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Introduction

Philosophy and the Social Sciences

Philosophy and the social sciences are usually seen to be separate subjects, so
why should students of the social sciences be interested in philosophy? We hope
that this question will have answered itself by the end of our book, but we can
make a start with it right away. At the time when modern science was in the
process of emergence in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it was very
difficult to say where the boundary between philosophy and science should be
placed. It was only later that it became more conventional to see a separation
between the two. As this separation took place, there were two basic models of
the relationship. In one view, philosophy could arrive at certain knowledge by
rational argument. The most fundamental truths about ourselves and the
nature of the world we live in, as well as the rules for arriving at such know-
ledge, could be established by philosophers. In this way, philosophy provided
‘foundations’ for the research done in the particular scientific specialisms. This
is sometimes called the ‘masterbuilder’ or ‘master-scientist’ view of philosophy,
and it is associated with an approach to philosophy called ‘metaphysics’. In
metaphysics, philosophers try to give an account of the universe, the world and
everything in it. Nowadays philosophers tend to be a bit more modest.

The alternative view of the relation between philosophy and the sciences is
sometimes called the ‘underlabourer’ view. On this view, it is accepted that arm-
chair speculation about the nature of the world cannot give us certain or reliable
knowledge. Knowledge can come only from practical experience, observation
and systematic experimentation. So, the special sciences don’t need to wait for
philosophers to provide them with foundations, or to tell them what they
should think. On the underlabourer view, philosophy should be there to
provide help and support to the work of the scientists, as they get on with the
job of discovering how nature works. But what sort of help can philosophy give?

There are various different views on this. One view is that in our common-sense
thinking there are prejudices, superstitions and unquestioned assumptions
which are obstacles to scientific progress. Philosophy can perhaps play a part in
exposing these and criticizing them, so as to set science free. This is a bit like
clearing away the dead leaves on the railway line to let the trains run on.

1



2 Philosophy of Social Science

Another sort of help might be to provide a map of the pattern of existing
scientific knowledge, so that scientific specialists can get some idea about where
they are in the wider field of knowledge. A third possibility is that the philoso-
phers can use their expertise in logic and argumentation in refining the methods
of investigation which scientists use.

In this book, philosophy will be used in all these ways, but most importantly
it will be used to provide underlabouring in yet another way. To see what this
sort of help might be, we can remind ourselves that philosophy is not just an
academic discipline. In everyday life people use the word to mean something
rather different from its use in academic contexts. We sometimes say that
someone who has had to face up to very distressing circumstances, such as a job
loss, or bereavement, that they were ‘philosophical’ about it. Certainly, most
of us do not spend a great deal of time soul-searching about the meaning
of life, or the ultimate basis of our values and attitudes. However, there are
moments in everyone’s life when we are faced with serious moral dilemmas,
or with such life-challenging events as losing a job, or a loved one, or being
diagnosed with a serious illness. It is at times like these when we are forced
to reflect on these questions of fundamental meaning and value in our lives.
It is in this sense that, as the Italian Marxist philosopher, Antonio Gramsci
(Gramsci, 1971) said, ‘Everyone is a philosopher’. But if we are philosophers at
these times of crisis, it is also true that in the way we interact with each other
in our everyday lives, in the way we choose to spend our free time, in the jobs
we choose (if we are lucky enough to have that choice) and so on, we are still
smplicitly philosophers. Our lives display or represent, whether we are gener-
ally self-conscious about it or not, a philosophical orientation to the world.
We can think of this as a tacit or practical philosophy of life.

So, how does this relate to the question we started out with — the relationship
between philosophy and social science? If we go back to the map analogys, it is
obvious that people don’t usually refer to a map if they are confident they
already know where they are going, and how to get there. In everyday life,
when things are going on smoothly, with no major problems, we aren’t forced
to question our basic attitudes and priorities in life. But in the social sciences,
things do not run along smoothly. (As we will see, the natural sciences don’t
run along smoothly either, but most of the time this fact is less obvious.) The
social sciences are often derided by public figures and in the media, and social
scientists themselves tend to be less confident about their achievements than
are natural scientists: they can’t prove their success by generating new and
impressive technologies, for example. Moreover, social scientists are themselves
divided about what is the nature of their disciplines. Many, for example, would
not agree that their work is scientific in the same sense as the natural sciences
are. Even the ones who do will often disagree about what science is. For this
reason, social scientists, and sociologists in particular, tend to be more reflexive
about their subjects than natural scientists — that is, they are more likely to
spend time thinking about just what kind of activity sociology (or political
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science or anthropology or any other such subject) is, what sort of methods it
should use, what sort of relationship it should have with its subject-matter, and
so on. The kinds of questions we ask when we are being reflexive in this way
about our own disciplines are philosophical questions. They are not imposed
on us from outside, as in the masterbuilder view, but they arise from within our
subjects, as a result of the special difficulties and deep disagreements that we
find there. So, the main job of underlabouring we will be doing in this book
will be an attempt to address the question: ‘What are we doing when we
attempt to study human social life in a systematic way?” Depending on how we
answer that question, further questions arise: what are the proper methods of
investigation of social processes? Can there be objective knowledge of society
when the investigators as well as the subject-matter are all part of society? What
role do moral and political values play in our work? How should we view the
fact of continuing disagreement among social scientists about basics? Is this
perhaps a sign of the immaturity of the social sciences, or is it something we
should expect as a permanent fact of life, and even welcome? And so on.

A Philosophical Toolkit

To help us be more systematic in our reflexive investigation, we can call in the
help of the academic discipline of philosophy. There are some very valuable
ideas and arguments we can draw upon, but always, of course, to answer
questions posed by the problems we face as would-be social scientists. There
are four sub-disciplines, or fields, within philosophy from which we can most
usefully draw. These are:

Theory of knowledge

The technical term for this is ‘epistemology’. In the seventeenth-century disputes
about philosophy and science there were two main alternative views, in oppos-
ition to each other. Generally, the masterbuilders had a ‘rationalist’ view of the
nature of knowledge. They were very impressed by mathematics, which seemed
to arrive at absolutely certain conclusions by formal reasoning. The seventeenth-
century French philosopher Descartes (1641, 1931) is perhaps the best known
of the rationalists. His method of systematically doubting everything that could
be doubted led him to the conclusion that even as he doubted he must at least be
thinking. So what could not be doubted was his own existence as a thinking
being. This provided the certain foundation from which he was able (at least to
his own satisfaction!) to begin the task of reconstructing the whole edifice of
knowledge.

The rival theory of knowledge, generally associated with the underlabourer
view, was ‘empiricism’. For the empiricist philosophers (see Honderich 1999),
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the sole source of knowledge about the world was the evidence of our senses.
At birth, they held, the human mind is a blank sheet, as it were, and our
knowledge is acquired subsequently, through learning to recognize recurrent
patterns in our experience, and attaching general ideas to them. Genuine
knowledge (as distinct from mere belief, or prejudice) is limited to the state-
ment of these patterns in experience, and what can be inferred from them. The
apparent certainty of the conclusions of mathematical and logical arguments,
which the rationalists were so impressed by, is due to the fact that they are true
by definition. So the certainty of such statements as ‘All bachelors are male’, or
2+2 =4, tells us nothing we didn’t already know about the world. They are
statements in which we make explicit the implications of the way we define
certain words, or mathematical operations.

As we will see, the empiricist view of knowledge has been the one that most
natural and social scientists have appealed to when making out their claims to
provide genuine or authoritative knowledge. It is also the view of knowledge
which is closest to most people’s common-sense intuitions: ‘Seeing is believing,’
‘I saw it with my own eyes.’

Ontology

This is a technical term in philosophy, and unfortunately it is used in very
different ways in different traditions of philosophical thinking. In the sense we
use the term here, an ‘ontology’ is the answer one would give to the question:
‘What kinds of things are there in the world?’ In the history of philosophy the
many different ways of answering this question can be loosely divided into four
main traditions. ‘Materialists’ have argued that the world is made up entirely of
matter (or ‘matter in motion’), and the different characteristics of material
objects, living things, people, societies and so on can in principle be explained
in terms of the greater or lesser complexity of the organization of matter. By
contrast, ‘idealists’ have argued that the ultimate reality is mental, or spiritual.
This may be because they, like Descartes, think that their experience of their own
inner, conscious life is the thing they can be most certain of. If one begins with
this, then it can seem reasonable to think of the material objects and other bodies
one encounters as constructs of one’s own inner thought processes. As we will
see, ‘constructivist’ views of the external world, with historical roots in Descartes’s
philosophy, have become fashionable in sociology and related disciplines.

But idealists do have difficulty in being fully convincing when they deny the
independent materiality of the external world, and, similarly, materialists have
difficulty being fully convincing in explaining away the distinctive character of
subjective experience. This is why a third option has been quite popular in the
history of philosophy. This is referred to as ‘dualism’. Again, Descartes is
a convenient and well-known example. Having convinced himself of his own
existence as a thinking being, it seemed to him that there was a further
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question as to whether he existed as an embodied, material being. Eventually,
he was able to be certain of that, but in the process came to see body and mind
as two quite different kinds of thing, or ‘substance’. So human individuals
were, for him, a rather mysterious and contingent combination of a mechanical
body with a ghostly mind, or soul (see Ryle 1976).

In Descartes especially we see a close connection between epistemology, or
theory of knowledge, on the one hand, and ontology, on the other: what is
accepted as existing depends on how confident we can be about our krowledge
of it. For some philosophers, the apparent difficulty of being sure about the
nature of anything beyond the limits of our own conscious experience leads them
to ‘agnosticism’. This is not just the don’t-know option in the philosophers” pub-
lic opinion poll. Rather, it is the positive doctrine that the nature of the world
as it exists independently of our subjective experience just cannot be known.

This rather crude division of philosophers into rival materialist, idealist,
dualist and agnostic traditions does have some relevance to debates in the
social sciences, and we can find many echoes of the debates among philoso-
phers here. However, the disputes in the social sciences tend to be more local-
ized in character. They usually concern not philosophical ontology, but what we
might call regional or special ontology. So, instead of asking ‘What kinds of
things are there in the world?’, we might, as biologists, ask ‘What kinds of things
are living organisms made up of, and how are they put together?” As chemists,
we might ask: ‘How many elements are there, what are their properties, how
do they interact, and so on?’ Each discipline has its own regional ontology,
its own way of listing, describing and classifying the range of things, relations
or processes it deals with; this is the range of things which it claims to give us
knowledge of.

In the case of the social sciences, there are deep, on-going controversies
about what the constituents of the social world are. One of the most basic
disputes has to do with whether society itself is an independent reality in its
own right (a ‘reality sui generis’, as Durkheim put it). So-called ‘methodo-
logical individualists’ argue against this. For them, society is nothing over and
above the collection of individual people who make it up. Another ontological
dispute concerns whether sociologists are justified in referring to social and
economic structures and processes which exist independently of the symbolic
or cultural meanings of social actors. Are we justified, for example, in talking
sociologically about social classes and class interests in societies where individual
social actors have no concept of themselves as belonging to social classes?

Logic
So far we’ve often referred to the disputes, disagreements, arguments, and so

on which go on among philosophers and social scientists. If we examine the
texts in which these disputes are conducted we will often find stereotyping and
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caricaturing of one another’s views, outright misrepresentation, questioning of
political motives, allegations of bias and so on. While these tactics might have a
lot of rhetorical and persuasive force, they are not the same thing as good argu-
ments. The discipline of logic is an attempt to set down in a systematic way what
makes the difference between a good and a bad argument. When we construct
an argument we are usually attempting to show why a particular statement (our
‘conclusion’) should be accepted as true. In order to do this, we bring together
other statements, which give an account of the relevant evidence, or other con-
siderations, which provide the grounds for believing the truth of the conclu-
sions. These statements are the ‘premisses’ of the argument. A ‘valid argument’
is one in which the conclusion follows from the premisses. It is one in which
anyone who accepts the premisses must accept the conclusion. This does not
mean that the conclusion itself must be true, only that it is as reliable or as well
established as the premisses from which it is derived. For example:

If there is a peace settlement in Ireland, this government has at least one great
achievement to its credit.
There is a peace settlement in Ireland.

Therefore: This government has at least one great achievement to its credit.

This is a valid argument, because the conclusion does follow from the premisses.

However, the conclusion could still be false, because there might turn out
not to be a peace settlement in Ireland, or because even if there is, it might not
be an achievement of the government. Interestingly, the conclusion could also
turn out to be true, even though the premisses turned out to be false, because
the government might, for example, have failed to settle the Irish question, but
have found a permanent solution to the problem of unemployment instead.
What the validity of the argument does rule out is the possibility that both
premisses could be true and the conclusion false.

However, this is not a book on formal logic, and most of the time we will
have to rely on our intuitive sense of when an argument is or is not valid. The
important thing to keep in mind is that the validity of an argument is a matter
of the logical relationship between sets of statements. It is not a matter of how
good or bad the evidence is for or against any particular factual claim (though,
confusingly, in research methods courses, there is a completely different use of
the term ‘validity’ to refer to the adequacy of a measure to quantify the thing
it is supposed to be measuring).

Ethics and Moral Philosophy

Ethical questions arise at many points in the course of social scientific research.
Sociologists are often involved in uncovering information about the beliefs and
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practices of the people they study which might put those people at risk. Some-
times this might be because the practices concerned are socially stigmatized,
and the researcher might be concerned not to jeopardize the anonymity of her
or his informants. Alternatively, the researcher might well feel that her dis-
covery of corrupt or unjustly discriminatory practices in official organizations
ought to be made public. But doing so would at the same time be a betrayal of
trust, and might also jeopardize the possibility of further research. Often, too,
researchers may be employed to carry out research for projects they did not
design, or for organizations whose aims they might not sympathize with. To
what extent should they keep quiet about their reservations in order to keep
their career prospects open?

These are moral quandaries which frequently arise in the course of research
practice. There are other ethical questions which are intrinsic to the research
process itself. These have to do with the power relations between researcher
and researched. In most social research there is inequality of social status
between the two, and even where there is not, the social scientist is implicitly
claiming the authority to interpret and represent the beliefs or attitudes of
those who are the objects of study. Where there are class, gender, ethnic or
other social differences between researcher and researched, such ethical issues
necessarily arise.

Finally, sociologists and anthropologists, especially, are constantly confronted
by the enormous diversity of human cultures and subcultures. Part of this
diversity is diversity in moral values. Because of the ethnographic requirement
to interpret other cultures in terms available to the participants in those
cultures, these social scientists must be able to suspend their own judgements.
The ethical sensitivity which goes along with this, and reflexivity about the
power relations between researcher and researched, leads many sociologists
and anthropologists towards a position of ‘moral relativism’. That is to say,
they tend to resist the idea that there are universally obligatory moral values,
applicable across all cultures. Morality comes to be seen as a matter of what
participants in each culture take to be acceptable or unacceptable. No one
culture has a right to dictate to any other what rules it should live by.

On the other hand, closer examination shows that cultures themselves tend
not to be so consensual internally as this picture assumes. If there are ethical
contlicts within a culture, the relativist view is not much help. Also, it can be
argued that the relativist position itself rests on a universal principle — that all
cultures have a right to their own autonomy and integrity. Finally, it is much
casier to adopt the stance of a moral relativist in the abstract than when
confronted with a real moral issue. When they encounter cultures in which
systematic torture, female circumcision, endemic racism or capital punishment
is accepted as morally proper, most social scientists are liable to find their
capacity to suspend judgement sorely tested.

So, there seems to be plenty of room for the help of moral philosophy in the
work of the social sciences!
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Politics and Political Philosophy

These moral issues that might be faced by the researcher have wider implica-
tions. Whether we are thinking about female circumcision, capital punishment
or social stratification, we are implicitly or explicitly taking a stand on what sort
of society we want to live in, and what the ‘good’ society might look like.
Some social sciences and social scientists have been intimately involved with
political arguments and processes — from Marx’s leading role in the foundation
of the International Working Men’s Association to Anthony Giddens’s
involvement with New Labour and the ‘Third Way” (from the sublime to the
ridiculous?). Government advisers include economists, political scientists,
social policy and other experts (although interestingly not many psychologists
and historians), all of whom would regard themselves as in some sense or
another social scientists. It is not just in the social sciences that we find this
connection, since modern governments have teams of natural science advisers.
The main difference is that in the latter case, scientific advice is commonly
treated as a clear warrant for or legitimation of action.

Be that as it may, the social sciences raise issues about the desirability and
possibility of different types of society, and this takes us into issues of political
philosophy. This will become most apparent when we discuss the idea of an
‘emancipatory’ science — a science whose aim is human liberation — and theories
of feminist epistemology, developed from Marxism, that suggest that an
oppressed group has access to knowledge in a way that other groups do not.
Politics will, however, always be close to the surface.

The Book and Its Arguments

It is important to emphasize that this is going to be a book of arguments —
arguments about the nature of the social sciences that are not settled, and
perhaps by their nature cannot be. Each science, each type of science, changes
and is affected by changes in related disciplines as researchers and thinkers
learn from each other. We will be discussing the issues in fairly general terms —
our aim is to introduce the student to the most general issues, and at this level
the development of the field is comparatively slow. There are two ways in the
which the reader can approach this book, the first being to see it as a high-
altitude photograph or a small-scale map of a particular terrain in which he or
she can situate a particular discipline or approach even if we do not mention it
directly. It should be possible to situate every social science and every variation
somewhere in the picture or on the map. The arguments we explore in relation
to one science can certainly be discovered in others.

The second way to approach the book is as a sort of language primer, an
introduction to often difficult ideas and arguments which take time to learn
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and which are best learnt through participating in the arguments. In an
everyday sense we are all philosophers, and as you read you should reflect on
your own ideas about the subject you are studying: for example, does the way
in which you think about your subject, whether it be geography, sociology,
economics, psychology, history or whatever, place it near to or far away from
the natural sciences?

We will in fact start by examining the philosophy of natural science. The
natural sciences are not as monolithic or simplistic in their approach as
critics often seem to assume. Even within the most influential philosophy of
natural science, known as ‘empiricism’, we can find a number of different
approaches, and there has been a serious questioning of principles and accepted
views of scientific progress from within the philosophy of natural science
and the natural sciences themselves. We will be discussing arguments that
the social sciences, if they are to be ‘real sciences’, should model themselves
on the empiricist account of science, and we will be discussing where this
might or might not be appropriate. We will also be looking at developments
in the history and social study of the natural sciences that raise important
questions about the nature and status of the knowledge produced by those
disciplines.

It might seem strange to start a book on the philosophy of the social sciences
with three chapters on the natural sciences, but the two are intimately related.
It is not possible to grasp the development of philosophical debates in the
social sciences or indeed the development of the social sciences themselves
without a knowledge of the way in which the natural sciences have thought
about themselves, and the way philosophers have thought about them, as they
have developed. These chapters are centrally concerned with empiricist views
of natural science, and with the critics of empiricism. The most telling criti-
cisms of empiricism as an account of natural scientific knowledge have come
from approaches which recognize the sciences as historically and socially located
practices. However, sociological and historical approaches to the understand-
ing of science themselves make knowledge-claims, use empirical methods of
research and so on. So to treat their findings about science as authoritatively
true would beg the central questions of this book. As we will see in Chapter 4,
attempts to construct sociological and historical accounts of science as alterna-
tives to the empiricist view remain controversial. The divisions and debates in
the field of social studies of science, or science studies, have many connections
with, and often directly reflect, the more general debates about the nature of
social scientific knowledge which make up our theme in this book. The main
approaches we will introduce in Chapter 4 are selected partly by virtue of the
influence they have had on debates in the philosophy of social science, and
partly because of their importance as background to the discussion in later
chapters. In most cases, we have had space to provide only a brief introductory
outline, and you are advised to follow up approaches which interest you with
further reading.
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We will move from this discussion to an examination of those positions and
writers that argue that the social sciences, or some social sciences, are scientific
but not in the same way as the natural sciences. The social sciences study
human beings, and human beings are different from the objects of physics or
chemistry — they know they are being studied, they can understand what is said
about them and they can take the scientists’ findings into account and act
differently.

This approach is more closely linked to the rationalist tradition, although in
the social sciences it is often referred to as ‘interpretivist’. There are in fact sev-
eral such interpretivist positions and several different conceptions of rationality
to be found in the social sciences: the simple instrumental rationality of
rational choice theory to be found in some forms of economics and some
forms of sociology; the more complicated instrumental rationality of Weberian
sociology and the descendants of G. H. Mead’s pragmatism; the idea of
rationality as rule-following, stemming from anthropology and the philosophy
of Wittgenstein and Peter Winch; and the notion of dialectical or critical ration-
ality developed from the Marxist interpretation of the German idealist
philosopher G. W. F. Hegel. We will be exploring and comparing all of these
approaches.

This will take us on to more recent developments, which move in two
directions. One development of some of the arguments about positivism in the
natural and social sciences has been the development of modern critical
realism, particularly in such disciplines as geography, sociology, politics,
economics and psychology. Whereas positivism is primarily concerned with
epistemology, the theory of knowledge, realism is primarily concerned with
ontology, the theory of what exists in the world. This enables a reopening of the
debate about the relationship between the social and natural sciences, in a way
which suggests that there are both similarities and differences between the
two — a more sophisticated view than we will have come across before.

The second development has been towards a systematic relativism. In this
book we will trace this through the development of identity politics and in
particular feminism. Some feminists have tried to develop a feminist episte-
mology, basing their arguments on the work of the early twentieth-century
Marxist philosopher George Lukacs, who argued that the proletariat, the
working class, had a privileged position as far as knowledge of the social world
was concerned precisely because of their underprivileged position in that
world. To put it very crudely, they had nothing to lose by acknowledging the
truth. Lukdcs was of course more sophisticated than this might suggest, as are
the feminist philosophers who tried to develop his ideas to argue the same
point about women. There is a continuing debate between advocates of
various versions of this ‘standpoint’ epistemology and their post-modernist
critics.

We will follow this first through the development of post-structuralism. The
first generation of structuralist theorists developed the idea of underlying
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structures in society and social life, using a linguistic analogy. Realism developed
the idea further, but post-structuralism has moved away from this concern to
become part of what is now known as the ‘linguistic turn’ in twentieth-century
philosophy. This approach sees the social world as constituted in and by
language, or different ‘discourses’. In much post-structuralist philosophy we
find the development of a relativist position — the idea that no one discourse is
more right, or scientific, than another. This approach has been particularly
influential in sociology, cultural studies and social psychology and the study of
literature, but it can also be found in history. Post-modernism takes this move-
ment even further, almost to the point of abandoning philosophy altogether —
or more accurately using philosophical arguments against philosophy.

How to Read the Book

To repeat: this is a book of arguments not of conclusions. It should perhaps be
read as a primer in constructing arguments. Most students should find them-
selves intuitively sympathetic to one position or another. If you do, you should
first try to work out the reasons for and the implications of holding a particular
position, and then try to argue against yourself from alternative points of view
and see what happens. You should be asking questions about how these ideas
apply to your particular discipline: Are some of them irrelevant to the pursuit
of knowledge or understanding in your area? Are they mutually exclusive?
Whatever you do, don’t stop asking questions about these ideas.

As well as being a book of arguments and about arguments, it is a book
which has grown out of arguments between the authors, who have taught
a course together in the University of Essex sociology department for the last
twenty-five years. We think that the ideas and arguments presented here have
a life of their own, independently of the biographies of their authors. They can
be evaluated, criticized, tested for their wider applicability, accepted, rejected,
played with or developed according to the interests of the reader. On the other
hand, the biographies of the authors do have a bearing on the pattern of inclu-
sions and exclusions, emphases and omissions you will find in the book. Ideas
don’t drop from the sky (to quote an eminent philosopher) and it will help
you to situate yourself in relation to our arguments to know something of
where they came from. Both authors could be described as of the generation of
the sixties. We both started out with a strong sense of the political and moral
significance of social scientific work. As philosophically informed social scien-
tists, we were engaged through our careers with attempting to make sense of
our work as would-be social scientists in a historical context which has changed
enormously during that period, and in ways which have repeatedly called into
question our favourite assumptions. Our initial commitments to Marxism
(though on opposite sides of the debate then raging about how to understand
and develop that tradition) were called into question by proliferating social



12 Philosophy of Social Science

movements and issues which could not be readily addressed without deep
revision of basic assumptions. Black power, gay rights and liberation, feminism
in its many forms, and, more recently, the green movement provided intellec-
tual challenges with which we are still trying to grapple, with effects noticeable
throughout this book. Given our different starting-points in the discipline, we
have addressed these challenges in rather different ways. I. C. has focused on
the problematic relationship between social scientific approaches and the
understanding of subjective life and personal agency. Meanwhile, T. B. has
been concerned with the no less problematic relationship between the social
sciences and the understanding of non-human nature — a concern prompted by
both green and feminist thought. These differences in biography go a long way
to explaining the differences of emphasis you will find in the different parts of
the book, and also the division of labour we have adopted in the allocation of
the chapters.

Although we have worked together on all chapters, we should plead guilty
to those parts of the book for which we carry prime responsibility: Ted Benton
for Chapters 2, 3, 4, 8 and 9, Ian Craib for Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 10. We both
contributed to the introduction and conclusion. All mistakes are of course the
responsibility of the other author!
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