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Abstract

This PhD project proposal examines the relative progress of implementing national minority rights protection mechanisms in four European Union member countries, Romania and Bulgaria, on the one hand, and Sweden and Finland, on the other. It investigates why two countries sharing a large number of political, economical, social, and cultural similar characteristics reached different degrees of success in implementing national minority provisions My expected explanation dwells on a rationalist-constructivist theoretical approach which can be used for investigating the role of domestic actors’ choices in the decision-making process affecting national minority rights. Accordingly, I expect that constructivist related behaviour performed by relevant actors through the logic of persuasion would be conducive to heightened national minority protection. Au contraire, I anticipate that a rationalist-enforcement political conditionality approach would hold little explanation for the varying degrees of implementation to be found in the case-studies. In verifying my initial expectations, I test the role that three sets of factors may have on changes on national minority implementation at the state level, namely, the main relevant European organisations, the neighbouring kin states, and the domestic institutional setting. I predict (hopefully) that heightening the degree of success of national minority implementation at the domestic administrative level is accomplished primarily through the presence of domestic institutions in which national minorities are represented while holding the possibility of mobilising and arguing for specific rights and policies at the domestic level.  

Introduction
Re-occurrence of wars in ethnic divided societies and a growing climate of insecurity on the European continent in the aftermath of the Cold War stood as vital main reasons for pressuring the Council of Europe (CoE) and other international organizations to react and take a leading part towards safeguarding national minority rights in the CEE region. In doing so, international organizations promoting democratisation have included national minority rights on their lobbying agenda for advocating change, and have provided legal instruments for inducing compliance.
The consequence of the CoE and other major international organisations’ led approach towards protecting national minorities has been the adoption of a European based legal document, the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM or the Convention hereafter). The Convention represents the outcome of a decision taken at the 1993 Vienna Summit of Heads of States and Governments while drawing on other previous important national minority based texts such as the Concluding Document of the Copenhagen Human Dimension Meeting of 1990 and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Persons belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious or Linguistic Minorities. The FCNM entered into force on the 1st February 1998. The Convention’s main aim is to specify the main principles which States undertake to respect and ensure the protection of the national minorities living in their territories. 

The FCNM represents a realistic but limited success in the context of the CoE’s increasing leadership in the promotion of national minority provisions in the Cold War era’s aftermath. On the one hand, the FCNM’s importance in providing an internationally sustained viable pattern for the safeguarding of national minority rights has been largely accepted by most academicians and policy-makers in the field. It has been deemed “a milestone in the process of strengthening minority protection”, as it became the first legally binding multilateral agreement devoted to minority protection to be ratified by the vast majority of CoE Members.
 Moreover, the FCNM has been considered realistically the “leading standard” in the international law of minority rights while taking part in the European family of human rights treaties.
 On this note, many international organizations whose field of action is related to minority rights have stated their support for the Convention. For instance, the European Commission Against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) expressed that the FCNM represents an instrument “which offers significant safeguards for combating certain forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance”.
 Henceforth, as a consequence of the international pressure towards creating a secure legal structure which would safeguard the national minorities’ rights in the future, the FCNM can been viewed as a vital document that would remain relevant and existing despite changes of governmental structures at the national public administration level. 

On the other hand, despite representing an initial success in providing for the first legal instrument on national minorities as how to specifically protect their rights, the FCNM’s application (implementation)
 in the states’ domestic scene has been limited specifically with regards to the domestic administration’s compliance with the Convention. On this note, the FCNM has been perceived as an “incomplete painting” in that it does not meet all minority aspirations.
 It indeed stands as a perfect example of a compromised agreement between states and the European institutions which consequently results in only limited success of the national minority provisions’ effects on domestic public administrations.
 The main problem illustrated involves the FCNM’s enforcement and application in its signatory states which is deemed as problematic due to a lack of coercive mechanisms as well as of capacity limitations that the treaty suffers from.
 More specifically, the lack of coercive mechanisms is demonstrated among others in that the FCNM does not provide for sanctions against non-compliance with the treaty’s provisions, the CoE monitoring process remains politicized and time-consuming, the states are allowed too much say in the modality of implementing the Convention and, consequently, the lack of accountableness is prevalent.
 On the other hand, the capacity limitations are perceived through the treaty’s ambiguous language and general wording clearly demonstrated by the lack of definition of the key term – national minorities, the inexistence of collective rights or the limited role of the CoE’s monitoring mechanism. 
Why National Minority Rights?

The major turbulences triggered by the fall of communism and the end of the Soviet influence in the Central and Eastern European region have reached their climax during the 1990s decade albeit the former Yugoslav region still suffers contemporary negative consequences. Those turbulences have their main origins in the inter-ethnic conflicts that have long been camouflaged during the Cold War era, and which have literally exploded along with the propagation of freedom and democratic transition in 1989.  This return to the national minority question is inextricably linked to the resurgence of nationalism, essentially, since the new former communist, now ‘reformed’ elites have seen nationalism, as a way of holding on to power in the detriment of stability in their respective states.
 This combination of factors has led to a high amount of violence which was closely intertwined to concepts such as inter-ethnic relations and nationalism. Moreover, the violent conflicts taking place in the immediate aftermath of the 1989 changes have provoked a highly dangerous instability in those newly democratized states. However, the newly created instability has been gradually reversed, mostly in the latter part of the 1990s. It is  this newly re-established stability that shall represent one of the general focuses of the PhD thesis while evaluating the aspects in which it is linked to the ethnic problem and, naturally, to the relations between national minorities living in the territory of the Central and European Region. On this note, the doctoral thesis will study and investigate the link between the stability and the involvement of the international organizations, notably, the Council of Europe and its main legal instrument in national minority protection, the FCNM, in promoting viable strategies for a more effective co-operation and meaningful political change at the domestic administration level. As such, it will be explored whether the FCNM’s implementation in the domestic legislation and through governmental practices has led in fact to more stable inter-ethnic relations while assessing which actors have been involved in the process of national minority reforms. 
The Project’s Purpose and Rationale
This PhD study examines the relative progress of implementing national minority rights protection mechanisms in the European Union (EU). Accordingly, the main research question that I attempt to answer investigates why FCNM signatory states sharing similar characteristics reach different degrees of success in implementing national minority provisions? On this note, this PhD project aims first, to evaluate the implementation of the FCNM in four EU member states: two relatively older EU members, Sweden and Finland, on the one hand, and two newly acceding EU member states, Bulgaria and Romania, on the other hand. Throughout the analysis, I shall scrutinize the level of reforms undertaken in the national minority field. Second, the project attempts to explain the main factors causing the limited effectiveness of the FCNM’s norm empowerment at the domestic administration level. Third, based on the PhD results, the project tries to identify the tools and strategy through which international organizations can induce and promote changes in the national minority rights field in the future. 
Theoretical Frameworks
My approach and rationale behind the analysis of the FCNM’s impact will be based on the understanding of two relevant international relations theories, rationalism and constructivism. Both theories attempt to explain how norms work their effects and reach the international institutional arena, a process called norm empowerment. Consequently, they provide explanations for states’ initial norm compliance and the norm’s subsequent implementation in the legislation and practice of a domestic public administration while offering relevant pathways towards understanding processes of norm transformation and change. Both rationalist and constructivist schools have attempted to explain how international norms reach the domestic arena while depicting the main reasons why states choose to adopt and implement specific treaties. 
On the one hand, the rationalists are interested in how the incentives posed by the political environment affect the strategic behaviour of state actors while attempting to maximize certain interests or preferences, thus making strategic choices. As a result, the rationalist school of thought argues primarily that specific interests affect incentives facing societal actors and policy makers and, consequently they can constrain behaviour.
 Consequently, the reason a state would promote and accept a policy at the international level lies in its major interests; so, it needs to find a strategic reason-interest, some usefulness in doing so. In other words, the decision to follow norms becomes a question of priorities for a country’s specific policy. On this note, the rationalist theory relies on the logic of consequentiality and argues that states’ behaviour changes depending on incentives such as compensation, rewards or threats which shall shape the ultimate domestic behaviour in treaty empowerment.

On the other hand, constructivists claim that the role of ideas is more important than the role of material forces.
 It is merely based on the neo-functionalist claim that prolonged exposure and a high degree of communication will ultimately lead to a greater sense of common values, with the natural consequence of norms being easier empowered in a given polity.
 Through the process of elite learning, ideas and norms may thus change the states’ initial purely strategic interest. Consequently, constructivists investigate how persuasion, environment, social learning, or deliberation affect a state through the propagation of universally accepted shared ideas accomplished through a process of elite learning. Actors thus become involved in a communicative setting where the logic of appropriateness and logic of argumentation guide their behaviour.
 As a result of the actors’ truth seeking behaviour, norms per se could end up being perceived as efficient enough as to influence a state into treaty empowerment.
 
Consequently, while rationalism promotes treaty coercion, cost/benefit calculations and material incentives, constructivism is based on elite learning, socialization and social norms. 
The ‘rationalist-constructivist divide’ has been very trendy in political science and sociological studies in the last fifteen years. A huge amount of political research has been done on both the rationale for incentive-based behaviour of states as well as on the key non-strategic co-operation based instruments for promoting constructive exchanges with international institutions.
 Despite a large amount of literature analyzing the two concepts separately by preferring to focus on one sole variable, it has been argued recently that the divided approach has its own limits and weaknesses in not providing a complete systemic picture of reasons for processes of change in the world politics. Henceforth, a combined approach of the two variables has been preferred recently in various think tank forums and in the work of prominent sociologists and political scientists.

The evaluation of the FCNM’s implementation shall be considered in this thesis n connection with the two theories, rationalism and constructivism that may be used to investigate the way international organizations put in practice the political science theory. As an international treaty accomplished under the work of the CoE, the FCNM provides a relevant example since its implementation can be explained from both theoretical approaches. Consequently, I shall analyse the degree of success reached by the four EU member states in implementing the FCNM while taking into account the mechanisms through which both rationalist and constructivist theories explain transformation and change. With regards to the rationalist explanation, the FCNM’s application depends on its enforcement possibilities which may be evaluated through the existent international based political conditionality, monitoring, and sanctions. Those mechanisms can be assessed as to test whether a logic of consequentiality explains state actors’ behaviour vis-à-vis the FCNM implementation. Concerning the constructivist approach, the Convention’s different degrees of implementation can be evaluated through an assessment of the norm clarity, elite learning, and norm internalisation affecting the domestic public administration of a signatory state. Henceforth, the constructivist approach can be used as to test whether the logics of consequentiality and arguing explain state actors’ conduct in the process of implementing the Convention. 
Consequently, I shall dwell on a combined rationalist-constructivist theoretical explanation in analysing the limited effectiveness of the implementation of the Convention and the different degrees of success reached in the four countries. 
Case-Study Selection
The focus of my empirical study is based on an analysis of four cases: Romania and Bulgaria, on the one hand, Finland and Sweden, on the other hand. The reason for choosing those specific countries and for dividing them into two categories lies in the multitude of similarities relevant to minority politics existent within each pair, which nevertheless led to different outcomes in the degree of national minority protection mechanisms: Romania implementing the FCNM to a higher degree than Bulgaria and similarly, Finland outplaying Sweden. Henceforth, I shall use Mill’s method of difference, in attempting to decipher the differences within each of the two groups as to explain the different outcomes reached in minority protection mechanisms. 
The first group of states, Romania and Bulgaria, both have a diverse national minority environment with both large and small groups existing over their territory. Additionally, they have  had a history of conflict and territorial disputes with their largest minority groups’ kin states, the latter having occupied their territories in the past. Furthermore, Romania and Bulgaria, have been authoritarian regimes who have undergone a transition to democracy while reaching successful admission to the EU. Also, each one of them established itself as an electoral democracy based on the Freedom House scores applied to them. Finally, Romania and Bulgaria joined the EU at the same time in 2007. 
The second focus group is formed by the two Scandinavian countries, Finland and Sweden. They too share a large amount of similarities making them an excellent case study towards understanding the different degree of implementation of the FCNM in their region. Both Finland and Sweden have been early signatories of the FCNM in 1995. As neighbouring states, the largest national minority groups in Finland and Sweden are Swedish, and Finnish, respectively, with some other very small groups inhabiting their territories. Additionally, they are both established as consolidated democracies for a lengthy period of time while holding wealthy economies. They have both joined the EU in the same enlargement wave alongside Austria in 1995 thus providing a different possibility than for the first group of states by studying the effect of national minority policy implementation in the absence of the political conditionality mechanisms deployed by international organisations vis-à-vis membership in the EU. 
  Consequently, the outcomes of studying these cases may bring into play a range of possibilities and models, and thus they could provide opportunities to study and the dynamics of ethnic politics in the EU. 
Time Period
The time period that I shall dwell on while conducting empirical research shall range between 1995 (1997 in the case of Bulgaria and 2009); from the signing of the Convention by the four states until a few years after the admission in the European Union of Romania and Bulgaria. A focus on this period would allow me to study thoroughly any changes on the implementation of national minority policies happening over time in the four countries. It would also provide opportunities to verify the behaviour of Romania and Bulgaria after joining the European Union when the political conditionality mechanisms put in place by international organizations would be significantly lowered. 
Dependent Variable
My dependent variable in the study is the degree of success in the implementation of the FCNM at the domestic level assessed in a time-longitudinal way while comparing the four case studies from 1995 until 2009. The degree of success can be measured based on the 
main categories of rights depicted from the Convention. These categories can be divided into: A. negative rights: 1) protection of a national minority’s overall existence; 2) general prohibition of discrimination; B. positive rights: affirmative action measures meant to improve the participation of national minorities in cultural, social, economic and public affairs of their domestic country. Thus, the degree of success of FCNM’s implementation can be categorised into: a. no implementation = non A, non B; b. low implementation = A1; non-A2; non-B; c. medium implementation = A1; A2; non-B; d. high implementation A1; A2; B. Henceforth, a valid measure of the dependent variable would focus on the domestic legislation pursued following the ratification of the FCNM, and on the actual practical situation in the field such as concrete governmental initiatives and actions taken in connection with minorities. Additionally, international reports arising form relevant organisations such as the CoE, and the EU shall be viable sources for measuring the changes in the level of protection of national minority rights. 
Independent Variables
In the course of analysis, by using Mill’s method of difference, I thoroughly test three factors (independent variables) that appear to influence the implementation of minority protection as to provide an enhanced understanding in the policy-making circles of how the international approach can be designed in order to provide viable possibilities for structural changes in the status of national minorities in the future. 
The first independent variable tested shall be the international institutions’ influence on the domestic application of national minority rights. I intend to operationalise it by investigating the enforcement and management approach to the FCNM used by the CoE in tandem with other relevant international organisations, such as the EU, NATO, or the OSCE. I shall specifically assess whether the international institutions’ approach is closely temporarily correlated with the emergence of new domestic strategies and laws on national minorities in the four case studies. The international influence can be subdivided into political conditionality mechanisms, monitoring, sanctions, and normative pressure so as to test further its impact on the degree of success of domestic policy-making in the national minority rights field reached in the four countries under study. The method of gathering data for this independent variable shall be based on detailed document analysis and historical process tracing obtained by looking at IGO country opinions, policy recommendations, international decisions as well as NGO reports taken vis-à-vis the four countries and the way they may have had an effect on the behaviour of the four states to be studied. 

Second, I shall analyse the role of the domestic institutional setting in mobilising ethnic actors and elites that would lead to changes in the implementation of national minority policies in the countries under scrutiny. I thus look at how opportunities structures are formed under a given institutional setting as to mobilise or demobilise elites national minorities towards influencing national minority policies in the relevant countries. I question whether the domestic institutional setting has changed the balance of opportunities and constraints in the elite-national minority dynamic while assessing their influence in the period between the signing of the FCNM and 2009. Specifically, the domestic institutional setting shall be analysed by looking at the presence of institutions in which national minorities are allowed access and participation and through which they can constantly argue for improving their rights. Such domestic settings are represented by institutions created specifically for national minority participations such as councils at both the state and local levels. Furthermore, I include in my analysis ministers dealing specifically with national minority issues, the presence of an ombudsman, or the governmental setting in which a national minority party would participate in a coalition. Through the use of process tracing, I shall consider whether communication and socialisation in such institutions has been conducive to negotiation, persuasion, and internalisation of national minority norms as to prove increased implementation of such provisions over time. I shall assess the main agenda-setting and the main debates existent in each such institution and whether they have succeeded in enhancing intra-state negotiation and arguing as to progressively improve the application of the FCNM.  The method of gathering data would consist of a combination of historical process tracing, document analysis, interviews, discourse analysis, and archival research. Explicitly, I shall look at data from domestic institutional decisions, recommendations, and minutes of meetings portraying the debates and discussions. Additionally, extensive interviews with main actors involved in the institutions to be analysed from both national minority representatives and elites in power shall be undertaken as to see the perceived importance that both actors associate with the influence of such organisations in creating incentives for mobilisation that would have effects on the decision-making process. Other sets of data to be evaluated would include legislation, policy objectives, declarations of political leaders, newspaper articles and data, statistical yearly books or surveys found in connection with the practice of the domestic institutional setting revolving around national minority issues. 
Third, the effect of the kin state pressure will be evaluated as to observe whether its input might have played an effect on national minority rights policies. In particularly, I shall analyse whether there has been a connection between kin state policies or elite rhetoric aimed at pressuring neighbouring states in pursuing reforms, and the degree of national minority implementation in the four countries. The relationship between the kin state effect and the minority groups’ mobilisation shall be given primary consideration, the latter representing an intervening variable in the study. On this note, I shall assess firstly the kin state dynamics such as specific sets of legislation undertaken on national minority policies, and the rhetoric and actions taken by political leaders in the neighbouring state such as specific speeches made vis-à-vis the minorities in the neighbouring state. On the same line of analysis, I shall analyse the political and economical relations between the country and the kin state with a specific focus on the national minority relation with the kin state. Here, more specifically, I shall evaluate whether there have been political or economic connections between minorities and their kin state in terms of labour or political migration. 
With regards to the intervening variable, national minority mobilisation and their degree of radicalisation in connection to the kin state actions, I shall look specifically at actions undertaken in the aftermath of specific policies and speeches undertaken in the kin state. On this note, I shall aim to assess whether the kin state variable had an influence on the ethnic group dynamics in the four states and if so, what was the effect on the national minority implementation pursued by the domestic elites in power. 
The method of acquiring relevant data for the third independent variable and for the intervening one would involve historical process tracing for the entire period covered, elite discourse, document analysis, interviews, and statistical information gathering. The specific data that I shall investigate includes legislation sets on human rights, in general, and on national minority rights, in particular in the given kin states. Furthermore, I shall examine speeches of kin state executive and political party national minority leaders. Additionally, field work and interviews with minority party leaders and activists and political party documents research should be performed in the four countries to be studied. 
Main Hypotheses

The above research design shall test the following hypotheses:

A. International influence:
a. should international organizations use a political conditionality mechanism approach as means of pressuring states, the implementation of the FCNM provisions shall not enhance. (rationalist explanation)
b. when influential international organizations are consistent and clear in the requests  made in the country opinions and reports, domestic authorities enhance the application of national minority provisions in their own territories. (constructivist explanation)
c. if international organisations organize inter-ethnic cooperation and dialogue through seminars and round-tables among elites and national minorities at the domestic level, the implementation of the FCNM reaches a higher degree of success. (constructivist explanation)
B. Domestic institutional setting: 
a. the more inter-ethnic governmental institutions and settings exist, the higher the implementation of national minority policies. (constructivist explanation)
b. the higher the perceived importance of inter-ethnic institutions and settings by national minority representatives and elites, the more improvement in the implementation of the FCNM. (constructivist explanation)
c. the higher the participation of political elites  in inter-ethnic settings and meetings, the more improvement in the implementation of the FCNM provisions. (constructivist explanation)
d. the stronger and more active the participation of a national minority in a political institution, the more likely to reach higher degree of success of national minorities rights. (constructivist explanation)
e. the longer an inter-ethnic institutional setting has been into place, the higher the implementation of national minority provisions. (constructivist explanation)
C. Kin state effect:
c. the more active a kin states’ political elites are in protecting a given minority in a neighbouring country, the more national minority groups radicalise leading to a decrease of implementation of national minority rights in the latter state. (rationalist explanation)
Main Explanation
My claim in the current PhD study is that the constructivism theoretical framework explains better than the rationalist one the implementation of the FCNM provisions, and consequently, the implementation of international induced norms in the national minority field. Despite many studies in the literature portraying that state behaviour follows primarily the logic of consequentiality in that actors follow rationally specific goals based on the incentives they receive from such actions
, I aim to prove that the logic of persuasion and appropriateness constitute much better explanations for the different degrees of implementation of national minority policies in Romania, Bulgaria, Finland, and Sweden. Although initial norm compliance is to be seen indeed as the outcome of a carrot and stick rationalist approach in which state actors act under perceived constraints and opportunities, the subsequent implementation of such international norms in the domestic polity is the consequence of constant interaction with the underlying values and ideas behind such norms. Through a process of constant argumentation taking place in settings in which both elites and national minorities participate in a dialogue on equal footings, the implementation of national minority provisions is gradually enhanced as elites are put into a constant process of interaction with national minority norms and the ideas underlying their application. Through this process of socialisation in a communicative institutional setting, norms are thus progressively being implemented in the long run. 
Consequently, I predict that the international institutions independent variable shall only hold limited explanatory value given that the approach that it sustained has been focused primarily on a political conditionality and sanctions in aim to pressure member states to comply with the Convention. It only triggered norm compliance and limited reforms in the field of national minority rights thus only reaching a level of low or medium implementation in the field. This can easily be depicted from the fact that the political conditionality was higher in Romania and Bulgaria than in Sweden and Finland. However the former states’ national minority policies despite being scrutinised internationally and included in a political conditionality schema given their membership requirements for the EU adherence, have not reached the same status as in the Scandinavian countries where the international approach was based almost exclusively on normative pressure. Additionally, this argument shall be supported (hopefully) by the empirical situation in the aftermath of Romania and Bulgaria’s EU accession in that the implementation of national minority policies shall not be lowered. Finally, I expect that the only explanatory value the international institutions’ approach shall hold will only matter when its strategy will be induced through constructivist mechanisms such as improving the norm clarity of the FCNM provisions through presenting clear and concise reports through expert meetings with government officials, or through specific actions aimed at enhancing the possibility for deliberation between national minority representatives and government officials through the use of seminars and roundtables, thus improving inter-ethnic co-operation through the use of a setting conducive to arguing and deliberation among the actors involved. The importance of the latter point shall be made clear bellow when discussing the explanatory power of the domestic institutional setting. Nevertheless, given that the international approach has been mainly based on political conditionality mechanisms, monitoring, and sanctions, thus focused on a rationalist approach following a logic of consequentiality, I expect that it shall not represent a viable explanation for the varying strength of national minority policies.  
Furthermore, I predict that an increase in the pressure of the kin state on their neighbouring states where minority of its own exist, would lead inevitably to a radicalisation of the main national minority groups, which would be detrimental to minority policies. States would respond to such perceived threats by the least not improving national minority policies and the most by decreasing their level of implementation. On this note, the kin state variable may hold explanatory power in a negative sense.  
Consequently, I predict that most helpful value lies in the strength of the domestic institutional setting variable in that a common setting allowing for participation of both national minorities and elites through constant interaction, deliberation and dialogue, inevitably leads to constant improvement of national minority policies. Through a large institutionalised debate in which the relevant actors affected in the decision-making process are present, may lead to the issues under discussion to be gradually accepted and applied in the given polity. Such institutionalised dialogue allows both minorities and the government to avoid radicalisation and communication break down by giving both chance the opportunity for common truth seeking behaviour and progressive internalisation of the minority policies discourse. More specifically, the constant discussion of specific national minority issues and the deliberation of such proposals in inter-ethnic settings where representatives of national minorities and elites participate, is conducive to the persuasion of both sides and consequently, and to a gradual upgrading of implementation of such policies in the field. On this note, I predict that the domestic institutional setting is primordial and that they explain the different extent of minority rights protection achieved in a given country. Thus, only through effective domestic pressure and based on the entire local constellation of powers activating in the given state, the level of the implementation of the Convention can be enhanced. Finally, should the domestic pressure trigger a certain heightened level of norm compliance, the exposure to the norms and their putting into practice, will create elite learning and relevance of national minority provisions which shall improve the overall empowerment of the FCNM.  
Finally, based on the independent variables found to influence state behaviour in this field, I attempt to prescribe policy recommendations on how the international approach should be dosed as to better the implementation of the Convention. Despite its limited effects secured on the FCNM implementation, I shall argue nevertheless that the role of the international organisations is crucial for securing the initial state compliance with the norms. However, in order to implement international treaties, such as the Convention, there is a high need for domestic support and progressive internalisation of the norms achieved through elite learning and building norm relevance in the state’s institutional setting, as well as enhancing the clarity and application of the FCNM treaty. Henceforth, an enhanced applicability of the Convention could be linked to bettering the combined rationalist/constructivist approach. While specifically analysing the FCNM’s implementation, I shall argue that an enhanced rationalist approach achieved through a viable political conditionality mechanism, and more effective monitoring and sanctions should be combined with constructivist management techniques such as improving the clarity of the text, providing specific guidance for its application and above all building institutional mechanisms and settings that would be conducive to elite learning and norm relevance through arguing and deliberation in which all actors affected are present.. These are vital measures that IGOs should take into consideration as to be able to play a role alongside the domestic constellation of power found in a given state which appears to have the highest degree of influence so far on the implementation of national minority provisions.
Main Contribution

In this project proposal, I contribute to the current international relations theoretical literature by going beyond the rationalist/constructivist debate on the relative importance of incentives and norms, and on the level of state compliance with them by focusing instead on the actual implementation and sustainability of such legal standards in the practical domestic decision-making of four states. I thus aim to determine what factors are in play in the domestic policy-making in the CEE states that influence the level of protection and the application of national minority standards. 
Additionally, I predict falsifying one current hypothesis in the democratisation literature that international influence is vital in triggering meaningful change and reforms at the domestic level. Furthermore, as portrayed above, I also predict to falsify the hypothesis that kin state actions positively influence the application of national minority rights, thus arguing against the segment of social science literature predicting such an outcome. The study is all the more valuable as it focuses on countries that have already secured accession to the EU, some being older members of the EU, and some having just joined in. Henceforth, it can provide the much needed empirical research in both the pre-accession and the aftermath of their adherence as to better understand the actual importance of international influence and the membership drive towards implementing the FCNM provisions. Consequently, based on my findings, I hope to present theoretical and practical models for action for international organisations in bettering their current enforcement/management approach while taking into account the primordial intervening domestic factors affecting national minority implementation in the EU.
Tentative Work Calendar

I envision a work plan of 41 months comprising four major phases:
1. 
Research of the major theoretical concepts and their mixture within the human rights frameworks. 

2.
Study of the major international organizations concerned (esp. CoE) and comprehension of the FCNM’s background and legal meaning of the provisions.

3. 
In depth country studies based on the domestic factors believed to influence  the degree of national minority protection. 

4. 
Identification of the discourses of the major actors concerned in the implementation as well as supervision of the FCNM. 

Starting from the above four major pillars, I predict the following chronogram:

1. Study of the bibliography concerning the analysis and theorization of norm compliance and the role of the both IGOs and state actors in the given process. (Essentially Anglo-Saxon at CEU Library) September 2007-February 2008
2. Legal research on the national minority provisions and their exact meaning present in the FCNM (CEU- Library). February 2008-April 2008
3.  Rationalist/Constructivist theoretical framework analysis field trip and coursework– ARENA Institute, Oslo, Norway under the supervision of Prof. Jeffrey T. Checkel. April – June 2008
4. Revision of the theoretical concepts and creation of an analysis framework with the elaboration of the hypotheses of the PhD thesis. June 2008-August 2008
4. Study of the chosen IGOs (esp. CoE) as well the state actors – gather documents, historical sources – (visits to Paris, Brussels, Strasbourg); research Eastern European documents (visit to Prague – at the OSCE library); also Romanian, Bulgarian, Finnish, Swedish documents online.  September 2008-December 2008
5. Gathering data and empirical research:

· Legislative data of IGOs as well as of the relevant countries. 

· Interviews with local actors: policy-makers, national minority representatives, research centres’ representatives. (field trips in the four countries)
· Interviews and communication with CoE and OSCE relevant persons in the national minority field. (field tripts in the four countries
· (CEU-Library and also Romania - the Ethnocultural research centre in Cluj, the Babes-Bolyai University, the Central University Library; Germany -  ECMI Library, Flensburg,).

· Archival data collection taken place in the territory of the four countries (National archival institutes). January 2009-December 2009
6. Data analysis. January 2010-April 2010
7. Revision of the theoretical concepts depending on the gathered data and the validation of the hypotheses. April 2010 – June 2010
8. The final drafting. June 2010 – January 2011
9. The project’s submission. February 201
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