1990: 89ff).


Initially, most parties and movements were utterly sceptical about joining forces with the Communists in a second XE "Modrow"Modrow government. Especially the XE "SPD"SPD caused difficulties because its chair, XE "Ibrahim Böhme"Ibrahim Böhme, for reasons of election tactics, refused to join. In addition, the emancipated bloc party XE "CDU"CDU was reluctant to refrain from participating due to considerable pressure from its Western sister party. Nevertheless, eventually both parties and the other XE "roundtable"Round Table participants, ranging from XE "Democracy Now"Democracy Now, the XE "Initiative for Peace and Human Rights"Initiative for Peace and Human Rights, the Green Party, the XE "Green League"Green League to the XE "Independent Woman’s Association"Independent Woman’s Association, announced their willingness to join a grand coalition. Only the minuscule XE "United Left"United Left refused since they considered cooperation with any political forces friendly to German unity unacceptable.


After hard bargaining during the night to 29 January, a tenuous compromise acceptable to both Modrow and the opposition was hammered out. Reports on the sinister domestic developments, spurred by the never-ending tidal wave of Ausreiser, had highlighted the necessity for an instant settlement.
 The Prime Minister recognised this as he stepped up to the XE "Volkskammer"Volkskammer rostrum the next day: the XE "GDR"GDR was on the verge of collapse because the current coalition had become “increasingly fragile” and the “economic situation had deteriorated alarmingly”. Moreover, public authority was eroding rapidly and “the population was growing more and more uneasy,” Modrow admitted.


The agreement, which consisted of two main components, was simple enough. The first resolution was to move forward the Parliament election to 18 March. Since neither the parliament nor the Round Table possessed democratic legitimacy, this seemed highly reasonable. However, it was beyond doubt that an early election date would affect the campaign. The relatively rich and well-organised parties like XE "SED/PDS"SED-PDS, XE "CDU"CDU, and XE "SPD"SPD would enjoy far better possibilities for campaigning efficiently than the new parties and citizens’ movements. Therefore, the latter political groupings objected, since they knew their chances of achieving a good result would be slim if time for preparation was so limited. They all lacked funding, apparatus, and even willing candidates. Nevertheless, the argument that an early date would shorten the interregnum became decisive, and the new forces accepted 18 March as the date for general elections. The medicine was sweetened for the XE "Reform Movements"moderate opposition by allowing them to uphold one priority demand: local voting would remain scheduled for 6 May 1990.


The other decisive resolution in the agreement between the Modrow government and the Round Table was that the premier should form a broad national coalition government, and designate one minister as permanent representative at the round table. On 5 February, XE "Hans Modrow"Hans Modrow proudly presented his ‘government of national responsibility’ to the XE "Volkskammer"Volkskammer, and stated that the grave situation had made a unique coalition between thirteen different parties and groups imperative. The eight opposition groups each contributed to the cabinet with a minister without portfolio. An impressive group of committed professionals, these personalities infused the cabinet with fresh legitimacy and novel ideas.


Although the new ministers participated vigorously in internal discussions formulating legislative proposals, most of the administrative work proceeded behind their backs. They had only tiny staffs and the Party cadres were none too eager to take orders from former dissidents. Still the Round Table opposition enjoyed improved possibilities to exert political control. For the SPD and CDU in particular, the grand coalition was an adequate solution since such co-opting institutionalised power sharing without the burden of administrative responsibility. Once an outside critic, the Round Table now took formal charge in an attempt to stave off the bankruptcy of the XE "GDR"GDR. This transformation has to be interpreted as ‘a sign of reason’, which in anticipation of the forthcoming elections helped restore some stability (Arnold, 1990: 76f; XE "Thaysen"Thaysen, 1990f; XE "Modrow"Modrow, 1991: 80ff).


To indicate how circumstances could favour this outcome – ‘the government of national responsibility’ – let us remodel the relations between the most relevant actors within the frames of our formal PD game. In the following, the majority constellation at the XE "roundtable"Round Table is referred to as the Round Table. Note also that now we assume that the Round Table takes on the role as opposition player. Since the XE "SED"SED regime as such virtually vanished when the Party itself eventually tried to adapt to democratic rules, the regime player is called the XE "Modrow"Modrow government. Although the Premier apparently took some vital decisions personally, he was formally backed by his government coalition between the dominantXE "SED/PDS" SED-PDS and the renewing bloc parties.

ReXE "LDPD"phrasing the Strategies of the Prisoner’s DilemmaTC "Designing the game and outlining the preferences " \l 4

Facilitated by the solution of the XE "Stasi"Stasi problem, the PD game was infused with fresh vitality from mid-January 1990 as Modrow faced the round table. It took on new dynamics leading to the formation of the grand coalition cabinet on 5 February. We can regard this new government as the manifestation of the player’s ability to reach an agreement on a concrete political pact – now for the second time.


The core of the continual game takes us straight into the negotiations concerning an enlargement of the Modrow government. Confronted with this vital issue it seems reasonable that the actors each faced two options: the Round Table had the choice between democratic rupture (D) and intermediate reform (I). Democratic rupture means that the opposition player would distance itself from the regime, or more precisely, promptly reject any cooperative arrangement with the Modrow government. The intermediate reform option implies that the Round Table majority would accept joining the government, or actually merging with the regime – at least temporarily. Intermediate reform would symbolise a more cooperative attitude guided by the preferable objective of dampening the acute crisis in the GDR. 


The two options available to the Modrow government were non-democratic continuity (N) and intermediate reform (I). The former alternative implied that Modrow would perpetuate the AfNS, continue leading his Communist dominated cabinet, irrespective of threats from the former bloc parties that they might leave the office-holding coalition and propose dissolution of parliament and immediate elections (one widely supported idea originally put forward by the XE "agrarian bloc party"agrarian bloc party XE "DBD"DBD). The latter alternative (I) entailed power sharing, or, more precisely, that Modrow would offer posts to the round table participators in a broad coalition government.


In this specific interaction, where an isolated issue was to be decided within a broader process of democratisation, these orderings of combined strategies seemed likely: above all the XE "Round Table"Round Table wanted to reject an offer to join the XE "Modrow"Modrow government. This could bring the crumbling regime under even greater pressure and probably hasten its final departure. Pursuing this strategy the Round Table would avoid being accused of collaborating with the regime, and thereby preserve its pure opposition image. Second best would be to welcome Modrow’s proposal. In this case, the Round Table would gain certain possibilities to influence official policies, but the main advantage would definitely be the effect of positive opinion resulting from a demonstration of responsibility. The third preference of the Round Table would be to maintain the status quo, which would mean keeping the regime at arm’s length should Modrow fail to make an offer. Obviously, the latter preference is purely hypothetical, since it implies that the Round Table opposition would gladly accept cabinet positions, but an offer to do so is never presented.


The preferred strategy of if the regime player, especially if Modrow anticipated that the strategy of the Round Table would be refusal to cooperate in order to maintain its own position, continuity would be the option. Modrow then would avoid demonstrating weakness by proposing an irrelevant project. However, the second best strategy of the regime was the introduction of gradual change towards democratic reforms. This policy was symbolised by the grand coalition concept offered to the opposition whereby the burden of governing would be eased for the XE "SED"SED successor party if the opposition accepted to join. Probably, the cabinet would enjoy improved working conditions, domestic legitimacy, and increased credibility in the forthcoming inter-German negotiations. The third priority would be the attempt to persist in his SED-PDS dominated government until the elections with the Round Table actually cooperating. Least acceptable to the regime would be total rejection of the grand coalition plan. As the representative of the SED-PDS, Modrow would then bear responsibility for the deepening disarray, leaving the opposition free to campaign in no danger of being accused of collaboration.


Figure 3 formalises an identical game structure as the previous figure 2 (PD game) – only the player’s labels are rephrased.

Figure 3 about here

Similar to the earlier phase of the game when the actors were labelled the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements and the XE "SED"SED regime, the outcome in the upper left-hand cell will be unsatisfactory if we apply standard game theory. Provided the players choose their strategies simultaneously, and that they lack information on the other player’s choice, the DN combination of strategies produces the payoffs 2, 2. Realising that it is strictly irrational for one player to shift strategy unilaterally, the outcome is in XE "(Nash) equilibrium"(Nash) equilibrium, predicting a stable confrontation between the row and column players. In real terms this means that the Modrow government omits presenting any proposal for as long as the XE "Round Table"Round Table continues to flag its distance to XE "Modrow"Modrow and hisXE "SED/PDS" SED-PDS dominated government.

New Dynamics within the Game

Recall that in the first phase of the PD game our analysis underlined both players’ incentives to transfer the outcome to the lower right-hand cell, whereby they would obtain higher payoffs (3, 3). Observe also that the DN combination of strategies located in the upper left-hand cell of the matrix indicates the state the dynamics of the game have produced so far. In the preceding phase of the game, which gave rise to the round table, the cooperative outcome II was achieved. This settlement was reset to the deficient DN outcome when the acute XE "Stasi"Stasi problem triggered public distrust towards the XE "Modrow"Modrow government. Ultimately, this process also turned the Round Table into the most relevant opposition player. Starting out at state DN, Modrow can grab the initiative and shift his non-dominant strategy N to strategy I, that is leave the non-democratic continuation strategy (perpetuating the XE "SED-PDS"SED-PDS dominated coalition government). By offering all parties a seat in his transitional government of ‘national responsibility’, Modrow in practice shifted to the democratic reform strategy. This move can be dated to 15 January 1990, when Modrow, upset by the spectacular attack on theXE "AfNS" AfNS central, turned to theXE "Round Table" Round Table and requested all the participating parties to share responsibility for governing.


By choosing democratic reform, Modrow hoped the Round Table would respond with an equivalent move: abandon their dominant strategy of democratic rupture and embrace the intermediate reform strategy. It should be noted that the regime player’s shift to the right column of the matrix (indicated by the upper arrow) entails a risk of losing out. Once the shift is made, we see that Modrow will receive value 1 – his lowest possible payoff. Nevertheless, this still seems reasonable, because if the Round Table fails to adopt intermediate reform the regime player can effectively threaten to turn back to continuity, re-establishing the initial state.


The Modrow government’s shift was indeed an invitation to the Round Table to join the intermediate reform strategy. By primarily considering short term interests, the opposition would probably choose to increase their efforts to achieve their most preferable alternative – rupture with the SED regime’s successors as represented by the government. This would consolidate the outcome DI (payoffs 4, 1), making the Round Table the winner. But having achieved this position, Modrow now possesses considerable negotiating power, since he could simply re-establish conflict by re-embarking on the non-democratic continuation strategy. An example of such a potential countermove would be if Modrow tried to perpetuate the AfNS despite the agreement to speed up its dissolution. Actually, Modrow kept this threat warm by slowing the process of dismantling the security apparatus. Put another way, the moderate hardliners of the government were in fact threatening the opposition when demonstrating its readiness to opt for a strategy of continuation by signalling the possible perpetuation of the Security Service AfNS. 


From the point of view of standard game theory, this PD game has only a single conflict and inefficient equilibrium, and this is located in the upper left-hand cell. The Round Table opposition leaders were well aware of this, and understood that if they refused Modrow’s offer, he could change back to a hard-line attitude, provoking a frontal conflict with the Round Table’s democratic rupturist strategy. Then the opposition would miss the chance to stabilise the domestic situation and probably lose every prospect for preserving XE "East Germany"East Germany as a separate state. In particular, the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements wanted to institutionalise the Round Table’s decision-making role in the GDR and preserve its driving role even after the XE "Volkskammer"forthcoming elections. Therefore, after Modrow made his offer, the Round Table as strategic actor was motivated to accept the challenge and resisted the temptation to persist in the strategy of democratic rupture. 

The Logic behind the Final Choice 


It seems reasonable to interpret the last move in the game as follows: sharing the same worries about the economic crisis, exodus, demonstrations and prospects for German unity with the XE "Modrow"Modrow government, the XE "Round Table"Round Table was also subject to heavy pressure from contextual factors. Facing the grave situation, the opposition made non-myopic calculations in order to make (at least) the forthcoming elections feasible. In accepting the invitation to join the transitional government, the Round Table departed from its dominant strategy D and shifted to I (indicated by the second arrow on the matrix). For the second time the concrete outcome of the PD game was moved to the lower right-hand cell in which the payoffs 3, 3 (in stippled circles) were obtained. We can date this novel strategic orientation of the opposition to 29 January 1990. The compromise implied that Modrow could present his grand coalition government on 5 February. As distinct from his first cabinet, this embraced the most relevant political forces in theXE "GDR" GDR. 


The interplay between the regime and the opposition during the period from 15 January to 5 February produced cooperation. Improved communication after the Prime Minister faced the Round Table, and the agreement concerning the dissolution of the state security service, actually generated a second pact. Embodied as theXE "grand coalition government" grand coalition government, this pact proved viable as a transitional arrangement right up to the generalXE "Volkskammer" Parliament election on 18 March 1990, which paved the way for German unity due to the overwhelming victory of the right-conservative ‘XE "Alliance for Germany"Alliance for Germany’.


Immediately after the game had been settled (by the II combination of strategies), the Round Table was certainly tempted to ‘betray’ the outcome and seek its highest payoff of 4 by returning to the strategy of democratic rupture. However, it seems likely that, having made the previous move from the strategy of democratic rupture to intermediate reform (29 January), the Round Table had neither sufficient incentives, nor realistic means to depart from the II outcome. This has a straightforward explanation: shortly after the grand coalition government became operative on 5 February, the interaction between the Round Table and the Modrow government lost much of its relevance. During the early spring of 1990, political activity focused on the course and speed of the unification process, and in essence, the two players developed identical preferences when exposed to this issue. Under these circumstances, most Round Table participants wanted to stay in governmental positions. From this base, they could at least promote their views and arguments in the forthcoming unity negotiations.

5. Conclusion: Transition by Incorporation


Starting out in the late spring of 1989 with the interplay between the orthodox XE "SED"SED regime and theXE "Reform Movements" Reform Movements, the German unification process can be considered as the ultimate outcome of the games we have outlined. The first game of reference was modelled to envisage the scenario some regime internal key actors anticipated if the rigid policies of the SED general secretary were not altered. The initial game is thus understood as a purely hypothetical point of reference for the regime actors; slowly they realised which consequences Honecker’s course would bring about. Fronted by Krenz they staged a coup in order to save the regime from defeat by the opposition. 


The second game had the characteristics of the notorious prisoner’ dilemma and proved momentous in its dynamics: Firstly, a pact between the regime and the opposition on the Round Table negotiations was produced. Secondly, the effective equilibrium the pact epitomised was impossible to sustain as the Stasi issue hit the dominant position at the domestic agenda. Thirdly, the non-myopic, efficient, and cooperative outcome proved possible to re-establish owing to the fact that the interaction between the oppositional XE "Round Table"Round Table and the XE "Modrow"Modrow regime produced a new, second pact, which materialised through the grand coalition government. The various moves within the PD demonstrated how difficult it is to arrive at an efficient outcome. Finally, this coalition created the democratic conditions necessary for the first free XE "Volkskammer"parliament election of March 1990. Once consulted, the voter’s verdict was indisputable: the vast majority preferred as soon as possible to be integrated in the West German polity, which seemed to offer stability and prosperity.


This choice illustrated one of the paradoxes in the East German transition: democratisation in the XE "GDR"GDR implied phasing out the state itself, following a democratic procedure. Despite the huge economic and administrative problems involved, this transition enjoyed major advantages compared to most other newly democratised countries. Since all East German structures were swiftly incorporated in or replaced by the stable and effective West German political structures, numerous problems of democratic consolidation were avoided. Certainly, consolidation is not always synonymous with effective democratic institutions. However, within a game theoretical framework consolidation indicates a situation in which no political actor finds it expedient to risk radical reformulation of the rules of the political game. In any case, most actors who operated within theXE "GDR" old political framework were now inactive. Those less tainted by the past became political players incorporated in a well-established political game in which they were incapable of changing the rules.


In this light, it may be easier to grasp some of the surprises and unintended consequences of the East German path to democracy without attributing veiled motives to the actors. No observer could have foreseen the outcome of the SED regime’s final phase. What illustrates this most clearly is the fact that neither of the main antagonists in our games, the opposition alliance and the incumbent Communists, ultimately achieved anything close to the political system they favoured. The reform alternative of democratised socialism was acceptable to both the SED regime and the opposition. However, even if both players wanted to save what remained of socialism, the uncertainty represented by the mobilisation for German unity was so powerful that this joint object was truly overwhelmed. This pinpoints a significant feature of the transition, namely that the players were calculating their options under the actual conditions that prevailed before the unification alternative was formulated.


The East German transition has characteristics that differ clearly from other modern processes of democratisation. During e.g. the Spanish transition, which is often regarded as ‘the successful way to do it’, the initiative came ‘from above’, and the pacts were negotiated in secret meetings. The opposition had no opportunity to participate directly in shaping the pacts until after the initial election. In contrast, the process in theXE "GDR" GDR had a distinctive character of ‘transition from below’ due to the impact of popular mobilisation. Apart from the agreement on XE "Modrow"Modrow’s grand coalition government, the negotiations were not carried out in clandestine meetings, but had more the character of a game played in publicity. Despite the differences, there are, as XE "Colomer"Colomer points out, still certain characteristics shared by all ‘transitions by agreement’. One characteristic is the absence or weakness of maximalist actors (players on the extreme wings), because their participation brings about disequilibrium, which in practice means political instability. This is likely because extreme players favour confrontation rather than compromise on an intermediate alternative when they themselves are denied success (Colomer, 2000: 61ff).


We may also link the absence of maximalists to risk-aversion on the part of the gradualist groups of actors, since for various reasons they are more inclined to accept the lesser evil. Put another way, gradualist actors are more likely to depart from their most preferable strategies and take advantage of the opportunities for cooperative interaction, which may produce more efficient and beneficial outcomes (Ibid.: 41ff). 


As far as East Germany is concerned, we have argued that this was the case in the pact-making XE "Prisoner’s Dilemma"prisoner’s dilemma game played between the XE "SED"SED regime underXE "Krenz" Krenz and Modrow respectively, and the opposition represented by the XE "Reform Movements"Reform Movements and later on by the Round Table (Figures 2 and 3). The fact that these interlocutors were able to depart mutually from their dominant strategies can be reasonably interpreted as an indirect consequence of risk-aversion in the heated context of street mobilisations, mass emigration, and imminent economic collapse. Contributing to this tendency, the Soviet military forces in the GDR, and the memory of the workers’ uprising in 1953, must definitely have influenced the players in selecting their strategies. These memories encouraged the interlocutors to avoid the worst and opt for the intermediate reform alternative.


According to XE "Colomer"Colomer’s scheme, distant groups of strategic actors have the best chances for the effective use of deterrence and threats. Given this, a second characteristic of games leading to agreements is that relevant opponents are not situated in contiguous spaces in the continuum from greater to lesser degree of change. Too close actors are unable to bargain effectively and thereby reach a mutually satisfactory pact or agreement because they are short of sufficient threat power to induce the opponent to accept the second best strategy, which could lead to some sort of pacted formula. Recall that we identified this feature in the second phase of the PD game we modelled; one player launched a threat choosing his second ranked strategy, which was effective in interplay because for the opponent this happens to be his least wanted preference.


These conditions underscore the strategic aspects of transitions where the opportunities offered by the existing institutions, and the initiative of some actors toward others, give rise to decision-making situations that entail various negotiating possibilities that might lead to pacts. The discussion around equilibrium in games has clarified some opportunities for mutually beneficial cooperation, and demonstrated the need for adaptability among the players if they are to make the most of the chances that occur. Except for our first hypothetic reference game, which the actors only saw in their mind’s eye, the inefficient XE "Nash equilibrium"Nash equilibrium was avoided. Alternatively, thanks to the use by both players of their powers to threaten and their possibilities for communication, as well as the contextual pressures, a more efficient XE "nonmyopic equilibrium"‘non-myopic’ equilibrium was reached. XE "Brams"Brams’ equilibrium concept was used on the assumption that most real-life players are not so myopic ( especially when making important decisions under time pressure ( as to consider only the immediate effects of departure from an outcome without taking into account the possible responses of other players.


Our focus on strategic behaviour, and on decisions following mutual reactions and counteractions, does not fail to notice the role of the obvious international factors, such as the new soviet policies. Moreover, we do not intend to disregard certain structures in society and historical experience as far as political actions are concerned. In this exposition, we have considered them built into in each actor’s orders of preference. These orders are not exclusively formed in response to the accessible information and the values or moral concepts each individual wishes to exert. They are also constrained by the relative scope of the choices allowed by the specific context, and by the social experience, each person has acquired. Nevertheless, the study of macro-structures based on micro-motives has the advantage that research can concentrate more directly on the relevant aspects of the structures, in such a way that we can largely avoid deterministic interpretations of transitions. In this respect, game theory provides highly valuable conceptual tools for formalising, amplifying, and emphasising significant aspects of democratic transition processes.


To round off, let us just briefly resume one thread we started out with, namely that this article could be regarded as tied up with the ‘analytic narrative’ approach. We hope the exposition is made so explicit that that it is possible to ‘make sense’ of our interpretation of the process, and that the narrative can be evaluated scrupulously (Bates et al., 1998: 14ff). Whether this article has met the challenge from such an evaluation, we leave to the readers to decide.
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� I addition to Honecker, the so-called “troika” made up the inner circle of the SED Politburo. The three men that enjoyed more influence than any others in the Party hierarchy were Erich Mielke, Günter Mittag and Joachim Herrmann, who ran the realms of security, economy and propaganda respectively (Dennis, 2000: 192f).


� Chief among the new political forces were: �XE "Democratic Awakening (Demokratischer Aufbruch)"�Democratic Awakening (Demokratischer Aufbruch), the �XE "Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei)"�Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei), the �XE "New Forum (Neues Forum)"�New Forum (Neues Forum), �XE "Democracy Now (Demokratie Jetzt)"�Democracy Now (Demokratie Jetzt), the �XE "Initiative for Peace and Human Rights (Initiative für Frieden "�Initiative for Peace and Human Rights (Initiative für Frieden und Menschenrechten), the �XE "Green Party (Grüne Partei)"�Green Party (Grüne Partei), the �XE "Independent Woman’s Association (Unabhängiger Frauenverband)"�Independent Women’s Association (Unabhängiger Frauenverband), and the �XE "United Left (Vereinigte Linke)"�United Left (Vereinigte Linke).


� In the mid-seventies, Honecker introduced the concept Realsozialismus to denote a distinct époque in the Marxist history scheme. His object was to explain the failure of the promised transition to the classless society. According to the general secretary, the GDR had reached the pre-stadium of ‘developed socialism’ (entwickelte sozialistische Gesellschaft), and would attain the classless society in the beginning of the new millennium. In the meantime, priority should be leant to incremental task of improving domestic living conditions. See “Programm und Statut der Sozialistischen Einheitspartei Deutschlands vom 22. Mai 1976”. East Berlin 1976: 41.


� As post-war remnants, maintaining the fiction of the GDR retaining a multiparty system, the Christian (CDU), Liberal (LPDP), Nationalist (NDPD), and Peasant (DBD) parties were allowed to exist in order to mobilise middleclass sentiments. They were allied under the “Democratic Bloc” umbrella, which was subject to SED guidance. The mass organisations such as the sole trade union (FGDB), the Party Youth (FDJ), and the Women’s league (DFD) functioned as transmitters of party instructions rather than as representatives of their membership bases. This way of organising was an effect of democratic centralism that maximised top-down control and minimised feedback from below. For details, see i.e. Lapp, 1988.


� For the aims of the �XE "Reform Movements"�Reform Movements, see e.g. the joint declaration of the representatives participating in the so-called �XE "WorkshopfortheFuture (Zukunftswerkstatt)"�‘Workshop for the Future’ (Zukunftswerkstatt): “Gemeinsame Erklärung der Bürgerbewegungen vom 4. Oktober 1989” in �XE "Gerda Haufe"�Haufe and �XE "Karl Bruckmeier"�Bruckmeier, 1993: 286.


� In general, the platforms (Plattformen) put forward rather all-inclusive statements, which articulated broad aims and values. Well known is the appeal of �XE "New Forum"�New Forum, the leading citizens’ movement. Issued on 9 September, and signed by 25,000 supporters within four weeks, its founding document (�XE "Aufruf 1989"�Aufruf 1989) called for political dialogue without dictating any fixed conclusions. See �XE "Neues Forum"�Neues Forum (ed.): “Die ersten Texte des Neuen Forums.” Berlin, 1990. The appeal is reprinted in �XE "Charles Schüddekopf"�Schüddekopf, 1990: 29ff; �XE "Gerhard Rein"�Rein, 1989: 13f; Haufe and Bruckmeier, 1993: 277f.


� The notion �XE "DerDritteWeg (third way)"�‘Der Dritte Weg’ (third way) turned into an omnipresent slogan expressing a wide range of reform concepts. The vagueness of the notion allowed various social groups to imbue it with their own perceptions. For the �XE "Reform Movements"�Reform Movements, the ‘third way’ pointed to the realisation of direct democracy. Intellectuals of the opposition generally resented the ‘hegemony of the �XE "SED"�SED and the bloc parties’ as much as the ‘excessive might of Western capital’. Their resistance experience inspired a strong commitment to human rights. Priority was given to the recovery of a public sphere in which civil society could emerge, allowing new forms of debate and association that would not be imposed from above. The �XE "New Forum"�New Forum aimed at a ‘grassroots democracy’, marked by direct citizen participation rather than by parliamentary forms of representation, which the �XE "Social Democratic Party"�Social Democratic Party and the �XE "Democratic Awakening"�Democratic Awakening supported. For alternative views, see e.g. essays by �XE "Erhart Neubert"�Erhart Neubert, �XE "Rainer Schult"�Rainer Schult, �XE "Ludwig Mehlhorn"�Ludwig Mehlhorn, �XE "Hans-Jürgen Fischbeck"�Hans-Jürgen Fischbeck, and�XE "Konrad Weiß"� Konrad Weiß, in �XE "Hubertus Knabe"�Knabe, 1989: 141ff.


� Communal elections were held on 7 May 1989. Latent displeasure had long focused on the lack of opportunities for genuine electoral participation. Voters were not entitled to choose freely, either between alternative programs, or candidates. For the first time, grassroots groups monitored polling stations and uncovered irrefutable evidence of fraud. On the eve of the polling day, �XE "Egon Krenz"�Egon Krenz, who held among other things the post as chair of the national election committee, appeared on national TV. The routine manner in which he announced the obviously exaggerated victory of the �XE "National Front’s Unity List"�National Front’s Unity List (98,85% majority, turnout 98,77%) triggered widespread outrage. Official results are given in: “Eindrucksvolles Bekenntnis zu unserer Politik des Friedens und des Sozialismus” in Neues Deutschland, 8 May 1989. 


� See e.g. O. Adam: “Betrachten der Bilder aus Beijing” in Berliner Zeitung, 29 June 1989; and �XE "Sabine Stephan"�Sabine Stephan: “Eine deutliche Sprache” in Junge Welt, 30 June 1989.


� “Partei- und Staatsdelegation der �XE "DDR"�DDR führt in �XE "China"�China politische Gespräche” in Neues Deutschland, September 26, 1989; “Beijings �XE "Tiananmen-Platz"�Tiananmen-Platz erlebte ein mitreißendes Fest der Lebensfreude” in Neues Deutschland, 2 October 1989.


� Situation analysis from “der Zentralen Auswertungs- und Informationsgruppe des�XE "Ministerium für Staatssicherheit"� Ministerium für Staatssicherheit” released 8 October 1989, in �XE "Armin Mitter"�Mitter and�XE "Stefan Wolle"� Wolle, 1990: 204.


� “Kampagne gegen die DDR im Stile des kalten Krieges” in Neues Deutschland, 25 August 1989.


� �XE "Krenz"�Krenz (1990: 30) claims Honecker himself was responsible for this infamous formulation. 


� Gorbachev argued for change as he explained the logic of perestroika to the SED�XE "Politburo"� Politburo. The honoured guest promised ‘new thinking’ in Soviet foreign policy, also with regard to �XE "East Germany"�East Germany’s right to independent manoeuvre. However, Gorbachev issued a warning to the SED elite in words that have meanwhile become an almost classic quote: “Man muß rechtzeitig die Bedürfnisse der Gesellschaft erkennen und das Erforderliche tun. Wer zu spät kommt, den bestraft das Leben.” An abstract from a report on Gorbachev’s meeting with the SED Politburo appeared in Der Spiegel, 9 September 1991: 107ff. See also �XE "Fred Oldenburg"�Oldenburg, 1991: 757f.


� Politburo member Günter Schabowski (1990: 75) denounced the speech as totally “devoid of problems”. According to Egon Krenz (1990: 88), the anniversary speech described the GDR as an “island of the blessed”.


� The logic behind this rests on the assumption that radical hardliners are inclined to reject ‘lukewarm attitudes’. Rooted in certain honour or moral codes, they prefer a final encounter with the opposition, even at the risk of losing out. In contrast to the ‘greatness’ attributed to their ‘just and legitimate’ historical task, any alternative implying humiliation or a kind of middle-way solution is rejected. Standing upright, maintaining one’s honour is considered essential. Thus, pompous expressions known from the Spanish experience, such as “it’s better to die with honour than live in contempt”, symbolise the typical reactionary mentality (�XE "Colomer"�Colomer, 1991: 1286). Transferred to the �XE "GDR"�East German context, this means that Honecker would rather risk a total loss of power than opt for ideological compromises. Accordingly, if authoritarian continuity (N) is unfeasible, the reactionaries of the SED regime would rather accept democratic procedures in the short-term (D), than lose face by entering into negotiations. 


� It would add nothing to the formal analysis of viable outcomes of the game if we included the hypothetical choice of a player’s last preferred alternative, namely continuity for the �XE "Reform Movements"�Reform Movements and reform for �XE "Honecker"�Honecker. Rather, it would have to be considered as a complete defeat or surrender to the opponent rather than as a realistic opportunity for interaction (Colomer, 1991: 1287f). 


� Note that the strategy of democratic rupture represents slightly different alternatives to the players. To the �XE "Reform Movements"�Reform Movements D means a radical break with the ‘real socialism’ pursued by the Honecker regime and its authoritarian institutions, and not necessarily rejection of socialist ideas in general. To the �XE "SED"�SED regime the D strategy means it accepts democratisation for the time being, trusting that a more appropriate time for repeating the game will occur. The line of reasoning could go approximately like this: “Let those opposition amateurs play their game of democratisation for a while. They will soon realise that it is more difficult to run complex state machineries (which are facing bankruptcy) than scout-like opposition groupings. We (2.2 million party members) hold the key positions in society, and without our cooperation anarchy will thrive. Then people will beg for our return to office, and we have novel possibilities to establish a renewed, stabilised Communist dictatorship”.


� At least two lines of reasoning can illuminate why this is the regime of Honecker’s second preferred outcome: 1) He accepts the strategy of democratic rupture now in the strong belief that the game will be played again under better possibilities of reaching the optimal outcome. 2) He knows he is defeated, but rather than opting for a compromise, he will surrender untainted by ideological horse-trading: “The commanding ship of the regime is sinking, but at least the flags are hauled to the top, and the honour and glory is preserved intact”.


� The idea that two-person games have an initial state is taken from Steven J. �XE "Brams"�Brams, and is the first rule of play for two-person games within his ‘theory of moves’ (TOM). An initial state is the state at the intersection of the row and column of a 2 x 2-payoff matrix where play commences. For the basic rules of play within TOM, see Brams, 1994, 23ff. Brams assumes that players commence play at an outcome in a matrix from which they might move or stay in. The point of departure, the initial state, gives games a beginning, endowing them with a history that helps explain subsequent player behaviour (Brams, 1994: 216ff).


� Hans Modrow, the SED district secretary in Bezirk �XE "Dresden"�Dresden, was the sharpest profile in a tiny ‘pro-perestroika elite’. �XE "Modrow"�Modrow enjoyed relative local popularity, chiefly because in contrast to many other party officials he demonstrated a modest lifestyle and a pragmatic attitude. Widely regarded as �XE "Gorbachev"�Gorbachev’s protégé, Modrow could not be dropped although he was disregarded in East Berlin. Positioned away from the power centre, and not even a Politburo member, Modrow was a very dark horse indeed in the race to replace Honecker. The best-known episode, which put Modrow at the centre of speculations, occurred in 1988. In an article in the SED daily Sächsische Zeitung, he suggested testing out in the Dresden area the Chinese system that allowed special market-economic zones (�XE "Eduard Gloecker"�Gloecker, 1990: 82).


� �XE "Schabowski"�Schabowski (1990: 76) holds the coup was merely intended as an acceleration of generational change. Certainly, he was marked by the internal Politburo culture, characterised by enforced harmony and in which fraction building was deemed a most serious crime. For a good description of Honecker’s tactic of isolating each individual Politburo member, see Schabowski, 1990: 24f. Even socially, the Politburo colleagues hardly mixed. Everybody was more than happy to withdraw to the elite ghetto of �XE "Wandlitz"�Wandlitz (nicknamed ‘�XE "Volvograd"�Volvograd’ after the limousines commuting from there to �XE "East Berlin"�East Berlin at speed). Those who were friendly to each other were immediately suspected of conspiracy (Schabowski, 1990: 47). See also “Ich hab’ an den geglaubt” in Der Spiegel, 14 September 1992: 86ff, where Politburo member �XE "Erich Mückenberger"�Erich Mückenberger confirms the chilly relations between the residents of Wandlitz.


� “Erklärung des Politbüros des Zentralkomitees der �XE "Sozialistischen Einheitspartei Deutschlands"�Sozialistischen Einheitspartei Deutschlands” in Neues Deutschland, 12 October 1989.


� �XE "FDGB (Freier Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund)"�FDGB (Freier Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund) served as an umbrella organization for the various trade unions. As one of the mass organisations under SED control, it functioned as a ‘democratic alibi’. However, trade unions were not engaged in tariff policies etc. Instead, they focused on welfare programmes for the collectively enrolled workers, i.e. running holiday homes.


� Due to statement by Politburo member Wolfgang Herger, cited in Glaeßner, 1992: 69.


� This probably included information about Honecker’s cooperation with the �XE "Gestapo"�Gestapo and betrayal of Communist comrades in order to survive national-socialist imprisonment (see Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, November 16, 1990). In a later interview, �XE "Mielke"�Mielke indirectly confirmed this when he denied having blackmailed Honecker with documents about his prison record, but admitted he had guarded the information to prevent blackmail by others (“Ich sterbe in diesem Kasten” in Der Spiegel, 31 August 1992: 38ff).


� The official minutes of the meeting offer no insight into the debate. Only two sentences say laconically that Comrade Erich Honecker was released from his duties for reasons of health, and that the Comrades Herrmann and Mittag were released from their functions without giving any reasons. The remainder of the minutes are devoted to routine matters, e.g. the impending five-year plan and the awarding of medals�XE "GDR"� to third world leaders (�XE "Pond"�Pond, 1993: 307, fn. 44). Erich Mielke enjoyed exception from being ousted this time, but already on 8 December 1989, he and former Premier Willy Stoph among other top official were charged with misuse of office and corruption. (Dennis, 2000: 290).


� “Arbeiter in mehrstündigem Gespräch mit �XE "Egon Krenz"�Egon Krenz” in Leipziger Volkszeitung, 20 Oktober 1989.


� “Fernseh- und Rundfunkansprache von �XE "Egon Krenz"�Egon Krenz an die Bürger der DDR” in Neues Deutschland, 4 November 1989; “Politbüro nach Rücktritt von �XE "ZK"�ZK neu gewählt” in Leipziger Volkszeitung, 9 November 1989. Cf. Schabowski, 1991: 302ff; Krenz, 1990: 153f; �XE "Kallabis"�Kallabis, 1990: 33ff; �XE "Simon"�Simon, 1990: 136ff.


� All citizens were allowed to travel abroad for one month each year if they possessed valid passports and visas. Obstacles were, however, still plentiful; no foreign currency was available and travel still required bureaucratic approval, which officials could arbitrarily withhold so as to block trips. Departure could also be refused with reference to public law and order and for diffuse reasons of national security. See “Gesetz über Reisen von Bürgern der�XE "Deutschen Demokratischen Republik"� Deutschen Demokratischen Republik in das Ausland – Reisegesetz” in Neues Deutschland, 6 November 1989; and reports in Neues Deutschland, 8 November 1989.


��XE " Schabowski"� Schabowski’s statement is quoted in�XE "Eckhard Jesse"� Eckhard Jesse: “Der innenpolitische Weg zur deutschen Einheit. Zäsuren einer atemberaubenden Entwicklung” in Eckhard Jesse and �XE "Armin Mitter"�Armin Mitter (eds.): Die Gestaltung der deutschen Einheit. Bonn, 1992: 121f.


� Outside �XE "Berlin"�Berlin, the situation was no less confusing, and certainly, the events could have escalated beyond control. Several �XE "NVA"�NVA garrisons were put on red alert, ready to crush the ‘counter revolution’. Historically, this order had been given only in extremely critical situations, such as during the construction of the �XE "Berlin Wall"�Berlin Wall (1961), the �XE "Cuba crisis"�Cuba crisis (1962), and the invasion of �XE "Czechoslovakia"�Czechoslovakia (1968). Fortunately, the soldiers returned to their barracks around 2 am after TV reports revealed the extent of the border traffic. To military commanders it was evident that an action would have brought about a major tragedy. For details, see i.e. �XE "Hans Halter"�Hans Halter: “Am Rande des Bürgerkriegs” in Der Spiegel, 2 October 1995.


� A comprehensive discussion of aspects related to the suspension of border restrictions is offered in �XE "Hans-Hermann Hertle\:"�Hans-Hermann Hertle: Der Fall �XE "der Mauer"�der Mauer. Die unbeabsichtigte Selbstauflösung des SED-Staates. Opladen, 1996. 


� According to estimates between a half and one million people gathered on �XE "Alexanderplatz"�Alexanderplatz. The majority of the over thirty speakers were well known cultural personalities. They earned resounding applause for their scepticism and their brusque rejections of incipient demands for German reunification, but five speakers who were more or less associated with the regime were mercilessly booed when they called for state security through rule of law. The radio station ‘�XE "Berliner Rundfunk"�Berliner Rundfunk’ broadcast the speeches directly, and the same day ‘Rias’ (Radio in American Sector) retransmitted them�XE "Rias (Radio in American Sector)"�. Reports are printed in �XE "Schüddekopf"�Schüddekopf, 1990: 207ff. Cf. �XE "Ralf Georg Reuth"�Ralf Georg Reuth and�XE "Andreas Bönte"� Andreas Bönte: Das Komplott. Wie es wirklich zur deutschen Einheit kam. München/Zürich, 1993: 147ff. For various speaker’s accounts, see e.g.�XE "Jens Reich"� Jens Reich’s interview, in Rein, 1989: 32; �XE "Manfred Stolpe"�Manfred Stolpe: “Ein deutsches Sommertheater” in Der Spiegel, 25 September 1989; �XE "Rolf Henrich"�Rolf Henrich’s interview in Deutsches Allgemeines Sonntagsblatt, October 13, 1989; �XE "Rainer Schedlinski"�Rainer Schedlinski: “Die �XE "DDR"�DDR wollte den Vergleich” in Rheinischer Merkur, 6 October 1989.


� After disclosures of an enormous state debt and a huge budget deficit, an alarmed �XE "Volkskammer"�Volkskammer selected the �XE "Dresden"�Dresden district party chief as head of government on 13 November 1989. Actually, �XE "Modrow"�Modrow’s appointment temporarily stabilised the �XE "GDR"�GDR government. Both Eastern citizens and Western media considered him the most promising leader of the successor generation. Modrow had an unpretentious personal style, and his commitment to �XE "perestroika"�perestroika had provoked his superiors to give him a severe reprimand as late as in February 1989. When announcing his programme he used a convincing tone that contrasted with former pointless clichés. He requested “an advance in trust” (Vertrauensvorschuß), promised to save the crisis-ridden economy, and committed himself to democratisation. Although rejecting unification speculations, �XE "Modrow"�Modrow was interested in strengthening the ties between the two German states and in establishing contact with the �XE "European Community"�European Community. Even more important was his insistence on separation of Party and State to shift actual power from the �XE "SED"�SED back to a responsible government. See e.g. “Außenseiter im Inneren der Macht” in Die Zeit, October 6, 1989; Government declaration by Prime Minister �XE "Hans Modrow"�Hans Modrow: “Diese Regierung wird eine Regierung des Volkes und der Arbeit sein” in Neues Deutschland, November 18/19, 1989. Cf.�XE "Glaeßner"� Glaeßner, 1992: 87f;�XE "Ernst Eilitz"� Ernst Eilitz: Sie waren dabei. Ostdeutsche Profile. Stuttgart, 1991: 70ff; �XE "Hans Modrow"�Hans Modrow: Aufbruch und Ende. Hamburg, 1991: 27ff; �XE "Karl-Heinz Arnold"�Karl-Heinz Arnold: Die ersten hundert Tage des Hans Modrow. Berlin, 1990: 16ff.


� We realise that a starting point in the upper-left and in lower-right hand cells is unfeasible because in the former case, neither the regime player nor the opposition will move from the equilibrium outcome since it brings loss in payoff. In the latter case, departing will also involve loss in payoff because it eventually leads to the Nash equilibrium outcome at the DN combination of strategies. Cf. Brams, 1994: 40ff. 


� For a general elaboration and the theoretical foundations of the �XE "non-myopic equilibrium"�non-myopic equilibrium concept, see �XE "Brams"�Brams, 1994. In a two-person game, a non-myopic equilibrium is a state from which neither player, anticipating all possible rational moves and countermoves from the initial state, would have an incentive to depart unilaterally since departure would eventually lead to a worse, or at least not a better, outcome. The possibility for reaching an efficient non-myopic outcome of the �XE "Prisoner’s Dilemma"�prisoner’s dilemma game by means of threat-power is explored in Brams, 1994: 138ff. 


� One of the most sinister incidents pointing to the danger of a reactionary coup occurred on 9 December 1989 when anonymous �XE "MfS"�MfS officers in provincial �XE "Gera"�Gera tried to incite colleges all over the �XE "GDR"�GDR to armed resistance to democratisation. The “Gera call to action” can be read in “Runder Tisch, 6. Sitzung, 8. Januar 1990, Information No. 3a” printed in �XE "Thaysen"�Thaysen, 1990: 60f. �XE "Tvedt"�


� Sometimes the efforts to uncover regime abuses seemed rather half-hearted. When a parliamentary committee investigating abuses of power among the party leadership presented its first report on 1 December 1989, there was a remarkable absence of focus on inhumane regime practices such as unlawful imprisonment and suspicious deaths. Instead, the report stressed the nomenclature’s relatively modest corruption and access to fringe benefits. One estimate was that 78,000 people had been convicted by the judicial system in the GDR for so-called asocial behaviour affecting internal security. Another 23,000 had been convicted for attempted escape, and 10,000 for resisting governmental measures. Cf. �XE "Dieter Blumenwitz"�Dieter Blumenwitz: “Zur strafrechtlichen Verfolgung �XE "Erich Honecker"�Erich Honeckers: Staats- und völkerrechtliche Fragen” in Deutschland Archiv, No 6, June 1992.


� For an informative account of life in the Communist elite ghetto, see �XE "Peter Kirschey"�Peter Kirschey: �XE "Wandlitz/Waldsiedlung"�Wandlitz/ Waldsiedlung – die geschlossene Gesellschaft. Berlin, 1990.


��XE "Thomas Falkner"� Thomas Falkner: “Die letzten Tage der SED” in Deutschland Archiv, No. 23, 1990: 1750ff; “�XE "ZK"�ZK der SED trat zurück” in Neues Deutschland, 4 December 1989; �XE "Schabowski"�Schabowski, 1991: 312ff; �XE "Heinrich Bortfeld"�Bortfeld, 1992: 90ff, 129ff.


� Note that several complementary round tables were set up throughout �XE "East Germany"�East Germany, e.g. the ‘�XE "Green Table"�Green Table’, the ‘�XE "Roundtable of the Youth"�Round Table of Youth’, and various local round tables. The governing idea behind these new institutions was drawn from fresh experiences in Poland and Hungary where round table negotiations had contributed to formalise public dialogue. Joint meetings between the regime and the organised opposition proved successful, especially because they established conditions for constructive talks. Sitting at the same table, lacking pre-specified authority structures at least required a minimum of mutual respect and cooperative attitudes. See e.g. Elzbieta Matynia: Furnishing Democracy at the End of the Century: “The Polish Round Table and Others” in East European Politics and Societies, Vol. 15, No. 2, 2001: 454ff. 
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� “Presseinformation Nr. 38/89 vom �XE "Bund der Evangelischen Kirchen"�Bund der Evangelischen Kirchen in der �XE "DDR"�DDR” quoted in �XE "Uwe Thaysen"�Uwe Thaysen: Der �XE "Runde Tisch"�Runde Tisch. Oder: Wo blieb das Volk? Opladen, 1990: 34. Thaysen (1990: 25ff) also discusses the obscure circumstances around the invitation to ‘Der Runde Tisch’.


� Under supervision of �XE "Mielke"�Mielke’s former deputy�XE " Wolfgang Schwanitz"� Wolfgang Schwanitz, very little reorganisation beyond the changing of letterheads took place within ranks of the AfNS. Today it is known that Schwanitz actually used his position to initiate the �XE "Aktion Reißwolf"�Aktion Reißwolf, an extensive programme for the destruction of sensitive materials (�XE "Manfred Shell"�Shell and Kalinka, �XE "Werner Kalinka"��XE "Stasi"�1991: 322f).


� Apparently, the �XE "Modrow"�Modrow regime yielded on 14 December when the Council of Ministers issued an order to dissolve the new �XE "AfNS"�AfNS within six months, but this was just a smart move to seek perpetuation of the �XE "Stasi"�Stasi in new wrappings. Already the same day Modrow announced his intention to reorganize the AfNS in two separate services similar to the West German outfits: �XE "FederalIntelligenceService (Bundesnachrichtendienst, BND)"�“Federal Intelligence Service” (Bundesnachrichtendienst, BND) and the �XE "OfficeforProtectionoftheConstitution (Bundesamt für Ver"�“Office for Protection of the Constitution” (Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz, BfV). Cf. �XE "Pond"�Pond, 1993: 147f; �XE "Shell"�Shell and Kalinka, 1991: 341ff.


� The report in Neues Deutschland on the �XE "Treptow"�Treptow incident is reproduced in �XE "Volker Gransow"�Gransow and �XE "Konrad Jarausch"�Jarausch, 1991: 113f.


� Later it became known that protesters did not attack the huge complex; state security associates who took the lead in the turmoil accompanied by soldiers from the elite�XE "Dzierzynski regiment"� Dzierzynski-regiment let them inside. Dressed in radical right-wing clothing, they guided the demonstrators to the less sensitive offices. Most real demonstrators buzzed around in the ground floor as provocateurs rushed up the stairs, vandalised offices, and threw insignificant documents out the windows, which provided the press with spectacular photographs. Details given in �XE "Anne Worst"�Anne Worst: Das Ende eines Geheimdienstes. Oder: Wie lebendig ist die �XE "Stasi"�Stasi. Berlin, 1991: 32ff. It is still puzzling why secret agents merged with demonstrators and in some way directed the storming of the �XE "AfNS"�AfNS headquarters. Probably they intended to prove the necessity of a secret police and justify a future law and order crackdown. Another motive could have been to veil the fact that AfNS was still carrying out political surveillance by tentatively turning attention to more trivial activities. Cf. “Stürmte die Stasi die eigene Zentrale?” in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 5 August 1991.
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� “Endlich Kompetenzen nach tiefen Kratzern” in Leipziger Volkszeitung, 16 January 1990; “Rollentausch oder wie der Hase zum Igel wurde” in Frankfurter Rundschau, 17 January 1990; �XE "Thaysen"�Thaysen, 1990: 79f. 


� “Opposition und alte Parteien für Große Koalition” in Neues Deutschland, 26 January 1990; �XE "Thaysen"�Thaysen, 1990: 82ff; �XE "Modrow"�Modrow, 1991: 79; Kallabis, 1990: 127f.


� For instance, �XE "Lothar de Mazière"�Lothar de Mazière, head of East German �XE "CDU"�CDU, outlined a pure catastrophe scenario when estimating that almost 30% of the East Germans were virtually sitting on ready-packed suitcases. “De Mazière: 2 bis 3 Millionen sitzen auf gepackten Koffern” in Die Welt, 25 January 1990. 


� “Modrows Volkskammer-Rede am 29.01.1990” quoted in �XE "Thaysen"�Thaysen, 1990: 90f.


� “�XE "Modrow"�Modrow: Um wieder Vertrauen in die Zukunft zu gewinnen” in Neues Deutschland and “Regiert bis März Vernuft?” in Leipziger Volkszeitung, 30 January 1990. 


� “Kabinett der nationalen Verantwortung gebildet” in Neues Deutschland and “‘Staatsfeinde’ sitzen jetzt auf der Regierungsbank” in Rheinische Post, 6 February 1990; �XE "Christa Luft"�Christa Luft: Zwischen Wende und Ende. Berlin, 1991: 151ff; Modrow, 1991: 82ff. The new ministers were: �XE "Tatjana Böhm"�Tatjana Böhm (�XE "Independent Women’s Association"�Independent Women’s Association), a feminist scholar; �XE "Rainer Eppelmann"�Rainer Eppelmann (�XE "Democratic Awakening"�Democratic Awakening), a pacifist pastor; �XE "Sebastian Pflugbeil"�Sebastian Pflugbeil (New Forum), a nuclear physicist and environmentalist; �XE "Mathias Platzeck"�Mathias Platzeck (�XE "Green Party"�Green Party), an ecological activist; �XE "Gerd Poppe"�Gerd Poppe (�XE "Human Rights Initiative"�Human Rights Initiative), an engineer and social reformer; �XE "Walter Romberg"�Walter Romberg (�XE "SPD"�SPD), a mathematician and disarmament advocate; �XE "Klaus Schlüter"�Klaus Schlüter (�XE "Green League"�Green League), an environmental engineer; and church historian �XE "Wolfgang Ullmann"�Wolfgang Ullmann (�XE "Democracy Now"�Democracy Now). 


� Gaining as much as 48.1% of the votes, the alliance almost won an absolute majority in parliament. Contrary to the indications of opinion polls, the �XE "SPD"�SPD lost out with only 21.9%. Although the reform Communist �XE "PDS"�PDS (former �XE "SED"�SED) fell from power, the party did better than anticipated with 16.4%. The �XE "Reform Movement"�Reform Movements, the driving force behind the mass mobilisations, failed to gain any substantial support, with their electoral �XE "alliance Bundnis"�alliance Bündnis 90 receiving a disappointing 2.9% – an outcome that eventually marginalized the dissidents. Election results are listed e.g. in Herles et al., 1990: 6; �XE "Glaeßner"�Glaeßner, 1992: 129ff.
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