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submerged in long rambling paragraphs or descri pti ons. The use of sub-head ings or titles 10 help the reader foc us 
on the key issues in each chapter would be useful. Unless a busy teacher is seriously commi11ed to the teaching of 
politics and takes time for careful rev iew of the monograph , much of what is contained therein wi ll remain 
uncovered and not be put to use in Canad ian classrooms. 

In summary, the monograph can be recommended to a number of constituencies: cert ainly to classroom 
teachers , especia ll y at the secondary school level, who are seeking ways to approach the teaching of politics in 
the ir classroo ms; to soc ial studies educators within school boards, government offices or uni versity confines; and 
lo the lay readership which seeks fo r some understand ing as to how education can contribute to the making of an 
acti ve, in fo rmed c iti zenry. 

K.G . Dueck 
The Uni versit y of Calgary 
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Kieran Egan's latest contribution to education advances one of the most provocative arguments in educational 
theorizing to be seen for some time . And it is fa ir to speculate that it will leave educational psychologists talking 
to one another, if not to Egan, for a long time to come. For in this book Egan argues that educational psychology 
has not advanced the cause of education one whit , and that our continued reliance on the alleged " findings" of 
educational psychologists has been, and continues to be, pos itively pernicious. As Egan says: 

The argument of thi s book is that no psychological theory has , or can have, leg itimate implications for 
educationa l practice .. . I hope to show that the notion that one can move, however cautiously , along a line of 
implication from psychological - or other human or social science - theories to educational practice is 
mistaken, and in practice damag ing 10 education. (pp. ix,x) 

Egan beg ins hi s sweeping attack by fi rst distinguishing an educational theory from a psychological theory in 
the fo llowing way. An educational theory , according to Egan , consists in a set of normati ve prescriptions which 
answer the questions " What should we teach? How should we teach these things? When should we teach them? 
What should our end-product be like?" (p. I) However, a psychological theory , according to Egan, cannot 
legitimately answer these normati ve questions because its job is merely to describe (scientifically) what is the 
case with respect to " necessary constraints on our nature". If, and Egan stresses the " if", such necessary 
constraints on our nature could be discovered , then psychology would have some limited role in helping to 
answer some of the normative questions in educati on. However, the greatest portion of Egan's book is designed 
to show that psychology has come nowhere close to discovering such natural constraints on our nature, and is, 
therefore , effecti vely irrelevant to education, and educational theorizing. Indeed , Egan sets out his general 
argument in the form of a clear syllogism: 

Major premise. Psychologica l theories can have implications for education onl y if they describe constraints 
on our nature. 

Minor premise. No psychological theory at present describes constraints on our nature . 

Conclusion. Psychological theories at present have no implications for education. (p.1 25) 

Four of Egan's fi ve chapters are spent defending the premises of this argument in very interesting and 
illuminating ways. The longest chapter consists in a sustained criticism of Piaget and hi s fo llowers, arguing that: 
(a) whatever appears true in Piaget's theory does so because it consists of certain log ical tautologies (e.g. 
" children develop in stages"), (b) what is not tautological in Piaget's theory is unsupported by avail able 
empirical ev idence, and (c) the theory issues in contradictory prescriptions for teaching. In sum , Piaget has not 
di scovered anything that educationists need take seriously, and continued respect fo r Piaget can only stultify 
students and teachers alike . 

Aside fro m one chapter which praises (very uncritically in my view) the virtues of Plato's educational theory, 
the book concentrates on attacking many of the major paradigms of educational psychology that have appeared in 
the past fo rty years. Among those criticised are: behaviour modification (Skinner, Bandura , er al .), teaching 
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effecti veness research (Gage, er al .), Robert Gagne ' s learning hierarchic , Bruner' s theory of instruction, 
behavioural objecti ves, and Aptitude-Treatment -Interac tion (AT I) resea rch a la Cronbach er al. Agai n, Egan ' s 
conclusion is that none of these re earch tradit ions (some of which he calls " theories") has any va lid application 
to educati on. And hi s arguments here go a long way toward mak ing plausible his genera l negati ve conclusion . 

The major strength of this book is that it forces us to take a hard look at what educational psychology has and 
has not been doing in education . And if Egan ' s arguments are taken seriou ly , it cannot help but clarify , and fo rce 
us to rea sess, much of what now passes for educational resea rch. Such hard- nosed criti cisms are difficult to 
come by , and are long overdue . 

That sa id, however, there is al o much in thi s book that is confused as well as confusing, and in the end the 
major thesis of the book (q uoted above) is never really establi shed . and much too strenuously overstated. In 
particul ar, the Major premise of Egan' s sy llogism employs some very pecul iar (and unorthodox) notions of what 
a " theory" is, and also what is meant by " constraints o n our nature" . Alllong other things , he appears to pick 
and choose the types of psychologica l studies wh ich he regards as employing a " theory" rather at random , and 
the principle for th is selection remain unclear to the end . 

That is , Egan says he is not aga inst empi rical research in education as such, nor against empi rical research 
done by psycholog ists of educati on , but rather he is aga inst empirica l research which is based on any 
psycholog ical theory as such . However, thi s i far from satisfactory because it is at least arguable that any 
empirical research worthy of the name is based on some kind of theory, or theoreti ca l perspect ive, however 
vaguely defi ned a g iven theory J11ay be . What are the criteria for disti ngu ishing research that is based on a theory 
from that which is not? Egan has noth ing to say about thi s except that he is against the research which is based on 
a theory. But let us conside r sollle cases which appear to be counter-exalllples to Egan' s thesis. Arthur Jensen's 
work on I. Q . is of interest here for several reason , the first be ing that it has clear implications for educat ion , such 
as compensatory education programmes, stream ing, and the like; and secondly it can leg itimately be described as 
study ing ''constrai nts on our nature'' . Is Jensen's research based on a theory? Without addressing the question 
direc tly, Jensen mere ly claims to be fac tor-analyz ing, and interpreting, certain avail ab le data about intelligence . 
Yet Jensen would not be averse to our descri bing him as defe ndi ng " a theory about the heri tability of 
intell igence", and this is a perfectl y normal use of the word " theory". Such examples are not only counter­
instances to Egan' s Major premise (of his sy llogism) , bu t they highligh t the systematic ambiguity in cla illling , as 
Egan does, that he is not averse to empirical research but onl y to research " based on a theory" . 

Moreover, Egan energetically criticizes " teacher effectiveness research", in particular the work of Nate Gage 
et al . Gage himself, however, in many places throughout his work explici tly denies that he is advancing a 
" theory " , as such, about teacher e ffec tiveness; he says he is merely reporting the results of various empirical 
studies on the question . But qu ite apart from the meta-question of whether Gage ' s research is advancing a theory 
or not , the po int is that Egan takes him to be advanc ing a theory despite Gage ' s claim to the contrary. How else 
explain Egan ' s determination to refute th is research , since he professes to criticize only psychological " theories' ' 
in education? I submi t that nowhere in this book does Egan come clean on wh ich research he con trues to be 
" based on a theory' ' and wh ich not , nor what his criteria are for deciding the question . And whatever plausibi lity 
there may be in hi s major thesis, J11 uch of it rests on hi s pe rvas ive equi vocation on the J11eaning of " psychologica l 
theory". 

Similarly, the meaning Egan gives to the crucial phrase ' 'constraints on our nature ' ' , which appears in both 
premises of hi s sy llogism (q uoted above), rema ins vague and mysterious throughout. Does it mean ' 'constra ints" 
which people are born with by vi rtue of their genetic make-up , in which case they cannot be changed? Or does it 
mean the " constraints" which work upon a person by virtue of contingent environmental fac tors? The 
overwhelming context ual ev idence in thi s book suggests that Egan means constraints wh ich are non-contingent , 
and therefore univer all y necessary for our spec ies. Indeed , it is only this meaning of " constra ints" which: (a) 
lends any punch (or impact) to his sy llogism in the fi rst place , (b) enables hi m to charge detractors with 
committing the so-called " psychological fa ll acy", (c) exp lains (or justifies) his spending most of hi s energies 
attack ing Piaget-who professed to have discovered such constraints, and (d) enables Egan to counsel educators 
to feel constrained not by " regularitie which are ocially contingent" but on ly by those which are " natural and 
therefore necessary ''. However, th is view of ' 'constraint '', in the phrase' 'constra ints on our nature' ', present 
at least three serious problems. The firs t is that it simply begs all the questi ons of the long-stand ing '' nature vs. 
nurture" controversy without arguing the point directly, and merely asserts that the " nature" view is correct. 
Secondly, even if the' ' nature' ' view of the controversy should be correct it wou ld still not follow that educators 
could disregard research that describes " contingent regu larities" - indeed , it wou ld be irrat ional to do so 
because those regularit ies (i .e. " forces ") are at work in real classrooms even if they are contingent regularities. 
And thirdly , it is onl y by investigating empirica l regularities (of whatever type) that we could ever come to 
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discover which regularities are con tingent and which necessary. If they are truly empirica/regularities, then there 
cannot be any a priori way of determining which regularities are which. This argues fo r more eclecticism in 
empirical research than Egan seems prepared to countenance as educationally valuable . 

If, however, Egan means that contingent environmental factors are the loci of "constraints", in hi s phrase 
''constrai nts on our nature '', then it is difficult to see how his sy llog ism has any force since he would not then be 
talking about constraints on our nature, as such, but simply constraints simpliciter - which might have little or 
nothing to do with "our nature". Indeed , on thi s interpretation, talking about "our nature" at all is more of a 
hindrance than a he lp in the di scuss ion because what constitutes a " constraint " in any given instance could be 
something mere ly accidental , or fl eeting, or idiosyncratic to one individual, but not necessarily generalisable. 
On thi s interpretati on, that is, the flood-gates are open as to what could count as a "constraint " : presumably, 
only some sub-set of all possib le constraints wou ld be educat ionally or psychologically important. But which are 
these? To answer: " those which constrain our nature'', is merely to return us to the question again, what does 
"constraints on our nature" mean? 

Moreover , if Egan means to include contingent environ mental fac tors in what might constra in us (i.e. 
constrain learning), then it is difficult to understand his justification for charg ing: 

If we allow [culture-specific regularities] to suggest implications fo r educational practice we commit the 
psychological fa llacy- allowing a description of something contingent on past forms of cultu ral initiation to 
constrai n our prescriptions for the future. (p .1 37) 

On the latter interpretat ion of "constraints on our nature'', however, " contingent forms of cultura l initiation' ' 
is prec ise ly the source of those kinds of constraints which it is supposed to be psychology's job to discover? On 
this interpretation of the phrase "constraints on our nature", then, Egan would be committing his own so-called 
"fallacy''. I therefore think the fo rmer interpretation of hi s meaning is closer to hi s intended mark since the latter 
interpretation leads to fl agrant inconsistency. 

In sum, there is much in this book that is illuminating and much that is confused. But all of it is provocative and 
interesting to read. 

John E. McPeck 
The University of Western Ontario 

Gumbert, Edgar B. , Different People: Studies in Ethnicity and Education, Atlanta , Georgia: 
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Ethnicity has become again a popular theme among scholars and the public at large. These concerns and 
interests have given birth to numerous books and articles. The book under review here is one of many; it gathers 
papers which were originally lectures at Georgia State University. Thus, as in many ed ited works , one can find a 
very general common thread , but very little in terms of theoretical analysis. Except fo r the introducti on, which 
attempts an analysi s and a linking of the different papers , one finds here three different units on di fferent topics , 
and no general comparison . We shall try to review these different articles. 

The introduction by the editor stresses that increased knowledge and understanding will help make ethnic 
societies work , but that racism is still prevalent. A second part underlines the di versity of the ethnic phenomenon , 
mentioning the politica l and economic concerns as well as power and authority relations. Unfortunately, there is 
no analysis and the examples given are high ly contestable . For instance , it is mentioned that " the over one 
million pieds noirs who entered France from Algeria after it ga ined its independence in 1962 were as despised by 
the metropolitan French as the Algerian or Moroccan immigrant workers who came later." There is no proof of 
this, and what struck sociologists has been the fac t that, after a few tensions , the pieds noirs settled and were 
accepted in France, to the exten t that their group identity is now , twenty years later, a fo lkloric and unimportant 
characteristic . Returned pieds noirs were never assass inated and rarely aggressed , contrarily to the North African 
immigrant workers . A third part presents the general context of the immigration of workers , stress ing that these 
workers are not immigrants settling down and are " judged by the distance they keep from the host cu lture." This 
is an interesting idea, but should be given some proof. A brief review of the race issues in Britain and then of the 
U.S . immigration policies and the most recent waves of refugees are briefly mentioned . In Education , the 
"identity seekers" movement in the U.S., initiated by Blacks, has transformed the prevalent ass imilationist 




