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! vgl. statt vieler Pieroth/Schlink, Grundrechte Staatsrecht 11,

Heidelberg 2003, Rdnr. 912 mwN. 1972 Board of
Regents v. Roth (408 U.S. 564 (1972))

(To have a property interest in a benefit, a person clearly must
have more than an abstract need or desire for it. He must have more than a unilateral expectation of it.
He must instead have a legitimate claim of entitlement to it.) 408 U.S. at 577
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