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In addition to what Kinga Gál said, Stefan Oeter observed an impasse verse at the micro level which, as he 

explains, contains not per se an impasse at the level of standard setting.  By stressing that the standard 

setting efforts in the 1990s were rather successful, he explains that today we have a more or less adequate 

set of standards for dealing with minority matters.  Oeter points out that the impasse is more to be found at 

the micro level, at the outreach (and implementation) of these standards. In particular, he notes, the more 

„problematic‟ states resist subscribing to these standards. Other problems arise at the point of intersection 

between the micro and macro level, At this point problems with minority protection develop not only 

because of the attitude of the traditional objector states, but they arise in particular in the (much larger 

number of) states that are in the „grey zone‟ between sympathetic and hostile, where states are not „good 

guys‟ or „bad guys‟, but something in between – a ´grey zone´to which the majority of EU member states 

belong.  

 

Oeter points out during his speech that even in the countries that are in general quite willing to deal with 

minority issues, there are often parts of the society that are very negative about minority protection, like 

popular right wing parties that use nationalism as a carrier of their ideas. In this context, one can also think 

of opportunistic political actors belonging to the ´mainstream´ which often tend to play with traditional 

nationalist majority policies as a tool to mobilize popular support. 

 

Nevertheless, Oeter is not only pessimistic in his assessment; he also stresses positive developments by 

saying that there is an increased interest in terms of high politics in minority issues.  According to Oeter 

this trend became visible with the discussions on what happened to the political pledges which a number 

of Eastern Europe countries gave when they acceded to the Council of Europe. He notes, however, that he 

sees a return to the old arguments according to which minority protection is mainly perceived as an issue 

of conflict prevention. By pointing out that – just to the contrary - most states are now aware that the issue 

of minority protection is mostly not an issue of conflict prevention but of general diversity management, 

he comes back to what James Hughes said in his introduction speech. Since 95 % of the minority issues in 

Europe have to do with political management of a diverse society and nothing with conflict prevention, 

this argument does not give much help at the micro level. 

 

In addition to this, Oeter makes a few remarks about structural implementation problems of the Language 

Charter
1
 at the micro level. He observed that states often ratify such a treaty as a kind of lip service to the 

European standards. In practice this means less, he says, because states often lack the will to enact follow-

up legislation. Here Oeter stresses the fact that most international documents are international legal 

documents which cannot directly be implemented on the local level; they first need to be rewritten or 

reinterpreted to become specific enough for an implementation at the micro level. Effective minority 

protection therefore needs follow-up legislation that brings international treaties down to the micro 

standard setting level. Oeter continues by raising the question what this means – what problems result 

when states do not provide follow-up legislation? In his answer he explains that often the concrete 

standard setting in these cases is left to the grace of local administrations, and that those local authorities 

often ignore the Language Charter - simply because they are not aware of the responsibilities attached to 

it.  And even in case local authorities are aware of the legal undertakings, they are often unwilling to 

invest much effort in effective implementation of the standards.  In places with problems between the 

majority and a minority, local authorities often lack any interest in seriously implementing the standards 

of minority protection that their national government has ratified.  „They are simply playing their ´local 

political games‟, as Oeter calls it. 
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In addition to the above findings, Oeter made the remark that the lack of implementation of the Language 

Charter is often simply the result of a lack of resources. He explains that national governments often ratify 

treaties and show at a symbolical level the will to implement these treaties, but afterwards they leave the 

implementation to the local governments, which are in most states structurally underfinanced.  The result 

is that minorities and majorities have to compete for the scarce local resources.  

 

Oeter concludes by saying that many states in Europe have a clear lack of political will to implement 

minority treaties effectively.   For the effective implementation of these treaties they should define 

political objectives, identify goals - and it is also necessary that states generate resources for these tasks.  

He stresses once more that it is important to highlight that minority issues have nothing to do with conflict 

prevention, but with diversity management. He further emphasizes this statement by saying that diversity 

management is not limited to national minorities, but that this concept is becoming more and more 

important for all urban societies and states in Western Europe.  He then concludes his line of thought with 

the statement: “Minority protection is part of the greater discourse on diversity management.” 
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