fortunately, these chapters do not gel
into a unified set of themes with a
clear message. Thus, the reader is left
with a seties of disconnected insights
that do not argue strongly for any
point of view.

A central problem with this book
is that the discussions of reduction-
ism are not integrated with the chap-
ters on development. For example,
Morgado's chapter on representation
and Piagetian theory does not really
address levels of explanation, but
rather provides a historical overview
of Plaget’s thinking about aspects of
representation. As another example,
Lightfoot examines how literature
might be used to explore adolescents’
beliefs about the self. These topics
are interesting, but they have little to
do with the early chapters on repre-
sentation and explanation (or with
each other).

Sadly, then, the book fails to live

up to the promise of its opening
chapter. The absence of a coherent
set of themes makes the book frus-
trating to read and leaves the reader
without any clear sense of how to
proceed to explore the important re-
lationships among development, rep-
resentation, and explanation. (]
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Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003. 563 pp. ISBN 0-262-13409-8. $48.00

Review by Evan Helit

more than 20 colleagues that

they buy—not just read—this
book. 1t is an indispensable guide to
current research on categorization,
describing key theories, and giving
details about a large number of ex-
periments in this field. Perhaps what
is most impressive about this book is
its breadth. It probably would have
been acceptable for Murphy to write
a book on just the basic topics in
adult categorization, but this book
also addresses topics, such as con-
ceptual development, word meaning,
and relations between categorization
and induction. In addition, the chap-

I have already recommended to

ters on taxonomic organization and
conceptual combination are out-
standing; they are written by a lead-
ing researcher on these topics and
would be difficult to improve. Anyone
who wants to work on the psychol-
ogy of concepts should get this book
and rely on it as a reference.

It is natural to compare The Big
Book of Concepts to Categories and
Concepts by Smith and Medin (1981),
which was also an indispensable
guide to then-current research. A
comparison reveals how the field has
changed in the past two decades,
and, to some extent unfortunately,
how the field has not changed.
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Categories
and Concepts
was very influ-
ential in terms

Anyone who

wants to work on

the psychology
of its focus on ¢ s
issues of con- | Ot concepP
ceptual repre- | should get this

sentation. That
book was orga-
nized in terms
of three tradi-
tional views of
representation, known as the classi-
cal view, the probabilistic (or proto-
type) view, and the exemplar view.
On the basis of changes in the field,
The Big Book of Concepts could not
possibly be organized in the same
way. In particular, there have been
three major changes of emphasis in
categorization research (see also
Heit, 1995, for a review near the mid-
way point between these two books).
First, there has been a great deal of
research on how concepts are used,
such as for inference, for language
use, and for combining with other
concepts (also see Markman & Ross,
2003). On these topics there is an in-
creasing emphasis on processing
rather than representation. Second,
current models of categorization can
no longer be pigeonholed as belong-
ing to the classical, prototype, or ex-
emplar views. There are now many
mixed models or models that just do
not fit into this scheme. Third, there is
increasing acknowledgment that cate-
gory learning involves not just accu-
mulating observations of category
members but also applying back-
ground knowledge to leaming. What
is learned about a new category seems
to depend greatly on expectations and
previous knowledge. Indeed, Murphy
describes the knowledge view as being
a fourth alternative to the classical,
prototype, and exemplar views.
Despite all the changes in the past
two decades, The Big Book of Con-
cepts is still heavily influenced by this
earlier conception of three views. At

book and rely on

it as a reference.
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the end of most chapters, as well as
at the end of the book, there is a duti-
ful discussion of whether the three
traditional views, plus the knowledge
view, can account for the results. For
the most part, the traditional views
cannot account for a variety of results
concerning taxonomic organization,
category-based induction, conceptual
development, word meaning, and so
on. The problem is mainly that these
traditional views were not designed
with these interesting topics in mind,
and studies on these topics were not
designed to distinguish between
these views. So it seems that there is
something of a mismatch between
the theories and the data.

Murphy acknowledges some pos-
sible problems in trying to compare
views of representation. One problem
is the potential for indistinguishability
between models (e.g., Barsalou,
1990): With suitable processing as-
sumptions, one view of category rep-
resentation might be able to mimic
another. A more dramatic possibility,
not discussed by Murphy, is that
choosing one of these traditional
views might not be an empirical is-
sue at all but more of a practical mat-
ter. Harman (1999) noted the possi-
bility that some very broad questions,
such as whether numbers exist or
how to choose a system of arith-
metic, could be decided on a prag-
magnetic basis, to satisfy various sci-
entific goals. Once such decisions are
made, scientists would conduct ex-
periments on finer grained issues that
are better suited for empirical study.
Likewise, questions such as whether
prototypes exist or choosing exem-
plars versus prototypes just might not
be the kinds of questions that are an-
swered by experimentation. Instead,
a categorization researcher might
adopt one of these frameworks be-
cause it meets various goals, such as
providing parsimonious explanations
or guiding further research. Then the
researcher would devise experiments
on this basis, to address other ques-
tions that are more specifically tar-
geted and more appropriately consid-
ered as empirical issues.

The influence of the three tradi-
tional views of representation also
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seems to be manifested in one area
of incompleteness in The Big Book of
Concepts. Although Murphy does pro-
vide some valuable discussions of
mathematical models of categoriza-
tion, he acknowledges that several
currently important models did not fit
into themes of the book and are left
out. This would include models such
as Ashby, Alfonso-Reese, Turken, and
Waldron’s (1998) COVIS model;
Kruschke’s (1992) ALCOVE model;
and Nosofsky, Palmeri, and McKin-
ley’s (1994) RULEX model. These
models include many important inno-
vations for categorization research.
For example, COVIS uses neuropsy-
chological evidence to propose sepa-
rate systems for implicit and explicit
categorization. ALCOVE gives a de-
tailed account of how selective atten-
tion is allocated dynamically and
optimally during learning. RULEX sug-
gests how information about categori-
zation rules and exceptions can be
put together, and describes data at the
level of individual learners rather than
just at the group level. It is central to
the success of each model that it does
not fit neatly into one of the traditional
views of representation.

As previously mentioned, the
knowledge view is put forward as an
alternative to the traditional views.
One of the nicest examples of the
knowledge view, also known as the
theory view, is from Murphy and Me-
din (1995): A person who jumps into a
swimming pool wearing all his clothes
might be categorized as a drunk, be-
cause being drunk provides a causal
explanatior for this behavior. It seems
that the notion of causality is crucial
to the knowledge view, just as a cru-
cial role of scientific theories is to pro-
vide causal explanations. So the
knowledge view does not seem to be
a direct alternative to the classical,
prototype, and exemplar views in
terms of ruling out some forms of rep-
resentation and proposing some other
well-specified form of representation
instead. Instead, the difference is
largely one of content, with the
knowledge view encompassing broad
knowledge of the world especially in-
formation about causality. However, it
is even possible for traditional views

to represent some forms of back-
ground knowledge (Heit, 2001). Over-
all, the experiments in the chapter on
knowledge effects do not really distin-
guish the knowledge view from the
traditional views, because the views
address different issues rather than
make different predictions.

Reading the The Big Book of Con-
cepts makes it clear that categoriza-
tion research is a very rich and diverse
area, and one for which there is great
potential for future theoretical devel-
opment. There is a lot to be optimistic
about. When journeying through time
from Categories and Concepts (Smith &
Medin, 1981) to The Big Book of Con-
cepts, it is tempting to speculate what
further developments in categoriza-
tion research will, or should, take
place over the next decade or two. 1t
seems likely that experiments on a
variety of interesting topics will cor-
tinue to overtake studies comparing
the three traditional views of category
representation. ]
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Review by Christine Yeh and Tai Chang

he rapidly growing Asian

American population in the

past few decades (U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau, 2000) has prompted so-
cial science researchers to pay in-
creasing attention to this important
group. Asian Americans represent a
heterogeneous group of over 40 dis-
tinct subgroups (Sandhu, 1997) differ-
ing in languages spoken, immigration
history, religion, and cultural world-
views (Sue & Sue, 2002, p. 328). This
heterogeneity is also reflected in the
increasing numbers of multiracial
and transracially adopted Asian
Americans as well as in demographic
differences, such as age, generation
status in the United States and social
class. Provided this complexity, un-
derstanding conceptual and method-
ological research approaches with
this group becomes increasingly
important.

Asian American Psychology: The

Science of Lives in Context seeks to

present a “picture of a developing
science of Asian Ametican Psychol-
ogy” (p. 8). Chapters are ordered with
increasing specificity so that broader
topics are addressed in the beginning
and later chapters deal with more
specific and understudied issues in
Asian American psychology. In par-
ticular, Chapters 1-3 discuss general
methodological and conceptual is-
sues as they relate to cultural orienta-
tion and development and span
across Asian American populations,
whereas later chapters deal with par-
ticular areas of importance in Asian
American psychology, such as aging
(Chapter 4), career (Chapter 5), vio-
lence (Chapter 6), and multiracial re-
search (Chapter 7). The intended au-
dience for this book includes
scholars, students, and those inter-
ested in the social scientific ap-
proaches to Asian American
psychology.

The Preface by Stanley Sue and

Confamporary psycl'\ology APA REVIEW OF BOOKS, 2004, vol. 49, No. 5

introductory chapter by the editors
provides the groundwork by intro-
ducing relevant terminology and the
most pertinent challenges facing
Asian American psychology. For ex-
ample, the first wave of Asian Ameri-
can psychology research was domi-
nated by Chinese and Japanese
samples and research emerging from
clinical psychology and psychiatry.
Much of the research in previous de-
cades sought to prove or disprove the
“model minority myth” and often-
times allowed for generalizations
across Asian ethnic groups. Only in
the past decade or two has Asian
American psychology moved from a
study of race to one of within-group
differences. The book highlights the
importance of moving beyond corre-
lational studies and infusing method-
ologies from other areas such as so-
cial and cognitive psychology. It also
discusses important considerations
regarding recruitment and retention
of particular Asian American popula-
tions (e.g., see Chapter 4 on aging).
The multidimensionality and com-
plexity of Asian Americans warrants
an appreciation for interdisciplinary
approaches. Nagayama Hall and
Okasaki do not attempt to present
one unified conceptual or theoretical
framework of psychological research
on Asian Americans. Rather, they
have gathered clinical, counseling,
developmental, social, and cognitive
psychologists (as well as others) to
share various perspectives regarding
Asian American psychological re-
search. By sharing these diverse
views, the authors underscore the
heterogeneity of Asian Americans
and the importance of pursuing work
in traditionally underresearched areas

GORDON C. NAGAYAMA HALL, Department of
Psychology, University of Oregon.

SUMIE OKAZAKI, Department of Psychology, Uni-
versity of lllinois at Urbana—Champaign.

CHRISTINE YEH, Department of Counseling and
Clinical Psychology, Columbia University Teachers
College, 525 West 120th Street, New York, NY
10027. E-mail: cy101@colmbia.edu

TAI CHANG, Counseling, Research, Special Educa-
tion, and Rehabilitation Department, Hofstra Uni-
versity, 163 Hagedormn Hall, Hempstead, NY 11549.
E-mail: Tai.Chang@hofStra.edu

583



