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Handmaiden, gadfly, midwife? 
The Roles of Normative Political Theory Reflections spurred by papers of the Mannheim Zentrum für Europäische Sozialforschung: 
Beate Kohler-Koch et al. 1996 Schwerpunktprogramm "Regieren in der Europäischen Union", Markus Jachtenfuchs and Beate Kohler-Koch 1995 "The Transformation of Governance in the European Union", AB III/11, Markus Jachtenfuchs 1995 "Theoretical Perspectives on European Governance", AB III/7.  Some references are borrowed from these contributions.
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Introduction
The present paper considers the role of normative political theory and its relationships to empirical social science research, arguing for the possibility, plausibility and fruitfulness of normative political theory regarded as providing a somewhat independent stance for critical assessment of existing social institutions.  The central topics occasioning these reflections are the intertwined issues of legitimacy, democracy and stability within the European Union.
	 Part 1 delineates various important conceptions of  ‘legitimacy’, part 2 considers the notion of democracy.  Part 3 sketches some alternative conceptions of the role of political theory, and part 4 pursues the implications of these views for why research in normative political theory appears important.  Part 5 expands on one alternative to strict functionalist accounts of political theory, indicating how Normative Contractualism may be brought to bear on central issues facing Europe.  Part 6 concludes the paper by indicating where this kind of normative political theory relies on empirical research. 
“Legitimacy”
The concept of ‘legitimacy’ is used in several different ways in academic and popular debates.  At least three differents conceptions can be distinguished and interrelated in interesting ways  (Beetham 1991,  Flathman 1993). Flathman, Richard E.1993Legitimacy4475
  Legality 
Laws and authorities are legally legitimate insofar as they are enacted and exercised in accordance with constitutional rules allocating legal competences and within the boundaries of  specified individuals’ rights.
	Important issues identified and addressed by appeal to this notion concern how EU law is to be made in order to be regarded as law proper.  Strands of non-hierarchical governance in the EU seems at odds with this requirement.  Another important issue is to what extent legal legitimacy of EU law can be extrapolated from legal legitimacy of domestic goverments by extension, eg. by considering law regulating treaties.
  Compliance   
Laws and commands are socially legitimate if the subjects actually abide by them: if the subjects are loyal.  In most states, just and unjust alike,  citizens generally comply with the laws of the land.  Such general compliance must be distinguished from consent, since a people may obey out not only of a sense that they ought, but also out of ignorance or plain fear.
 Normatively binding
Beetham, David1991The legitimation of Power4622Finally, laws are normatively legitimate insofar as they can be justified to the people living under them, and impose a moral duty on them to comply.  Such justifications may for instance take the form of showing that the power to govern secures a core of fundamental rights, ideals and values which are the subject of broad consensus as expressed in many Western constitutions.  
	That particular theoretical account assumes  that such a substantive consensus is, if not actually present, then at least possible in some sense.  Elaborating such implications and assumptions is the subject of normative political theory.
	A concern for normative legitimacy assumes that there is some appropriate ‘point of view’ within reach for citizens generally for assessing the normative legitimacy of their  own political order, allowing them firmly planted within that order an ‘Archimedian point’ from which to assess the very order in which they find  themselves embedded.  Whether such a point of view is possible, and what authority it has over us are important issues of meta-ethics.
	These three concepts of legitimacy are not mutually exclusive, but rather interrelated:
Legal legitimacy and the rule of law is often regarded as a necessary, though not sufficient condition of normative legitimacy.  Social legitimacy often requires that the population believe that the institutions are normatively legitimate.  However, we cannot conclude from actual compliance that the people believe themselves morally bound, nor that this belief is correct:  General compliance is not a daily plebescite, and peoples have regarded themselves bound  by discriminatory laws we now regard as unjust.
Why Democracy?
For purposes of these reflections, we can take ‘democracy’ to describe the decision procedures of institutions whereby the preference of the majority of the electorate determines the result (Dahl 1989Dahl, Robert1989Democracy and its Critics4449, ch. 10, 11).  The topic of concern are these legally entrenched decision procedures whereby the citizens’ representantives, periodically elected on the basis of public deliberation, make law.
	Democracies have aspired to secure a match between the electorate and the affected: expressed for instance in the slogan «no taxation without representation» .  Trans-national systemic effects of domestic policies, systemic collective action traps and other features have made it clear that European level governance is required as an addition to domestic modes of government.  However, in the EU the instruments of governance are beyond the control of the populations: The EU appears to have a democratic deficit:

there is a gap between the powers transferred to the Community level and the control of the elected Parliament over them, a gap filled by national civil servants operating as European experts or as members of regulation and management committees, and to some extent by organized lobbies, mainly representing business. (Williams 1991, 162Williams, Shirley1991Sovereignty and Accountability in 4493).

The democratic deficit of the EU challenges the standard theories of democracy, forcing us to develop theories more clearly attuned to conceptions of normative and social legitimacy both for domestic and ‘transnational’ democratic arrangements.
·	What is the role and possibilities of democratic deliberation and actual citizens’ participation in political life—not only during actual voting, but in other spheres of life, eg. in the workplace?
·	What is the proper scope of majoritarian procedures?
·	What need is there for, and what are the possibilities  for,  shared identity and trans-national sentiments, eg to secure the efficient working of democratic institutions at the level of the European Union?

Among the plethora of accounts, three may serve as illustrations:
 Democracy as Opium for the people
Democratic mechanisms may primarily be held to play a role in engendering public acquiescence to the powers that be, thus serve an instrumental role in securing social legitimacy.
 Democracy as the Crux of just rule
Democratic mechanisms may be regarded as constitutive of normative legitimacy.  One such account is found in Habermas’ tradition, insisting that the correct principles for assessing the normative legitimacy of institutions are constituted - created in and/or come to be morally binding—by deliberation and arguments among all affected parties.  Democratic mechanisms are a case of ‘pure procedural justice’ (Rawls 1971).
 Democracy as Efficacious of just rule
Democratic mechanisms may be regarded as the best allocation of political control for securing that the relevant interests of all affected parties are secured to the appropriate degree.  The standards of  good governance are on this view partly obtained independently of the actual carrying out of democratic deliberation  -- the case for democratic mechanisms is one of ‘imperfect procedural justice.’

Alternative Conceptions of the Role of Normative Political Theory
	 Two methodological accounts can be sketched, offering different accounts of the relationship between legal, social and normative legitimacy, and democracy.  Alternative political theories yield competing accounts of the relationships between these various norms and ideals, attempting to bring  coherence and consistency—reflective equilibrium—to our considered judgments. 
	For clarification, consider two examples
  Social legitimacy fundamental This account has some similarities with N. Luhman’s account. 
We may consider a ‘strict’ functional position regarding democracy and legitimacy. Such an approach might hold that  
a)	The central notion of «legitimacy» is social: only generalized preparedness to follow the decisions of the political system.
b)	such legitimacy cannot be assessed by normative criteria.
c)	The presentation of arguments regarding the existing social order only serve as legitimation, as a neutral device allowing the efficient use of authority (Luhmann 1969?) 
Social legitimacy  - compliance - is primary, to secure the aim of stability and social order.  The function of political theory, and perhaps also its explicit purpose, is to secure loyalty of the citizens with respect to decisions of political system.  Legitimation is the label for the procedures used to obtain such loyalty. 
	On this view, democracy is only  instrumental.  Social legitimacy is best secured in democracies by constitutionally embedded fundamental rights and regulations regarding majoritarian modes of decision-making within such constraints. This approach allows in principle that democratic procedures may be replaced: democracy is only one such stabilizing mechanism.  It is to be justified only on its merits, and its only merit is to serve as efficient means for securing such legitimacy,  while other functional equivalents are in principle possible. 
	Normative Political Theory, on this account, is wholly subservient to the powers that be. Normative principles and normative political theory are part of the superstructure, developed within the political system, with the (possibly intended) effects of securing compliance.  Social legitimacy is secured not only by democratic procedures, but by criteria of normative legitimacy found and defended in normative theories which themselves are the creation of the political system.  As theories in (and not about) the political system they guarantee the self-legitimation of the political system (Luhman 1981, 1987, cf. Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch 1995). Expressed in functionalist language, normative political theory bolster politicians’ claims to authority.
	Two important insights of this approach, which I submit we might accept and which any acceptable normative theory must accomodate, are the following: 
·	Critique of Democracy: Insistence that democratic mechanisms must be justified, and defended on their intrinsic or instrumental merits Critique not necessarily insisting on its disvalue, but rather in the (Kantian) sense of  standing in need of defense and assessment..
·	The Value of Stability:  It  is a value of the utmost importance to secure stability and general compliance with law.

	However, while sharing these concerns we may note two problems with this particular strict functionalist account, in addition to the familiar paradoxes of self-reference typical of such approaches:
	a) Majoritarian democratic mechanisms are not failsafe protections of stability: there are likely to be  problems  e.g. regarding permanent minorities, even when individual rights are secured.  They may find little ground for acquiescing to government.  One resolution would be to assume that at some point(s) majorities are guided in their law-making by normative considerations—but then normative principles play a more independent role that a straight functionalist account might allow for.
	b) Normative political theory has traditionally not been merely internal, completely subservient to the powers that be.  Rather, several contributions have also had critical force, both by intent and in effect. Consider the writings of Jean-JacquesRousseau, Immanuel Kant, John Locke, Mary Wollstonecraft and John Stuart Mill, insisting that the existing institutions fail to satisfy other norms we also hold.  Each in different ways pointed to a  lack of consistency between the best fit as they saw it between vague ideals of equality, freedom and solidarity, and the actual shape of institutions that shape their compatriots’ lives.  Among them were both several intellectual midwives of revolutions, and gadflies reacting to what they regarded as illegitimate blemishes in institutions.


  An Independent role for  Normative Theory 
One alternative account, to only hint at alternatives, is to insist that normative standards and theories can enjoy  somewhat independence from the existing political system.  
	For instance, a conception of justice can arise as the result of processes of arguing and discourse, as developed by Habermas.  The appropriate discursive processes are sometimes hindered by communication problems between government and citizens.  Accounts in this tradition accord a central role to discussion and deliberation: The correct principles for assessing the normative legitimacy of institutions are not only most likely identified through discussion, but constituted by it.   Moreover, normative theories in the discourse ethics tradition hold that the actual acceptance of a normative justification is required for normative legitimacy (Habermas 1979, 200; McCarthy 1994, 46McCarthy, Thomas1994Kantian constructivism and reconst4364)Habermas, Jurgen1979Legitimation problems in the moder4526.  Thus normative legitimacy require social legitimacy ‘all the way down’.  We may note that this particular approach regards the deliberations characteristic of  democratic procedures not as instrumental, but intrinsically important in determining normative legitimacy.  
	Consider how the democratic deficit of the EU takes on paramount importance on this view.  Without opportunities for the force of arguments to dominate in the EU, both within something like the European Parliament, and within the European Public Sphere, there may be no normative standards available.  If no European Public Sphere can be hoped for, there may be no arenas for presenting, honing, elaborating, improving and assessing arguments among all affected parties.  The conclusion would appear to suggest that the EU cannot even begin to be normatively defensible, since normative standards are in principle unavailable without such spheres of deliberation where criteria can be constituted.
	Among the important challenges to be raised against this approach are problems with its theory of truth and epistemology.  Other approaches, for instance those that accept democracy as efficacious for just rule, may agree on the independence of normative theory.  They may of course avoid these problems, while being subject to others.
	  Why Normative Political Theory?
In our deliberations about which topics merit research and interdisciplinary cooperation, we may note at least two reasons for including research regarding normative political theory.  

  Maintain functional approach, look for alternative stabilising mechanisms
One strategy (indicated e.g. in Kohler-Koch et al 1996, 19) might maintain the strict functional approach, and seek functional equivalents to our present democratic mechanisms for securing social compliance at the European level.  Hence empiricial analysis of the EU should look at existing mechanisms of securing compliance (‘legitimation’) independently of their normative quality, i.e. regardless of whether they are normatively legitimate according to democratic ideals or other substantive normative criteria.  This approach accommodates the commitments noted above: the Critique of Democracy, and the Value of Stability.

  Maintain normative independence, look for criteria of legitimacy for EU
Alternative normative approaches to governance in the EU may take as their main subject the rules of practices and social institutions, and address the conditions under which citizens of Europe have reason to accept European institutions as normatively legitimate.  
	On such approaches, research in normative political theory is relevant for other disciplines, and vice versa, without endorsing the three characteristics of strict functionalism.  These approaches deny narrow interpretation of legitimacy.  Undoubtably, such research may be valuable in part because it allows better understanding and prediction of the political system, by allowing us to determine individuals’ expectations.  However, this can be granted while insisting that normative political theory can be critical to existing institutions.  Hence it may accommodate much of the concern that processes of europeanisation and integration change or transform expectations, and the European political system itself creates new or different theories of legitimation, which may lead to acceptance of decisions of the European political system. (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch 1995, 20).  However, other reasons are also available.
	These approaches may recognize the Value of Stability: Approaches that insist on the independence of political theory may accept the value of stability and  the stabilizing role of normative legitimacy for just Cf . Rawls 1993, and Follesdal 1997 for alternative accounts.).  This is again consistent with recognizing that critical normative theory may serve destabilizing under unjust institutions and regimes, by mobilizing disenfranchised individuals and groups.  
	Finally, such approaches may recognize the need for a Critique of Democracy.  Such approaches may agree that democratic institutions must be justified, and seek to give an account for the efficaciousness of  democratic mechanisms within certain spheres, eg. domestically.  
	One may pursue the arguments of Habermas, or recognize that actual acceptance of arguments by a population is important, but insists that the role is primarily epistemic, rather than constitutive.  For instance, one may hold that justification

is a normative concept: arguments that justify may fail to persuade, if addressed to an unreasonable audience; and arguments that persuade may fail to justify.  Nevertheless, justifications hope to persuade the reasonable, so these attempts have a practical point: political stability is helped by wide agreement to the principles underlying a political order. (Nagel 1987, 218)

	It remains to be determined why, on such account, empirical research appear relevant.  To illustrate, we return to the issue of democracy in the EU, and consider some fragments of the research agenda of normative political theory.
 What must be done: topics for a research agenda
To address the perplexing issues of  democracy in the EU, several topics in normative political theory must be dealt with.  We must provide some answers regarding the proper ends of Europe, in light of which the principle of subsidiarity and democratic mechanisms at the European level can be assessed.
  Reflect and argue about the proper ends of Europe,
We should pursue on the basis of widely held though abstract values of liberty, equality and solidarity, and systematically and rigorously explore the implications of the best interpretations of such ideals for Europe.
	For the purposes of empirical research as well as normative assessment, three separable parts of social practices may be distinguished (cf. Kohler-Koch 1996):  
·	Structures of governance—institutional allocation of legal powers and authorities, including the rules for legal legitimacy.
·	Processes and practices that are likely or unlikely to emerge and are established within such structures,
·	The substantive results of such practices, with regards to how individuals’ fare along a variety of indices:  not only material benefits, but also capacity to affect the structures and processes that in turn affect their lives, their ability to reflect and adjust their interests and life plans.
	Several normative approach would insist that the institutions and allocations of powr must be assessed by the latter of the three -- by their substantive results.  
	One important role for normative principles of justice for Europe would be to allow the citizens of Europe to assess alternative conceptions of Europe.  Consider, for illustration, three possible scenarios which should be assessed (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch 1995, 20):
  Economic constitution
With civic liberties and secure market operations, but beyond that a nightwatch state.  Such a state might not need parliamentary mechanisms, and Governance only aimed at Pareto-improvements need not address issues of distribution.
  Regulatory regime
Such a Europe would be characterized by problem-solving capacity in specific sectors, without any redistributive policies. (cf. Majone 1995).  Governance may legitimately be left to specialized expert agencies, subject to recurring control,  and the standing possibility of repolitizising sectors.  The economic constitution may be a special case of this.  Another important version of this approach is that of securing peace among the peoples of Europe — an important step towards just order.
  Negotiating state
Europe might become a set of loosely coupled functional sub-systems, and governance might happen by sectoral corporate actors (Scharpf  1991).   Such scenarios would seem inconsistent with hierarchical models characterized by some agents enjoying final say -- i.e. internal sovereignty. Hence the role of democratic mechanisms, if any, would be drastically different from those familiar from domestic goverment.
	A normative political theory should allow us to order such alternative scenarios.  Consider, for instance, the implications of variable geometry.  FVariable geometryunctionally diverse Europes raise fundamental challenges.  Firstly, it is unclear whether such distinctions can be drawn in meaningful ways.  Interdependence not only across states, but also across functions have effects on other aspects of individuals’ life prospects.  The economic sector or sphere impinges on other spheres; social transfers, health care, foreign policy.  It remains to be considered what will be the effects on individuals.  Secondly, variable geometry does not appear to be amenable to any sense of transparency, not to say accountability, making assessment extremely difficult.
  Federal Balance and Subsidarity
Federal BalanceConstitutions are traditionally conceived of at the state level, with the exception of federal arrangements.    Even stable federal arrangements entail long-term adjustments of allocation of powers.  A normative theory should guide deliberation about which powers are appropriately placed at different levels.  The Principle of Subsidiarity holds that authority should be accorded as close to the individual citizen as possible, but in ways which satisfactorily secure the various aims pursued:
 The Community shall take action, in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore, by reason of the scale of effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the Community. 
(Treaty on European Union Article 3b, cf. Lisbon 1992)
	 This principle is appealed to in a range of issues, eg. concerning fiscal policy and the creation of  a European Central Bank empowered to pursue economic stability somewhat protected from day-to-day political bickering.
	Two problem areas concerning Federalism and Subsidiarity are worth mentioning:
Of means: 
There may be constraints arising from ideals of liberty and equality, regarding permissible means to be employed in pursuit of political ends.  For instance,  for central banks, both at the domestic and the European level: how can we defend their autonomy as consistent with traditional democratic ideals of ultimate control by the affected.  Moreover, inter-governmental cooperation and pooling of sovereignty may be consistent with the notion that government is on behalf of the governed, and that the electorate indirectly empower the domestic government to enact laws and rule on their behalf. However, governance in the EU often includes more: domestic governments exercize the additional legal power of transferring such powers to other, transnational bodies.  Such transfers of powers must also be justified.
Of goals:
Within Catholic theology, or other world views where there is a ‘natural’ role or function of every social entity, working in harmony with every other institutional species, and an authority for settling conflicting claims,the Principle of Subsidiarity may be more easily applied.  However, there is a broad range of world views in Europe, so the standing of the Principle of Subsidiarity itself is in dispute.  Moreover, goals or aims of the EU are contested, and hence it is difficult to apply the Principle of Subsidiarity by appeal to arguments about optimal allocations of authorities.  This is  even more so if the EU, as many like to say, is a new creature sui generis.  It is unacceptable to assume any one particular teleological conception of the world, and view about the proper role and responsibility of the state, and the EU, respectively, without argument.  
	Consider, for instance, the degree of economic solidarity within and across states, which varies among the prevalent capitalist welfare systems, and are matters of dispute.  While there may well be some wrong answers to these issues, it appears illegitimate to simply assume without argument that such matters are the proper task of domestic governments, while the EU shall not be concerned with inter-state economic transfers except insofar as necessary side payments to the domestic elites to secure requisite majorities (Follesdal 1996, 1997a).
  Assess the need for and forms of democratic mechanisms in EU
Are the various scenarios and modes of decision-making  acceptable from the point of view of democratic theory?  To be sure, similar modes exist in domestic arenas -- for instance negotiated systems.  However, they may be less worrisome there because any issue can be politicized, and some benefits can be identified.  Nevertheless, interdependence among states challenge traditional, state-bounded conceptions of democracy, accountability and legitimacy.
	LegitimacyTraditional implementations labelled ‘democratic’ must be rethought:  The economic freedom of companies vs. employees’ rights to affect company policies; the legitimate role of functional or regional representation in corporative modes of governance, as practiced in some European states, and centrally: how to balance representations of states or governments, and the representatatives directly elected to the EU Parliament by  citizens.  
	Several preconditions familiar in domestic democracies appear absent and perhaps unattainable in Europe:   Can we identify or develop a common political culture without giving up the multi-lingual commitment of the EU?  
	The future shape and powers of the European Parliament, majority rule, constitution—must be defended in terms of the effects, as compared to the alternatives.  A strategy for developing a theory of democracy for Europe is as follows.  We start from the premise that institutions are normatively legitimate only if they can be justified by arguments in the form of a social contract of a particular kind.  This Normative Contractualism holds that the principles of legitimacy we should hold institutions to, are those that secure conditions of governance which recognize their status as appropriately free and equal.  The set of social institutions as a whole should secure the relevant interests of all affected parties to an acceptable degree, including our interests in peace, stability, basic needs, and shares of goods and powers.
	The contractualist case for majoritarian mechanisms in general is that such mechanisms secure the relevant interests of affected parties from standard harms to an acceptable extent, and still allow joint decisions, backed by the state use of force,  on important areas.  Majoritarian democratic mechanisms are designed to allow all affected parties some (equal) political control.  The argument for such allocations of political power is comparative: it must be argued that majoritarian mechanisms are better suited than alternative allocations of political controls, to ensure the relevant interests for all parties.  Such arguments rely on substantive empirical information about how democratic measures and alternative procedures are likely to work, including the likely abuses of power they give rise to.  
	Thus the effects of voting mechanisms will vary, depending on several factors here only to be mentioned in passing.  Electorates may have little actual choice among candidates, and little grounds for assessing and predicting past and future performance.  Indeed, the election process may be a placebo for self-rule and accountability (Dunn 1993, 17)Dunn, 1993Western political theory in the fa4498.  But we must consider whether there are stable majoritarian institutions which might avoid the flaws noted by Dunn and others.  We should determine whether institutions can secure that the public is regularly provided with a range of candidates who are clear about their stand on central issues, guided by an independent media, and with opportunities for deliberating about what the issues are, how they are resolved in pursuit of the public good, and which of the candidates are best for these tasks.  These considerations explain the importance of transparency.
	Furthermore, the formal and actual role and powers of representative assemblies and elected executives must be specified.  Assemblies may be a mere ritual, or serve as a forum for deliberation about legislation and policy.  Representatives in the legislature may take part in the actual formulation of laws or limit themselves to initiate and correct proposals (Mill 1861)Mill, John Stuart1861Considerations on representative g4441.  Representatives may be in charge of government, set the direction of policy, or oversee the executive branch solely with the power to eject.  For accurate normative assessments it is important to determine the benefits and risks likely to occur under such alternative distributions of power, and the likely effects on affected parties, when these mechanisms run over time at the European level.
Connections between empirical and normative research
Empirical and normative questions are often intertwined, in particular regarding issues of institutional design.  Researchers must join forces to determine how institutions can best secure the interests of individuals, freedoms and equality—of the kinds worth achieving.  We have seen how the issues of normative legitimacy must draw on both empirical and normative studies.  Normative approaches to democracy, sovereignty and institutional change do not claim that ‘this is how actual democracies, sovereign states, processes of change actually function’ -- it does not replace empirical research.  Nor do all normative approaches dismiss empirical research, for instance by holding that that all feasible and stable institutional set-up must necessarily fall  short of the normative ideals, and details are irrelevant for such conclusions.  Instead, I have suggested that some brands of normative political theory is dependent on good empirical research in at least two ways:
	a) At several critical normative theory makes empirical assumptions.  For instance, many traditions assume that a shared system of certain values is needed to secure compliance and general adherence to the social institutions.  Is it empirically true that stability and compliance requires that it be public knowledge that all/most individuals believe that the institutions are legitimate?
	b) More generally, within the contractualist tradition, normative assessment of social institutions, both those in a state and of trans-national bodies, require that we compare the consequences of alternative sets of principles of legitimacy and institutional regimes for all parties affected by such rules and regimes, when we hold that citizens have a moral obligation to comply with legitimate social institutions.  A particular institutional procedure is to be preferred over the alternatives if this procedure is a reliable tool for securing or promoting important interests of the individuals, without endangering the interests of others; and  if other procedures are less suited for securing similarly weighty interests of affected parties.  
	These issues must be explored for domestic and trans-national decision procedures, and they require solid empirical research.  We must consider that such institutions and routines shall be applied in practice, with the problems this entails: the danger of incompetence, unintended misjudgments, as well as intentional abuse.  Which possibilities, and which dangers, are tied to alternative ways of regulating political power, and other goods?  It also is important to determine what is gained by various institutional arrangements in comparison to each other—again, considering each practice in light of the possibilities and dangers entailed.  	Several issues of a both normative and empirical nature must be resolved as part of such evaluations: which interests  that must count in such comparisons, the  characteristics and mechanisms of various decision procedures which allocate power and benefits to different roles, and which interests that are secured, furthered or threatened by either allocation of benefits, burdens, powers and responsibilities. 
	A central task of normative research is to determine what forms of liberty, equality and solidarity are required for a government and trans-national institutions to be legitimate.  It falls to empirical studies to determine whether institutions and institutional changes indeed are legitimate, in the sense that they satisfy the conditions we on reflection deem appropriate and consonant with our normative values.  The critical stabilizing role of normative political theory, in providing reasons for individuals in support of compliance with law, require good empirical research.
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