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Introduction1
The role of minority protection within the European Union context poses a paradox: On the
one hand, it has acquired an immensely important role in the Union’s external relations after
the end of the Cold War, where it was included in the guidelines for the recognition of new
states after the break-up of Yugoslavia, the second wave of Europe Agreements with Centraland Eastern European Countries and the Stability Pact for South-eastern Europe, and most
significantly the political accession criteria spelled out at the Copenhagen European Council
in 1993. It was indirectly even incorporated into the Treaties by quoting the principles of two
major documents of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), namely
the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris, which both contain minority provisions (albeit
only politically binding ones), as foundational goals for the Union’s foreign relations in
Article 11 of the Treaty of the European Union (TEU).2
On the other hand, minority rights played hardly a role in the internal development of the
acquis communautaire. There exists therefore a deep contrast between the internal and
external application of the minority norm by the EU, so that among the political accession
1
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criteria “the insistence on genuine minority protection is clearly the odd one out. Respect for
democracy, the rule of law and human rights have been recognised as fundamental values of
the European Union’s internal development and for the purpose of its enlargement, whereas
minority protection is only mentioned in the latter context.”3 This difference is most obvious
in the Commission’s 1999 composite paper on the progress towards accession by the
candidate countries, which summarises the political criteria as follows:
“The Copenhagen European Council stated that ‘membership requires that the
candidate country has achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy,
the rule of law, human rights, and the respect for and protection of minorities’.
Article 6 of the Amsterdam Treaty enshrines the constitutional principle that ‘The
Union is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms and the rule of law’.”4
If there is any movement towards an EU standard for minorities, it can be traced back only to
very recent developments and is grounded on non-discrimination legislation rather than
minority rights. In the Amsterdam Treaty, Article 13 of the Treaty of the European
Community (TEC) enabled the Community to “take appropriate action to combat
discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual
orientation”5 On this basis Directive 2000/43/EC implementing the principle of equal
treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin was proposed by the
Commission as part of its “Article 13 package” and adopted by the Council.6 Finally, in the
Charter of Fundamental Rights Article 21 adds “belonging to a national minority”7 to the list
of criteria on the basis of which discrimination is forbidden and is therefore the first instance
of including minority rights into the internal acquis communautaire as opposed to its use only
in external relations. Still, it has to be concluded from the course of events that minority
protection is not a “natural” part of the EU’s normative foundations long established in the
common constitutional traditions of the Member States, their shared commitment to
international instruments such as the European Convention of Human Rights, and the ruling
of the European Court of Justice in human rights issues, but is rather constructed post hoc
after the issue has entered the Union’s agenda in the context of its Eastern enlargement.
3

De Witte 2000, 4 [emphasis in original].
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This does not only raise the question of whether the EU has imposed “double standards” on
applicant states, given the fact that the Copenhagen criteria “go beyond simply specifying
non-discrimination and require ‘respect for and protection of minorities’”, and that this
formula clearly meant “that affirmative action to protect their interests is expected”,8 but also
whether a minority norm can be and perhaps already is in the process of being constructed
within the context of the EU acquis communautaire, and how such a norm might look like.
To that end this paper shows that different conceptions of minority rights are possible,
presenting as ideal-types a liberal human rights based and a communitarian collective rights
approach, and discussing the different proposals for the inclusion of a minority clause in the
Charter. It argues that an EU minority norm like any new norm has to resonate with the preexisting normative structure, i.e. the existing acquis communautaire, which is formally
constituted by the Treaties, secondary legislation and rulings of the European Court of Justice
(ECJ), but also embedded in informal norms and political practices.9 The paper then sets out
causal and constitutive accounts for the necessity of norm resonance and develops the idea of
“resonance points” as a constitutive explanation, i.e. as an explanatory tool to assess the
possibility of establishing discursive links with the existing normative framework of the EU.
The empirical part argues that three connections are possible and in fact being pursued within
the EU: First, the inclusion of minorities into the general non-discrimination legislation,
second the establishment of a norm in favour of cultural diversity, and third through the
construction of a link between minority protection and the combat against racism and
xenophobia. While the first two lines are developed within the acquis, the third, while
connected to the legal principle of non-discrimination, is manifest largely in political practice
– it has been e.g. pursued by political elites in certain Member States during the Austrian
crisis – but finds itself also in documents relating to the minority issue within the context of
enlargement and has been institutionalised within the EU with the establishment of an
European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC).

Liberal and Communitarian Concepts of Minority Rights
Before trying to assess the possibility of establishing minority protection resonant with EU
norms it has first to be pointed out, that different conceptions of minority rights are possible.
To begin with, while human rights such as freedom of expression, assembly or religion can be
8
9
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invoked by minorities as an indirect means of group protection, special minority rights are not
by definition part of universal human rights as established after the Second World War.
In fact, human rights were meant to replace minority protection, only after 1989 a consensus
emerged that “respect for the rights of persons belonging to national minorities as part of
universally recognized human rights is an essential factor for peace, justice, stability and
democracy in the participating states.”10 Only then it was agreed that “[i]ssues concerning
national minorities as well as compliance with international obligations concerning the rights
of persons belonging to them, are matters of legitimate international concern and
consequently do not constitute exclusively an internal affair of the respective State.”11 The
fact that this connection, instead of being historically stable or conceptually necessary, is a
recently established one is easily overlooked, when the EU is conceived of as a community of
liberal democracies based on shared norms, which are often described as including
“nonviolent and compromise-oriented resolution of political conflicts, the equality of the
citizens, majority rule, tolerance for dissent, and the rights of minorities. These norms are
firmly embedded in the political culture of liberal states”.12
There is nonetheless a liberal human rights-based path to minority protection, apart from the
indirect beneficial impact of human rights such as freedom of expression, assembly or
religion, namely via the general principle of non-discrimination. This principle not only plays
a dominant part in the EU context, but is also a cornerstone of predominantly liberal human
rights instruments, most notably the Council of Europe’s European Convention on Human
Rights (ECHR) and the United Nations’ International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(CCPR).
The ECHR is of particular importance with regard to assessing the EU’s normative
foundations, since it is ratified by all EU Member States, constantly referred to by the ECJ
and enshrined in Article 6 TEC. Article 14 of the Convention contains a general nondiscrimination clause, also aimed at national minorities: “The enjoyment of the rights and
freedoms set forth in this Convention shall be secured without discrimination on any ground
such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social
origin, association with a national minority, property, birth or other status.”13
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The CCPR, being the other significant instrument signed by all EU Member States, also
contains a general non-discrimination clause in Article 26, but adds a specific provision on
national minorities. Article 27 reads: “In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic
minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right, in
community with the other members of the group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and
practice their own religion, or to use their own language.”14
However, whether included in a general non-discrimination clause or spelled out as a special
minority provision, the definition of minorities implied in liberal minority conceptions widens
the scope of application beyond the minority groups targeted, which might cause limitations
in the depth of the rights granted, since “if one agrees with the extremely broad minority
definition of the UN Human Rights Committee, the set of rights for the protection of
minorities cannot go way beyond the prohibition of discrimination. This UN Human Rights
Committee definition states that “[j]ust as they don’t need to be nationals or citizens,
[minorities] need not be permanent residents. Thus, migrant workers or even visitors (...) are
entitled not to be denied the exercise of those rights.”15 Such a liberal approach is taken in
most general international human rights instruments, when they address minorities.
Another limitation of human rights-based minority approaches lies in the non-discrimination
principle itself, which limits the possibility of positive action to support minority groups. Still,
it does not prevent it entirely. Although “affirmative action” is a formal breach of the nondiscrimination principle and therefore not actively demanded under such liberal instruments,
it might be permitted either as a reasonable exception, or as a request to establish a more
complex view of equality instead of a merely formal one. The European Court of Human
Rights stated for example that “the right under Article 14 not to be discriminated against (...)
is violated when States treat differently persons in analogous situations without an objective
and reasonable justification. (...) [It] is also violated when States without an objective and
reasonable justification fail to treat differently persons whose situations are significantly
different.”16
This does not mean, however, that a minority rights conception based on liberal human rights
is able to justify a demand for rather than merely permission of positive measures to protect
minorities, at least not in the interpretation applied by the European Court of Human Rights,
14

CCPR Art. 27, cit. in Ghandhi 2000, 70.
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who stated that “the Convention does not compel states to provide for positive discrimination
in favour of minorities”.17 The same applies to Article 27 CCPR, where affirmative action is
acknowledged as a possible means of reversing discrimination, but the “dominant opinion
denies that article 27 CCPR entails an obligation to actively promote minorities.”18
In contrast to the liberal concept of individual non-discrimination, communitarian approaches
hold that in order to protect the existence and identity of minority groups, rather than granting
the group members individual rights, they have to be protected qua groups. This view holds
that individual protection against discrimination is unable to protect minority groups and to
reverse structural discriminations. The main argument for granting collective rights to
minorities is “that the preservation and promotion of minority cultures and languages are
rights which can only meaningfully be enjoyed by communities, and that securing equal rights
for minorities may require positive action and special measures on the part of the state.”19
Therefore, rights have to be granted to the groups themselves, while at the same time
affirmative action is constantly needed to counter assimilationist pressures from the majority
population.
Furthermore, national minorities can be perceived as being entitled to special collective rights,
because they constitute “collectivities who possess that trait which is the current normative
underpinning of states, namely nationhood, and yet for practical purposes cannot enjoy
outright political independence.”20 This implies that national minorities have a right to selfdetermination, albeit rather an internal than an external one, meaning autonomy, not
secession. Adding to the reasons given beforehand, this right is to be collective because it is
grounded on the well established collective right to national self-determination as laid down
in several international instruments, among them the CCPR.21
Collective minority rights have been endorsed by few and mostly political instruments like the
CSCE Copenhagen Document, which states that “the participating states will protect the
ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of national minorities and create conditions
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European Court of Human Rights Case 25035/94 Magnago and Südtiroler Volkspartei v Italy [1996]; cit. in
De Witte 2000, 10. De Witte goes on to invoke complex rather than formal equality to criticise that “[t]his
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Blumenwitz and Pallek 2000, 49.
19
Amato and Batt 1998, 10.
20
Preece 1998, 17.
21
Heintze 1997, 408; Wright 1999, 625.
6

for the promotion of this identity.”22 However, they are on the agenda of most minority
groups and the NGOs supporting them, they also have been implemented and supported by
some of the applicant states, most notably Hungary, and have been endorsed in the external
policy of the EU. An example is the Agenda 2000, which introduces the basis for the minority
standard expected to be fulfilled by the applicant states by pointing out that
“[a] number of texts governing the protection of national minorities have been
adopted by the Council of Europe, in particular the Framework Convention for the
Protection of National Minorities and recommendation 1201 adopted by the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe in 1993. The latter, though not
binding, recommends that collective rights be recognized, while the Framework
Convention safeguards the individual rights of persons belonging to minority
groups.”23
However, while “[t]he first document, though in force has not been ratified by states like
Belgium, France and Greece, the latter document is not even in force but still being
negotiated”,24 with one major obstacle being the resistance of the mentioned Member States.
This means that the tension between the internal and external application of a minority norm
by the EU is not necessarily one between the existence or absence of minority rights, but
between different concepts of minority protection.

The Discussion of Minority Rights in the Drafting Phase of the Charter
Minority rights have also been put onto the agenda of the Draft Charter of Fundamental
Rights, both in their individual and collective form. Whereas the initial draft as well as the
final outcome address the minority issue within the context of general non-discrimination,
justified by referring to both Article 14 ECHR and Article 13 TEC,25 there have been about a
dozen submissions strongly urging for a separate minority clause to be included in the
document. Among the submitting bodies were EU institutions like the European Parliament
and the Committee of the Regions, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and
NGOs related to minority rights and minority language protection.
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With respect to the proposed standard and the argumentation applied to justify it, different
positions and strategies can be identified. First, although non-discrimination is often
mentioned as the basis and starting point of minority protection,26 none of the submissions
regards it as being sufficient. This is hardly surprising, given the fact that a general notion of
non-discrimination sees minorities as one group among many others to be protected, rather
than entitled to special measures, so that advocates of this principle normally do not make a
special mention of minorities.
Regarding the granting of collective rights, The Committee of the Regions combined an
individualist non-discrimination clause based on Article 14 ECHR and Article 13 TEC in the
section on “economic, social and cultural rights” with a generic but collectively formulated
“[r]ight of minorities to protection for their religion, language and culture” in the “civil and
political rights” section.27 The NGO “Society for Threatened People International” claimed
that “the only effective source of protection for linguistic, ethnic, religious and similar
communities is the guarantee of their collective rights”, although being aware that probably
“following the tradition of international agreements on human rights already in force and the
constitutions of the European democracies, the Charter of Fundamental Rights will embody
individual rights”. Still, it insisted on the inclusion of affirmative action, so that “groups that
have suffered discrimination should qualify for special support.”28
Most submissions acknowledged the individualistic character of the Charter and formulated
substantial minority protection clauses consistent with it, while at the same time trying to
establish an argument to go beyond mere non-discrimination. The European Parliament
backed its pro-active stance on minority rights by listing “the position of regional and ethnic
minorities” under “[e]xisting Union competences that may engender legitimate proposals for
the inclusion of individual or collective rights”. It assumed that “Member States may wish to
elevate some elements drawn from their common constitutional traditions into the Charter”
and listed the UN CCPR as well as the Council of Europe’s Framework Convention and
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Charter for Regional and Minority Languages among others as “relevant international
treaties” for that purpose.29
The most substantial NGO submissions followed this line of reasoning. Therefore, the
submission of the International Institute for Right of Nationality and Regionality reviewed at
length the existing international instruments on minorities with a view to extracting a
“European standard of minority protection”.30 It concluded that “the Framework Convention
of the Council of Europe for the Protection of National Minorities of 1995 should be the
guideline for the substantive content for a minority protection provision in a Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union”,31 since it reflected this standard in a legally
binding document and formulated a minority clause accordingly. Likewise, the propositions
of the ECMI included alternatively pointing out the relevant international instruments or
summing hem up in a “mini-catalogue of substantive minority rights”.32 And the submission
of the Minority Rights Group International again featured an individualistic minority clause
that resembled the formulations of these international and regional instruments, while
additionally calling for the inclusion of an “‘affirmative action’ clause, similar to that relating
to gender”.33
The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe also referred to its own Framework
Convention when it stated in a report that it “regrets that he draft Charter makes no express
reference to the rights of persons belonging to ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities (...)
which are protected by Council of Europe instruments such as the Framework Convention for
the Protection of National Minorities”.34
A second point of reference was the Union’s commitment to value cultural diversity. This was
invoked especially with regard to protective measures for linguistic minorities. The European
Bureau for Lesser Used Languages stated that “[c]ultural and linguistic diversity in Europe
lies at the heart of fundamental rights for its citizens”35 and proposed a clause that “European
29

European Parliament Committee on Constitutional Affairs: Report on the drafting of a European Union
Charter of Fundamental Rights. Final A5-0064/2000, RR\407158EN.doc, PE 232.648/fin, 3 March 2000, 17f.
30
Blumenwitz and Pallek 2000, 4.
31
Ibid., 53.
32
European Centre for Minority Issues: Informal Advisory Paper, Draft Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union: Possibility of inclusion of a provision on non-dominant groups. CHARTE 4297/00 CONTRIB
169, 10 May 2000, 8.
33
Minority Rights Group International: The European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights and Ethnic,
Religious and Linguistic Minorities. CHARTE 4478/00, 30 August 2000, 2f.
34
Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights of he Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe:
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. Revised report. CHARTE 4499/00 CONTRIB 349, 4
October 2000, 3.
35
European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages: Call for Linguistic Rights in European Fundamental Rights
Charter. CHARTE 4166/00 CONTRIB 50, 16 March 2000, 2.
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Citizens have the right to maintain and develop their own language and culture, in community
with other members of their group, as an expression of the cultural and linguistic diversity
that is a common heritage of Europe”.36 Like the submissions mentioned above, the clause
was justified by noting that the “principle is already established in other documents binding
the member states of the European Union”.37 Two submissions even argued that an obligation
to minority protection already existed in the EU’s acquis communautaire, either by pointing
to the principle of cultural diversity38 or by trying to establish it as part of the common
constitutional traditions of he Member States.39
The main shortcoming of all these argumentative strategies is, however, that a common
European standard of minority rights, i.e. binding commitments shared by all EU Member
States either in their respective constitutional traditions or in an international treaty signed and
ratified by all of them, does not exist. The only strong basis is the ECHR, which contains, as
shown above, merely a non-discrimination clause applied to national minorities. Even the
modest special minority clause in Article 27 CCPR is not shared property of all Member
States: although they all ratified the treaty, France issued a reservation stating that this article
does not apply there, since the existence of minorities runs contrary to the constitution.
Accordingly, France (and other countries like Belgium and Greece) has not ratified treaties
like the Framework Convention, while the OSCE documents are purely political. It was
therefore no surprise that, in the end, France vetoed all proposals aimed at introducing a
minority protection clause into the Charter.
This raises the question, whether the mobilisation in favour of such a clause was merely
“much ado about nothing”, an attempt doomed to failure now and in the future given the
presence of a strong veto player who sees minority rights as running contrary to his interests
and constitutional traditions? Or is the raising of the issue in the Convention already a sign
that the Union becomes more and more entangled in a minority discourse, which over time
pressurises even the strongest opponents into admitting at least a minimal minority standard?
36

European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages: Statement of the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages
on European languages in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. CHARTE 4237/00
CONTRIB 110, 18 April 2000, 3.
37
Ibid.
38
Gesellschaft für bedrohte Völker: “Gefährdung der Vielfalt der Sprachen und Kulturen in der EU”.
Stellungnahme der GfbV vor der Kommission für Menschenrechte der Vereinten Nationen, Unterkommission für
die Vermeidung von Diskriminierung und den Schutz von Minderheiten (51. Sitzung, Genf 1999) Item 8 der
Tagesordnung. http://www.gfbv.de/ uno/genf/99eu_d.htm.
39
Evangelische Kirche A.B. in Österreich, Übermittlungsvermerk betr. Entwurf der Charta der Grundrechte der
Europäischen Union. CHARTE 4491/00 CONTRIB 341, 29 September 2000, 3. In an interesting argumentative
move this contribution states that minority rights “belong following the Treaties of St. Germain and Vienna to
the [Austrian] constitutional property and have been demanded by France and Great Britain” [ibid., my
translation].
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To answer this question, one has to scrutinise the recent development of the broader
normative framework of the EU with a view to identify trajectories which enabled the
arguments favouring positive measures to protect minorities, and which may be the basis for
further mobilisation and even action by more pro-active EU institutions.

Causal and Constitutive Approaches to Norm Resonance
The question whether and how an EU minority norm can be constructed (and perhaps already
is under construction) within the acquis communautaire brings the issue of norm resonance to
the fore. It can be argued that new norms have to be modelled as to “resonate with preexisting collective identities embedded in political institutions and cultures in order to
constitute a legitimate political discourse.”40 The importance to establish a ‘fit’ between new
norms and existing formal and informal institutions41 can be conceptualised in different ways,
using either causal or constitutive arguments.

Rationalist Institutionalism and “Focal Points”
From the perspective of rational choice institutionalism, norm resonance is best explained
with reference to the construction of “focal points”.42 It has been argued that, while gametheoretic explanations often fail to produce unique equilibria to predict institutional choices,
shared ideas and experiences can “act as ‘focal points’ around which the behavior of actors
converges.”43 Furthermore, since institutional solutions can be “locked in” to constrain future
choices, and strategic interactions always take place in an environment already filled with
existing formal as well as informal institutions, rational calculation can induce path-dependent
institutional developments which in turn facilitate or even force future institutional decisions
to converge around focal points which are in resonance with existing institutions.44
Within such a locked in institutional arrangement, adjustments are made by handling
problems of incomplete contracting, which is solved either by delegation of interpretive
power to an independent body such as a court, or renegotiation of the institutional settlement.
40

Marcussen et al. 1999, 615. For a general discussion of the literature on norms in IR including arguments
about resonance see Finnemore and Sikkink 1998. See also Wiener 2000; 2001a; 2001b.
41
Cf. North 1990 and Wiener 1998 for the embeddedness of formal institutions in informal social institutions.
42
The concept has first been introduced by Schelling 1960.
43
Garrett and Weingast 1993, 176. Cf. also Goldstein and Keohane 1993, 18f.
44
For path-dependence cf. Krasner 1988; North 1990; Thelen and Steinmo 1992; Pierson 1996; 2000; Wiener
2001a; Bulmer and Burch 2001. Institutional “lock in” effects are also put forward by Moravcsik 1998, 489ff;
2000. For pre-institutionalised environments cf. Klotz 1995, 22; Schimmelfennig 2000.
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With high costs attached to the reopening of settled deals delegation can be the rational
solution despite of its high sovereignty costs. This in turn reinforces the implementation of
resonant norms, since these norms “should be compatible with settled rules if possible, so that
bargains need not be reopened. In any case they should be compatible with the basic
principles of the relevant regime, so that legal coherence is maintained.”45
Given the fact that a shared understanding of the norm of minority protection does not exist
among the Member States, since there is “a sharp contrast between the common regime of
protection of fundamental rights (where there is considerable similitude between Western
European countries) and the special case of minority rights which are still very much an
idiosyncratic feature of certain countries or parts of countries”,46 it would seem that a liberal
approach to minorities based on individual human rights and general non-discrimination
represents a lowest common denominator outcome, so that the diverging interests and ideas of
the Member States press “towards a liberal conception of race and ethnicity being adopted
simply because it is the least disruptive.”47
Also, the mostly liberal shared values of the EU Member States, institutionalised and
embedded in the acquis, serve as a “focal point” on which all Member States can agree. This
gives a “negative” as well as a “positive” account to why a norm resonant to the liberal
constitutive norms of the EU is likely to emerge, while norms inconsistent with it, like
collective minority rights, are excluded. The argument begins with the interests of actors,
which give a framework of possible outcomes, while ideas and institutions as “focal points”
serve to determine the actual choice.48
However, a conceptualisation of resonant norms as “focal points” has its shortcomings. First,
it introduces the issue only ad hoc, when arguments based purely on interests and strategic
interaction fail to produce a definitive explanation, and therefore does not lead to a systematic
exploration of the normative framework. Second, even in cases when resonant norms are
influential as “focal points”, the argument still starts with the assumption of strategic, interestbased calculations of rational actors. In contrast to this rationalist view, a “core constructivist
research concern is what happens before the neo-utilitarian model kicks in.”49

45

Abbott and Snidal 2000, 430.
De Witte 2000, 8 [emphasis in original].
47
Chalmers 2000, 16.
48
Cf. Jachtenfuchs 1999, 46ff, who uses this line to put forward a moderate constructivist argument, which gives
ideas a greater role than in rationalist approaches (e.g. Goldstein and Keohane 1993).
49
Ruggie 1998, 867.
46
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Constitutive Theory and “Resonance Points”
Unlike the conception of “focal points”, where ideas and institutions are introduced as an
additional intervening variable to overcome the indeterminacy of functional theories when
confronted with multiple equilibria, a constitutive approach reverses the course of reasoning,
starting from constitutive rules and norms as an enabling framework for action and
precondition for making causal claims.50 In contrast to causal theories, constitutive theories do
not ask why a specific course of action was taken, but set out the framework of assessing the
possibility of actions within a structural context.
“By explicating the rules governing social contexts a constitutive approach shows
how it is possible that in those contexts certain actors are empowered to engage in
certain practices and others are not, and it also shows how those practices – when
performed – in turn instantiate (or fail to instantiate) the rules.”51
This does not mean, however, to treat the constitutive norms of the EU shared by all Member
States and laid down in the acquis communautaire as independent structural variables within a
causal explanatory framework, which are exogenously given and stable,52 since this would
lead to an “ontologization of norms, i.e. the assumption that, once a norm is identified, its
meaning is no longer in question.”53 So, instead of taking the EU’s constitutive norms as
determining the outcome of new norms resonant with the normative framework, thereby
creating an almost “Kelsenian” hierarchy of norms in which a “logic of appropriateness”54
would dominate, they are conceptionalised as enabling different forms of action, ranging from
NGO mobilisation to political and judicial activity, by providing justifications for action.55
It also has to be noted that the norms in question here are not “rules of the game” in the sense
of defining and thereby constituting actors and their role in the process of EU legislation and
decision-making. Rather, the formal and informal acquis communautaire constitutes the
normative framework and the identity of the EU as a community. These norms “empower”
actors pursuing the introduction of a new norm not by conferring powers to them, but by
providing reasons to justify their arguments.
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It thus can be argued that certain structural preconditions are required in order to make
resonance possible. These preconditions can be referred to as “resonance points”, i.e. points in
the existing normative framework that allow for linking a proposed new norm to it and
thereby provide a persuasive argument in favour of this norm. It follows that new norms have
to possess certain characteristics so that they can be legitimately related to the normative
framework.56 This resembles Thomas Franck’s notion that “[t]he degree of a rule’s legitimacy
depends in part on its coherence, which is to say its connectedness, both internally (among the
several parts and purposes of the rule) and externally (between one rule and other rules,
through shared principles).”57
Although there might be a strong pull towards a unified construction and interpretation of a
legal framework to conform to what Dworkin calls the “two principles of political integrity: a
legislative principle, which asks lawmakers to try to make the total set of laws morally
coherent, and an adjucative principle, which instructs that the law be seen as coherent in that
way, as far as possible”,58 complex normative frameworks are not necessarily so internally
coherent, hierarchical and deeply internalised as to determine the outcome by rendering every
alternative impossible or unthinkable. Rather, different norms and principles embedded in the
existing framework, which might overlap or even contradict each other, open up the
possibility to link a new norm to the context and therefore make a convincing argument in
favour of its incorporation, so that different ways of creating resonance may be possible.
“Resonance points” therefore are a necessary, but not sufficient structural precondition for the
possibility of norm resonance, the realisation of which has to be discursively enacted,59 since
“the meanings of any particular norm and the linkages between existing norms and emergent
norms are often not obvious and must be actively constructed by proponents of new norms.”60
Therefore, to explain norm resonance it is not only necessary to distinguish the “resonance
points” available (which is the aim of this paper), but also to accord for the actors and the way
in which they discursively fit new norms into the context.
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For the purposes of this paper, three different groups of actors, who can for different reasons
become promoters of minority protection as a new EU norm, can be singled out: First, EU
institutions, NGOs and maybe even Member State officials can form an “advocacy
coalition”61 and mobilise to support minority rights. Especially NGOs, which gain access
within the context of the drafting of the Charter through the relatively open Convention
procedure, engage in strategic framing as well as true argumentation and persuasion when
trying to make an impact. Second, political elites in the Member States, who might use
normative arguments strategically or rhetorically in order to achieve instrumental, often
domestic goals.62 And third, the ECJ can contribute to the formulation, interpretation and
evolution of the EU acquis as to include minority protection.
As a concluding remark, the limitations of a constitutive explanation as put forward here shall
be addressed. To begin with, constitutive theory does not provide an alternative explanation to
causal accounts of norm resonance. Rather than being a rival theory, it should be viewed as
complementing and preceding causal explanations.63 This

implies

that

a

constitutive examination of the normative framework cannot
provide a full explanation for the success or failure of
introducing a new norm, since “ rules cannot provide closure
for the purposes of carrying on because rules are not the
sufficient agency whereby intentions become equivalent to
causes. ” 64 Constitutive theory remains largely agnostic about the logic of action applied
in the process of argumentation.65 Still, by addressing the necessary, though not sufficient
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preconditions that make action possible (i.e. justifiable), constitutive theory can “provide
explanations of how certain kinds of (...) behavior are possible, or even probable, and why.”66

The Construction of an EU Minority Norm? - Three Resonance Points
On the basis of this theoretical framework the possibility of the construction of an EU
minority norm shall be assessed by reviewing the acquis communautaire in the narrower
sense - the Treaties, EC legislation, and ECJ rulings - as well as from the wider political
practice and discourse with reference to the Union’s normative foundations. Three possible
argumentative links can be recognised: First, the general principle of non-discrimination,
which is strongly institutionalised in the Treaties, legislation and ECJ rulings and has been
expanded to include national minorities in the Charter. Second, the principle of cultural
diversity, which is also laid down in the Treaties and the Charter, but only in rather unspecific
terms, and lacks backing in specific legislation. And third, the primarily political construction
of a link between minority protection and the combat against racism and xenophobia.
It has to be stressed that these “resonance points” are not meant to be mutually exclusive and
a matter of choice. Rather, in combination they open up the possibility to make a compelling
argument in favour of minority protection within the EU context and might therefore be
considered as building blocks for the discursive construction of an EU minority norm.

Resonance Point No.1: Human Rights and General Non-Discrimination
Although not mandated by the Treaties, the European Court of Justice (ECJ) established a
competence for human rights issues within its case law by declaring human rights as “integral
part of the general principles of law the observance of which the Court ensures” and clarifying
that to this end “the Court is bound to draw inspiration from the constitutional traditions
common to the member states and cannot uphold measures which are incompatible with the
fundamental rights established and guaranteed by the constitutions of these states. Similarly,
international treaties for the protection of human rights, on which the member states have
collaborated or of which they are signatories, can supply guidelines which should be followed
within the framework of community law.”67 Subsequently, the ECJ regularly referred to the
66
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ECHR as the basic European human rights document.68 Therefore, the introduction of Article
6/2 TEU, stating that “[t]e Union shall respect fundamental rights, as guaranteed by the
European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (…) and as they result
from the constitutional traditions common to the Member States, as general principles of
Community law”69 codified the existing interpretation set out by the Court, while being at the
same time narrower than the range of documents referred to by the ECJ in its rulings.
As to the scope of the application of the principle of non-discrimination, the Court subsumed
the forms explicitly mentioned in the Treaties, namely discrimination on the ground of gender
and nationality, as being particular instances of a more general non-discrimination norm.70 On
the other hand, since forms of discrimination that are not addressed by Community legislation
have not been acknowledged by the ECJ so far,71 it is of special importance that within the
Amsterdam Treaty the list of prohibited grounds for discrimination has been expanded:
Article 13 TEC now provides the competence for the Community to “take appropriate action
to combat discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability,
age or sexual orientation.”
Although this provision has no direct effect and poses high hurdles on the introduction of
measures,72 it was nonetheless possible to pass a Framework Directive on equal treatment in
employment and occupation,73 and, more significantly, a Directive on the prohibition of
discrimination on the basis of racial or ethnic origin.74 Given that the Framework Directive,
which covers all grounds for discrimination mentioned in Article 13 except sex and
race/ethnicity is confined to be applied in the workplace only, while the “Race Directive” has
to be considered “the most wide-sweeping equal opportunities legislation in the Community’s
history”,75 it can be concluded that rather than establishing a “horizontal approach” to general
non-discrimination race and ethnicity has gained a privileged status only equalled by the
Community’s long established focus on gender equality.76
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Hence it seems reasonable to consider, whether an EU minority norm based on ethnic nondiscrimination could be constructed along the line of the well formulated gender equality
norm,77 especially concerning positive measures. At first sight, judging from the Treaties,
gender equality seems to keep an enhanced status, since it is dealt with additionally to Article
13 in Article 141, where measures of “affirmative action” at the level of the Member States
are explicitly permitted.78 This codification again followed a precedent case, where the ECJ
changed its former rejection of “affirmative action” legislation as discriminatory79 to apply a
complex instead of a purely formal notion of non-discrimination.80
However, the Directive 2000/43 contains a provision that allows for “measures intended to
prevent or compensate for disadvantages suffered by a group of persons of a particular racial
or ethnic origin”,81 and a similar paragraph was included into the Framework Directive
2000/78. This is consistent with the interpretation of non-discrimination in the ECHR and the
UN Covenants, which was also applied by the ECJ, namely that “similar situations shall not
be treated differently unless differentiation is objectively justified”.82 It is also in line with the
liberal interpretation of minority rights as human rights included in these instruments, since
both Article 13 TEC and the non-discrimination directives are applicable to all persons
including third country nationals.
In its rulings, the ECJ also established an interpretation of non-discrimination that allows for
positive measures for minorities. It recognised the requirement of bilinguality in order to
protect a minority language as reasonable83 and considered that the right for a linguistic
minority to use their language in judicial and administrative procedures as a measure for “the
protection of such a minority may constitute a legitimate aim”,84 which therefore does not in
itself run contrary to the non-discrimination principle. The rulings have, however, also a
clearly liberal trajectory, by accepting special minority rights not as being generally prior to
the aims of market liberalisation, but as limiting them only when it can be clearly established
that protective measures would be “undermined if the rules in issue were extended to cover
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(…) nationals of other Member States exercising their right to freedom of movement.”85
Although not necessarily, this might have negative effects on national minority norms, since
measures aimed at the protection of a particular minority group are only admitted when they
are also granted to residents86 or even visitors87 from other EU countries, unless the negative
effects of such an inclusive approach are clearly visible. Such an interpretation fails to
establish the basis for a complex reading of equality as invoked in the gender equality case.88
That minority protection is viewed as a special form of the general non-discrimination
principle can also be seen in the EU report on human rights 1999, which includes the
formulation that “[c]ompliance with the principle of non-discrimination is an important
element in the EU enlargement process. The European Council in 1993 included in the
Copenhagen criteria that membership requires that the candidate country has established
respect for and protection of minorities.”89 Thus, a link between the “external” minority norm
and the “internal” non-discrimination principle is created.
The Charter of Fundamental Rights mostly reiterates and reinforces the non-discrimination
principle as established in Article 13 TEC and through ECJ rulings. There is, only one major
innovation, namely the inclusion of belonging to a national minority to the list. Article 21 of
the Charter reads: “Any discrimination based on any ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic
or social origin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, political or any other opinion,
membership of a national minority, property, birth, disability, age or sexual orientation shall
be prohibited.”90 This can, however not in itself be considered as a breakthrough in the EU’s
commitment to minority rights. Rather, it resembles the wording of Article 14 and Protocol 12
ECHR, thus bringing the explicit features of the acquis in line with the already acknowledged
basis for its human rights commitment, established by the Court and laid down in Article 6
TEC. It also reflects the standard common to all members and therefore consequently refrains
from establishing a separate minority clause as e.g. in Article 27 CCPR, which, although
ratified by all Member States, has prompted France to issue a reservation stating that the
85
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article was not applicable since minorities did not exist in France by virtue of the constitution.
Even less common would have been special provisions taken from the Framework
Convention on National Minorities,91 which is not even signed by all Member States.
Nonetheless, the explicit mentioning of national minorities in the context of the EU’s
commitment to non-discrimination opens up opportunities for norm entrepreneurs to argue
more convincingly in favour of a substantial minority standard than ever before, as well as a
point of reference for the ECJ to extend its recognition of national minority protection92 and
maybe even establish minority protection as a general principle of Community law, which has
at least not been excluded in the ECJ rulings so far.93

Resonance Point No. 2: Cultural Diversity
A second possible, far less legally defined way of constructing a Community responsibility
for minorities on the basis of existing Treaty provisions is the cultural dimension of the
Union, introduced since the Maastricht Treaty and especially formulated in Article 151 TEC,
which states that the Community contributes to the “flowering of the cultures of the MemberStates, while respecting their national and regional diversity” and should “take cultural
aspects into account (...) in particular in order to respect and to promote the diversity of its
cultures.”94 Article 22 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights reiterates the commitment that
“[t]he Union shall respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity”, thus considering
diversity as a constitutional principle.95
Although the already mentioned claim of one NGO in support of an EU minority clause that
Member States such as France are already breaching the word and spirit of the Maastricht and
Amsterdam Treaty96 seems to go far beyond the actual requirements of the rather vague
provisions, the cultural dimension provides nonetheless a legitimate basis for supporting
action for minorities, specifically in the field of the protection of regional and minority
languages. Indeed, the European Parliament already bases funding for minority-favouring
91
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institutions on the argument of supporting cultural diversity, although this is not backed by a
Council decision and therefore relies on a mainstreaming approach rather than binding
normative acts.97
In contrast to the non-discrimination principle the appreciation of cultural diversity is much
less institutionalised in the acquis communautaire, since it is only backed by rather generic
formulations in the Treaties and no direct EC legislation or ECJ rulings and might therefore
show much less of a normative “compliance pull”.98 Nonetheless, its reinforcement in the
Charter and placement directly after the non-discrimination article, which now includes
national minorities, makes the link between the two principles visible and thus provides an
additional argumentative basis for norm-entrepreneurs in favour of minority rights.

Resonance Point No. 3: Combating Racism and Xenophobia
A third possible but at the same time problematic resonance point is political in nature and
concerns the linkage of minority protection and the combat against racism and xenophobia.
This issue has been a high priority on the Community level as well as in the Member States
since the rise of far right parties in the mid-80s. On the one hand the European Parliament has
pressed for action against racism and xenophobia ever since the electoral success of the Front
Nationale in the EP elections in 1984, expressed in numerous declarations and resolutions.99
On the other hand, the threat of a rising far right alternative increasingly worried mainstream
right parties, especially in France and Belgium, a fact that finally led the leaders of these
countries to invoke European norms to counter this perceived internal threat. “It was
politicians like Jacques Chirac and Guy Verhofstadt who forged a link between the EU
identity and the collective actions against Austria”.100 This linked the cause of the European
Parliament, which has been the most pro-active player to promote minority rights alongside
with combating racism, with two of the most reluctant Member States on the minority issue.
Moreover, within the enlargement context minority rights already had been framed as an
integral part of EU norms in general and the fight against racism in particular. The EUCommission’s communication on countering racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism in the
candidate countries stated with reference to the normative foundations of the EU laid down in
Article 6 TEC: “The rejection of racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism is an integral element
97
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of these rights. (...) The concepts of respect for and protection of minorities constitutes a key
element of combating racism and xenophobia in the candidate countries.”101 Thus, via the
pathway of combating racism, a clear connection was constructed between the fundamental
rights shared by all Member States and constituting the normative basis of the Union and the
“odd” minority norm in the accession criteria, in order to fight off accusations of setting
“double standards” for applicant countries.
The justification of the sanctions against Austria took exactly the same path. The inclusion of
a right-winged, openly xenophobic party in the Austrian government was directly linked to
accusations of Austria breaching the norm of respect and protection for minorities. “Indeed, in
the process of debating the sanctions against Austria, the terms get increasingly mixed,
including ‘fundamental human rights’, ‘Christian democratic values’ (Poettering, EP, 2/2/00),
and the EU is termed a ‘Union of minorities’ (Prodi, EC, 2/2/00).”102 When the “three wise
men” were sent to Austria in order to scrutinise the situation, their task was also to assess the
legal situation of national minorities in the country. In this sense it is possible to view the
sanctions as “an expression of an increasing ‘internalisation’ of minority protection in the EUsystem”.103 At the same time, the situation clearly accelerated the Community’s antidiscrimination legislation, especially the adoption of the Directive 2000/43.104
However, the case of the sanctions against Austria also reveals the striking weaknesses of the
attempt to construct a direct link between minority rights and the fight against racism and
xenophobia. Austria, a country with the “most explicitly racist Government in the Union’s
history”105 had to be given a clean record by the “wise men’s report” which stated that its
minority rights system “protects the existing national minorities in Austria to a greater extent
than such a protection exists in many other European Union countries.”106
Thus, rather than overcoming the accusations as imposing “double standards” on applicants
the sanctions were indeed another instance of the same phenomenon,107 a fact that Haider
could easily capitalise on. They also revealed the manufactured character of the linkage,
which was in fact lacking coherence and legitimacy.108 Still, the argument initially proved a
powerful discursive tool, and may well become the source of an “argumentative self101
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entrapment”,109 pressurising exactly those political actors who up to now are the main
obstacles to introducing a EU-wide minority standard.
Furthermore, the political aim of combating racism has been institutionalised within the EU
with the establishment of the European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia
(EUMC) in Vienna. The prime objective of this centre is “to provide the Community and its
Member States with objective, reliable and comparable data at European level on the
phenomena of racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism, study the extent and developments,
analyse the causes, consequences and effects, and examine examples of good practice in
dealing with the problems.”110 By reviewing the different constitutional, legal, institutional
and political measures of EU Member States to combat racism and assessing their
compatibility to EU legislation such as Article 13 TEC and Directive 2000/43/EC,111 the
centre links this political aim back to the legal principle of non-discrimination explored above
as “resonance point no.1” and provides a further basis for the development of a minority norm
based on the predominantly liberal normative foundations of the Union.112

The Way Ahead: “Much ado about nothing?”
One crucial question remains open: may the current highlight on the problematic of minority
rights still be not more than “much ado about nothing”, i.e. a merely temporary and in effect
external phenomenon to be easily resolved after Eastern enlargement has taken place? De
Witte sets out such a “phasing out” scenario, where minority protection remains
“an ill-defined political requirement with which the CEEC are expected to comply
because of the considerable carrot of accession offered to them. (...) Once a
country will be accepted for membership, this will ipso facto mean that the
minority question is settled as far as the EU is concerned. And if Central and
Eastern European countries will join the EU with a clean slate in respect of their
minorities, then there will be no need for the European Union itself to modify its
‘agnosticism’ in respect of minority protection inside the Union.”113
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Three further questions follow from this assumption: First, it has to be asked whether the
framework of the EU acquis communautaire is in fact hostile to the construction of a resonant
minority norm, given the lack of consensus among the Member States with regard to this
issue. As the paper has shown, there are “resonance points” which can serve as possible
stepping-stones for the establishment of an EU minority norm in line with the existing
normative framework and are already addressed by the different actors involved.
Second, it may be asked whether the introduction of such a resonant norm would finally help
to overcome the problem of “double standards” with regard to minority protection in the
applicant countries. However, given the fact that a minority norm resonant to the acquis
communautaire is most likely to be based on general non-discrimination, while the EU has
supported the granting of collective rights in the Central and Eastern European Countries
(CEEC), this is not the case. Any minority norm that fits into the EU context might prove
unable to bridge the gap between the Union’s internal and external development. Moreover,
since incoming new members and their minorities enter the Union at least in part with a group
rights agenda, norm clashes and further discussion are to be expected.
This leads over to the final question, namely whether an EU minority standard is necessary at
all, given the liberal practice of the Member States114 and that “newcomers” are induced to
comply before entering by the EU’s policy of conditionality. Again, the answer is almost
certainly no. Rather, the discourse over minority rights may heat up when minority groups
from the new Member States carry their arguments to the ECJ, which then would have to
decide the borderline between the liberalising effects of the common market and the freedom
of movement on the one hand, and protective measures for certain minority groups, which are
already acknowledged to be a legitimate aim, on the other. This may lead to a situation where
“[o]nce the European Union has let the devil escape from the bottle, through its activist
minority policy towards the CEEC, it may be difficult to put it back in after accession.”115

Conclusion
This paper explored the possibility of establishing a minority norm within the existing
normative framework of the EU, based on a constitutive explanation of norm-resonance.
Starting from the distinction of two ideal-typical approaches to minority protection, namely a
liberal individualist and a communitarian group rights approach, and it has explored the EU’s
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acquis communautaire in both its formal and informal aspects with regard to elements related
to minority protection, with a view to distinguishing “resonance points”, i.e. elements in the
normative structure to which an EU minority norm can be discursively linked.
The paper has presented three possible connections, highlighting the predominantly liberal
individualist character of the acquis communautaire in general and the Charter of
Fundamental Rights in particular: First, the inclusion of minorities into the general nondiscrimination legislation, second the establishment of a norm in favour of cultural diversity,
and third through the construction of a link between minority protection and the combat
against racism and xenophobia. Pursued by different actors for different reasons, these three
resonance points mark the cornerstones as well as possible future pathways of an evolving
discourse over minority rights within the EU, of which the drafting phase of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights was only one expression. Such an emphasis of evolutionary processes
within existing institutional frameworks shows a strong affinity to historical institutionalist
accounts stressing incremental path-dependent change absent major policy failure, which
might still have transformative effects in the long run.116
The constitutive analysis of the EU’s normative framework in order to distinguish resonance
points does therefore not necessarily predict the implementation of minority rights in the EU
in a “big bang”, but rather aims at providing an outlook on trajectories and possible
developments. However, such an analysis is, as noted, not sufficient to determine, which
specific interpretation of a minority norm will be successful and how exactly it is discursively
enacted (or why it fails to do so), because the “conceptualisation of the acquis as an institution
embedded in a structure of intersubjective ideas and values is in principle compatible with (...)
different causal mechanisms”,117 and different types of interaction almost certainly influence
the construction of successful norm resonance.118
Within complex and partly contradictory contexts potentially resonant interpretations of
norms stay contested, and constitutive theory cannot determine what the “best” argument is, it
can only establish the scope of available arguments by marking what counts as a plausible
argument within the given context. It thereby provides the framework and precondition for a
systematic evaluation of the interaction leading to norm resonance. The value added of a
constitutive analysis preceding a causal one is that it avoids the “double ontologisation” of
115
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normative structures and actors by scrutinising constitutive norms without treating them as
exogenously given and stable, while rendering the question of logics of action or types of
interaction empirical rather than to be decided by theoretical assumption.

References
Abbott, Kenneth W. and Snidal, Duncan (2000): “Hard and Soft Law in International Governance”.
International Organization 54 (2000), No. 3, 421-456.
Amato, Giuliano and Batt, Judy (1998): “Minority Rights and EU Enlargement to the East”. Report of the First
Meeting of the Reflection Group on the Long-Term Implications of EU Enlargement: The Nature of the New
Border. RSC Policy Paper No. 98/5, Florence 1998.
Barnett, Michael N. and Finnemore, Martha (1999): “The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International
Organizations”. International Organization 53 (1999), No. 4, 699-732.
Bell, Mark (1997): “European Union Anti-Discrimination Policy: From Equal Opportunities Between Women
and Men to Combating Racism”. European Parliament DG for Research Working Document, Public Liberties
Series LIEBE 102 EN.
Bell, Mark (2000): “Article 13 EC: The European Commission’s Anti-discrimination Proposals”. Industrial Law
Journal 29 (2000), No. 1, 79-84.
Betten, Lammy and Grief, Nicholas (1998): EU Law and Human Rights. London/New York: Longman 1998.
Bloed, Arie (ed.) (1993): The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. Analysis and Basic
Documents 1972-1993. Dordrecht: Kluwer 1993.
Blumenwitz, Dieter (1992): Minderheiten- und Volksgruppenrecht – Aktuelle Entwicklung. Bonn: Kulturstiftung
der deutschen Vertriebenen 1992.
Blumenwitz, Dieter (1997): Internationale Schutzmechanismen zur Durchsetzung von Minderheiten- und
Volksgruppenrechten. Köln: Verlag Wissenschaft und Politik, 1997.
Blumenwitz, Dieter / Pallek, Markus (2000): Draft of a minority protection clause in the Charter on
Fundamental Rights of the European Union. Contribution by the International Institute for Right of Nationality
and Regionality. CHARTE 4301/00 CONTRIB 173.
Bulmer, Simon and Burch, Martin (2001): “The ‘Europeanisation’ of central government: the UK and Germany
in historical institutionalist perspective”. In: Schneider, Gerald and Aspinwall, Mark (eds.): The rules of
integration: Institutionalist approaches to the study of Europe. Manchester: Manchester University Press 2001,
73-96.
Chalmers, Damian (2000): The Mistakes of the Good European?”. Queen’s Papers on Europeanisation No.
7/2000, Belfast: Institute of European Studies, Queen’s University of Belfast.
Charpentier, Louis (1998): „The European Court of Justice and the Rhetoric of Affirmative Action“. European
Law Journal 4 (1998), No. 2, 167-195.
Chayes, Abram and Chayes, Antonia Handler (1993): “On Compliance”. International Organization 47 (1993),
No. 2, 175-205.
Chayes, Abram and Chayes, Antonia Handler (1995): The New Sovereignty. Compliance with International
Regulatory Agreements. Cambridge/Ma.: Harvard University Press 1995.
Checkel, Jeffrey T. (1997): “International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridging the Rationalist-Constructivist
Divide”. European Journal of International Relations 3:4 (1997), 473-495.
Checkel, Jeffrey T. (1998): “The Constructivist Turn in Internatiuonal Relations Theory” [review article]. World
Politics 50 (1998), 324-348.
Checkel, Jeffrey T. (1999): Why Comply? Constructivism, Social Norms and the Study of International
Institutions, ARENA Working Paper WP 99/24.

26

Christiansen, Thomas / Joergensen, Knud Erik / Wiener, Antje (1999): “The Social Construction of Europe”. In:
Journal of European Public Policy 6:4 Special Issue, S. 528-544.
Deets, Stephen (2000): „Europe and the Politics of Minority Rights“. EES Meeting Report #221. Woodrow
Wilson Internationa Center for Scholars, East European Studies, Washington DC, 19 December 2000,
http://wwics.si.edu/ees/reports/2001/222dee.htm.
Deets, Stephen (2001): Reconsidering East European Minority Policy: Liberal Theory and European Norms.
Paper presented at the ISA conference in Chicago, February 2001. Forthcoming in East European Politics and
Society.
Dehousse, Renaud (1998): The European Court of Justice. The Politics of Judicial Integration. New York: St .
Martin’s Press 1998.
De Witte, Bruno (1999): “FreeMovement of Persons and Language Legislations of the Member States of the EU.
Some Reflectionsafter the Recent Judgement in Bickel and Franz”. Academia 18, March-June 1999, 1-4.
De Witte, Bruno (2000): “Politics Versus Law in the EU’s Approach to Ethnic Minorities”. EUI Working Paper
No. RSC 2000/4. Florence: European University Institute 2000.
Donnelly, Jack (2001): The Universal Declaration Model of Human Rights: A Liberal Defense. University of
Denver Human Rights Working Papers No. 12, http://www.du.edu/humanrights/workingpapers/papers/12donnelly-02-01.pdf.
Dworkin, Ronald (1986): Laws’s Empire. Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1986.
Eide, Asbjoern (1993): Protection of Minorities. Possible ways and means of facilitating the peaceful and
constructive solution of problems involving minorities. Report submitted by the Special Rapporteur to the UN
Commission on Human Rights, Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of
Minorities, 45th session, 10 August 1993. UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/1993/34.
Eide, Asbjoern (1999): Citizenship and the Minority Rights of Non-Citizens. Working paper submitted to the UN
Commission on Human Rights, Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, Working
Group on Minorities, 5th session, 25-31 May 1999. UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.5/1999/WP.3.
Eide, Asbjoern (2000): Commentary to the Declaration on the Rights ofPersons Belonging to National or Ethnic,
Religious and Linguistic Minorities. Working paper submitted to the UN Commission on Human Rights, SubCommission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, Working Group on Minorities, 6th session, 2226 May 2000. UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.5/2000/WP.1.
Ercamora, Felix (1998): Der Minderheitenschutz im Rahmen der Vereinten Nationen. Wien: Braumüller 1988.
Falkner, Gerda, and Nentwich, Michael (2000): “Enlarging the European Union: The Short-Term Success of
Incrementalism and De-Politicisation.” Cologne, Max-Planck-Institut fuer Gesellschaftsforschung, MPIfG
Working Paper 00/4, July 2000 .
Feus, Kim (ed.) (2000): The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights – text and commentaries. London: Federal Trust
2000.
Finnemore, Martha (1996a): “Norms, culture, and world politics: insights from sociology’s institutionalism”.
International Organization 50 (1996), No. 2, 325-347.
Finnemore, Martha (1996b): National Interests in International Society. Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press
1996.
Finnemore, Martha and Sikkink, Kathryn (1998): “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change.”
International Organization 52 (1998), No. 4, 887-917.
Forschungsgruppe Menschenrechte (Gränzer, Sieglinde / Jetschke, Anja / Risse, Thomas / Schmitz, Hans Peter)
(1998): “Internationale Menschenrechtsnormen, transnationale Netzwerke und politischer Wandel in den
Ländern des Südens”. Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 5 (1998), No. 1, 5-41.
Franck, Thomas M. (1990): The Power of Legitimacy Among Nations. New York/Oxford: Oxford Univrsity
Press 1990.
Garrett, Geoffrey and Weingast, Barry R. (1993): “Ideas, Interests, and Institutions: Constructing the European
Community’s Internal Market”. In: Goldstein, Judith and Robert O. Keohane (eds.): Ideas and Foreign Policy.
Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change. Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press 1993, 173-206.
Ghandhi, P.R. (ed.) (2000): Blackstone’s International Human Rights Documents. 2nd edition, London:
Blackstone 2000.
27

Gilbert, Geoff (2001): Jurisprudence of the European Court and Commission of Human Rights in 2000 and
Minority Groups. Paper prepared for the UN Commission on Human Rights, Sub-Commission on the Promotion
and Protection of Human Rights, Working Group on Minorities, 7th session, 14-18 May 2001. UN Doc.
E/CN.4/Sub.2/AC.5/2001/CRP.4.
Goldstein, Judith and Keohane, Robert O. (1993): “Ideas and Foreign Policy: An Analytical Framework”. In:
Goldstein, Judith and Keohane, Robert O. (eds.): Ideas and Foreign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions, and Political
Change. Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press 1993, 3-30.
Gower, Jackie (2000): “The Charter of Fundamental Rights and EU Enlargement: Consolidating Democracy or
Imposing New Hurdles?” In: Feus, Kim (ed.): The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights – text and commentaries.
London: Federal Trust 2000, 225-237.
Guild, Elspeth (2000): „The EC Direvtive on Race Discrimination: Surprises, Possibilities and Limitations“.
Industrial Law Journal 29 (2000), No. 4, 416-423.
Habermas, Jürgen (1996): Between Facts and Norms. Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and
Democracy. Oxford: Blackwell 1996.
Heintze, Hans-Joachim (1997): „Autonomie, Selbstbestimmungsrecht der Völker und Minderheitenschutz“. Der
Staat 36 (1997), 399-425.
Hofmann, Rainer (1992): “Minderheitenschutz in Europa. Überblick über die völker- und staatsrechtliche Lage”.
In Zeitschrift für ausländisches öffentiches Recht und Völkerrecht 52 (1992), 1-69.
Jachtenfuchs, Markus (1999): Ideen und Integration. Verfassungsideen in Deutschland, Frankreich und
Großbritannien und die Entwicklung der EU. Habilitation, Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Mannheim,
June 1999.
Joergensen, Knud Erik (1999): “The Social Construction of the Acquis Communautaire: A Cornerstone of the
European Edifice.” European Integration Online Papers 3 (1999), No. 5.
Keck, Margaret E. and Sikkink, Kathryn (1998): Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International
Politics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press 1998.
Keohane, Robert O. (1984): After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy.
Princeton/N.J.: Princeton University Press 1984.
Klotz, Audie (1995): Norms in International Relations: The Struggle Against Apartheid. Ithaca/London: Cornell
University Press 1995.
Kratochwil, Friedrich (1989): Rules, Norms, and Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal Reasoning
in International Relations and Domestic Affairs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1989.
Krasner, Stephen D. (1988): “Sovereignty – An Institutional Perspective” Comparative Political Studies 21
(1988), No.1, 66-94.
Krasner, Stephen D. (1999): Sovereignty – Organized Hypocrisy. Princeton/NJ: Princeton University Press 1999.
Kymlicka, Will (1995): Multinational Citizenship. A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford: Clarendon Press
1995.
Kymlicka, Will (1997): “Do We Need a Liberal Theory of Minority Rights? Reply to Carens, Young, Parekh
and Forst.” Constellations 4 (1997), No. 1, 72-87.
Marcussen, Martin / Risse, Thomas / Engelmann-Martin, Daniela / Knopf, Hans-Joachim / Roscher, Klaus
(1999): “Constructing Europe? The evolution of Frensh, British and German nation state identities”. Journal of
European Public Policy 6:4 (1999) Special Issue, 614-633.
Merlingen, Michael / Mudde, Cas / Sedelmeier, Ulrich (2000): “Constitutional Politics and the ‘Embedded
Acquis Communautaire’: The Case of the EU Fourteen Against the Austrian Government”. ConWeb Papers
Series, Institute of European Studies, Queen’s University of Belfast 2000.
Merlingen, Michael / Mudde, Cas / Sedelmeier, Ulrich (2001): “The Right and the Righteous? European Norms,
Domestic Politics and the Sanctions Against Austria”. Journal of Common Market Studies 39 (2001), No. 1, 5977.
Moravcsik, Andrew (1998): The Choice for Europe. Social Purpose & State Power from Messina to Maastricht.
Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press 1998.
Moravcsik, Andrew (2000): “The Origins of Human Rights Regimes: Democratic Delegation in Postwar
Europe”. International Organization 54 (2000), No. 2, 217-252.
28

Nadelmann, Ethan A. (1990): “Global prohibition regimes: the evolution of norms in international society”.
International Organization 44 (1990), No. 4, 479-526.
Niewerth, Johannes (1996): Der kollektive und der positive Schutz von Minderheiten und ihre Durchsetzung im
Völkerrecht. Berlin: Duncker & Humblodt 1996.
North, Douglass C. (1990): Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance. Camebridge:
Camebridge University Press 1990.
Onuf, Nicholas (1989): World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations.
Columbia: University of South Carolina Press 1989.
Onuf, Nicholas (1998): “Constructivism: A User’s Manual”. In: Kubálková, Vendulka / Onuf, Nicholas /
Kowert, Paul (eds.): International Relations in a Constructed World. Armonk: Sharpe 1998, 59-78.
Pan, Franz (1999): Der Minderheitenschutz im Neuen Europa und seine historische Entwicklung. Wien:
Braumüller 1999.
Payne, Rodger A. (2001): „Persuasion, Frames and Norm Construction“. European Journal of International
Relations 7 (2001), No. 1, 37-61.
Peters, B. Guy (1999): Institutional Theory in Political Science: The ‘New Institutionalism’. Lonson/New York:
Pinter 1999.
Pierson, Paul (1996): “The Path to European Integration: A Historical Institutionalist Analysis”. Comparative
Political Studies 29 (1996), No. 2, 123-163.
Pierson, Paul (2000): “Increasing Returns, Path Dependence, and the Study of Politics”. American Political
Science Review 94 (2000), No. 2, 251-268.
Preece, Jennifer Jackson (1998): “National Minorities and the International System”. Politics (1998) 18(1), 1723.
Ratner, Stephen R. (2000): “Does International Law Matter In Preventing Ethnic Conflict?”. Journal of
International Law and Politics 32 (2000), 581ff.
Risse-Kappen, Thomas (1996): “Collective Identity in a Democratic Community: The Case of NATO”. In:
Katzenstein, Peter J. (ed.): The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics. New York:
Columbia University Press 1996, 357-399.
Risse, Thomas (2000a): „Let’s Argue! Communicative Action in World Politics“. International Organization 54
(2000), No. 1, 1-39.
Risse, Thomas (2000b): Rational Choice, Constructivism, and the Study of International Institutions. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American olitical Science Association, Washington D.C., 31 August – 3
September 2000.
Risse, Thomas and Sikkink, Kathryn (1999): ”The socialization of international human rights norms into
domestic practices: introduction.” In: The Power of Human Rights, edited by Risse et al., 1-38. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 1999.
Ruggie, John Gerard (1998): “What Makes the World Hang Together? Neo-Utilitarianism and the Social
Constructivist Challenge”. International Organization 52 (1998), No. 4, 855-885.
Schelling, Thomas C. (1960): The Strategy of Conflict. Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1960.
Scherer-Leydecker, Christian (1997): Minderheiten und sonstige ethnische Gruppen: eine Studie zur kulturellen
Identität im Völkerrecht. Berlin: Spitz 1997.
Schimmelfennig, Frank (1997): “Rhetorisches Handeln in der internationalen Politik”. Zeitschrift für
Internationale Beziehungen 4 (1997), No. 2, 219-254.
Schimmelfennig, Frank (1999): “The Double Puzzle of EU Enlargement. Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and
the Decision to Expand to the East”. ARENA Working Paper WP 99/15.
Schimmelfennig, Frank (2000): “International Socialization in the New Europe: Rational Action in an
Institutional Environment”. European Journal of International Relations Vol. 6:1 (2000), 109-139.
Schimmelfennig, Frank (2001): “The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the Eastern
Enlargement of the European Union”. International Organization 55 (2001), No. 1, 47-80.

29

Shaw, Jo and Wiener, Antje (2000): “The Paradox of the ‘European Polity’”. In: Cowles, Martha Green and
Smith, Michael (eds.): The State of the European Union. Volume 5: Risks, Reform, Resistance, and Revival.
Oxford: Oxford University Press 2000, 64-88.
Somek, Alexander (1999): “A Constitution for Antidiscrimination: Exploring the Vanguard Moment of
Community Law”. European Law Journal 5 (1999), No. 3, 243-271.
Streinz, Rudolf (1996): “Minderheiten und Volksgruppenrechte in der Europäischen Union”. In: Blumenwitz,
Dieter and Gornig, Gilbert (eds.): Der Schutz von Minderheiten- und Volksgruppenrechten durch die
Europäische Union. Köln: Verlag Wissenschaft und Politik 1996.
Thelen, Kathleen and Steinmo, Sven (1992): “Historical institutionalism in comparative politics”. In: Steinmo,
Sven / Thelen, Kathleen / Longstreth, Frank (eds.): Structuring politics: Historical institutionalism in
comparative analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1992, 1-32.
Toggenburg, Gabriel (1999): “Der Europäische Gerichtshof – unverhoffter Anwalt der Minderheiten Europas?”
Academia 18, March-June 1999, 7-9.
Toggenburg, Gabriel (2000): “A Rough Orientation Through a Delicate Relationship: The European Union’s
Endeavours for (its) Minorities”. European Integration online Papers 4 (2000), No. 16.
Toggenburg, Gabriel (2001): “Die tiefe Seele des EU-Höchstgerichtes”. Interview with Josef Azizi, Judge at the
European Court of First Instance. Academia 25, January 2001, 13-15.
Waddington, Lisa (1999): “Testing the Limits of the EC Treaty Article on Non-discrimination”. Industrial Law
Journal 28 (1999), No. 2, 133-151.
Waddington, Lisa (2000): “Article 13EC: Setting Priorities in the Proposal for a Horizontal Employment
Directive”. Industrial Law Journal 29 (2000), No. 2, 176-181.
Wendt, Alexander E. (1987): “The agent-structure problem in international relations theory”. International
Organization 41 (1987), No. 3, 335-370.
Wendt, Alexander (1991): “Bridging the Theory/Meta-theory gap in International Relations”. Review of
International Studies 17 (1991), 383-392.
Wendt, Alexander (1998): “On Constitution and Causation in International Relations.” In: The Eighty Years'
Crisis: International Relations 1919-1999, edited by Tim Dunne, Michael Cox and Ken Booth, 101-118.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1998.
Wendt, Alexander (1999): Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
1999.
Wiener, Antje (1998): “The Embedded Acquis Communautaire. Transmission Belt and Prism of New
Governance.” European Law Journal 4, No. 3 (1998): 294-315.
Wiener, Antje (2000): Legitimate Governance by Enlargement – The Dual Quality of Norms. Paper presented at
the workshop “Governance by Enlargement”, Darmstadt, 23-25 June 2000.
Wiener, Antje (2001a): “Zur Verfassungspolitik jenseits des Staates: Die Vermittlung von Bedeutung am
Beispiel der Unionsbürgerschaft”. Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 8 (2001), No. 1, 73-104.
Wiener, Antje (2001b): The Dual Quality of Norms. Constitutional Debates, Conditional Flexibility, and Eastern
Enlargement of the EU. Paper prepared for presentation at the annual convention of the International Studies
Association, Chicago, 20-25 February 2001.
Wright, Jane (1999): “Minority Groups, Autonomy, and Self-Determination”. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies
19 (1999), 605-629.
Young, Iris Marion (1997): “A Multicultural Continuum: A Critique of Will Kymlicka’s Ethnic-Nation
Dichotomy”. Constellations 4 (1997), No. 1, 48-53.
Zürn, Michael and Wolf, Dieter (1999): “European Law and International Regimes: The Features of Law
Beyond the Nation State”. European Law Journal 5 (1999), No. 3, 272-292.

30

