self-esteem of black and white children?
Common sense may suggest that when
desegregation is peaceful black children
will have higher self-esteem than when
they are exposed to whites’ hostility in a
school where turmoil and conflict accom-
pany desegregation. But a study in this
volume shows that black children in an
abrasive and ‘‘anxiety-arousing’’ situa-
tion of conflict showed the higher self-re-
gard—apparently an outcome in part of
the high level of morale and group sup-
port among black parents and within a
unified black community (Meketon,
cited on p. 262).

One can only echo with enthusiasm
the recommendation in the chapter by
Ashmore and DelBoca that research on
prejudice (and discrimination) must spec-
ify the social context in which individ-
uals exist and must treat prejudice not as
an isolated variable to be explained by a
single antecedent but as an interacting

and interconnected aspect of an individ-
ual’s self-system and group affiliations.

In view of the great importance as-
signed by several contributors to law and
political action both for maintaining and
for changing racial and ethnic relations,
it is appropriate that this volume con-
tains an exemplary review of federal
laws and regulations relevant to racial
discrimination. Its author provides (p.
437) a definitive quotation with which to
close this review:

It may not always be possible to ‘‘legislate mo-
rality,”” but it is clear that the law may take a
leading role in pointing the way for the devel-
opment of our morality. Accordingly, those in-
volved in the continuing struggle for equal
rights in this country must not overlook the
powerful ally they have when ‘‘the law’’ is on
their side.

RoBIN M. WILLIAMS, JR.
Department of Sociology, Cornell
University, Ithaca, New York

Interpreting the Results of a Social Experiment

Women in the Kibbutz. LioNEL TIGER and Jo-
SEPH SHEPHER. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
New York, 1975. x, 334 pp. $10.95.

The Israeli kibbutz espoused equality
for women as one of its founding prin-
ciples over 50 years ago. Yet, contempo-
rary kibbutz life departs from this ideal
enough to cause grave concern to kib-
butz leaders and planners. Women in the
Kibbutz presents a carefully researched,
richly detailed account of the problem
but a simplistic, misleading, and con-
troversial interpretation of its causes.
The book seems designed to leave read-
ers with the impression, unfortunate and
probably erroneous, that if the kibbutz
cannot create equality and equity be-
tween the sexes no society can.

Though declaring that the results
‘“‘startled’’ them—a coy statement, com-
ing from a well-known biological deter-
minist like the first author—Lionel Tiger
and Joseph Shepher feel driven by their
data to an ‘‘inescapable’’ conclusion:
““Some powerful pervasive force or
forces intervene between the intentions
of kibbutz ideology and the reality of kib-
butz social structure.”” They call these
forces biological and attribute the failure
of kibbutzim to achieve full sexual
equality to a ‘‘relative intractability of
sex roles despite major social change.”’

Men and women in kibbutzim, they ar-
gue, live as if in two separate commu-
nities, and there seems to have been an
increase in sex-typing and role differ-
entiation over time. Women, their time
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freed by collective child care, can theo-
retically ““‘work’’ anywhere in a kibbutz,
but they are concentrated in service, pro-
vision of food and clothing, and educa-
tion, while men are clustered in produc-
tion, management, and kibbutz politics.
Men hold a very high proportion of kib-
butz offices, and women attend commu-
nity meetings less often and rarely talk
when present. As the importance of the
nuclear family unit has grown and the
collective commitment of the revolution-
ary founding period has declined, egali-
tarianism in sex roles has diminished,
a point first made by Yonina Talmon and
a phenomenon consistent with experi-
ences in Russia, China, and American in-
tentional communities (/). Moreover, Ti-
ger and Shepher’s attitudinal data show
that women appear to like things the new
way. Kibbutz women report dis-
satisfaction not because of reversion to a
traditional sexual division of labor but be-
cause they do not have enough ‘‘feminin-
ity and familism. Yet, such results
should be kept in perspective. The kib-
butzim have made great advances in sex
role equalization, in part as a function of
self-conscious communal and egalitarian
values.

Tiger and Shepher have proceeded
with research rigor and caution, if
with limited theoretical imagination.
Their book presents a vast quantity of
carefully collected and analyzed histori-
cal and survey data, differentiated by
type and age of kibbutz and supple-
mented with interviews and observa-

tions. It is on the level of concept and in-
terpretation that Women .in the Kibbutz
has major flaws. Tiger and Shepher do
consider (and reject the importance of)
circumstances that may have intervened
to make the kibbutz a less than perfect
social laboratory: its existence within a
larger society and the influence of large
numbers of worldwide visitors. And in
their claims for the role of biological
forces in kibbutz life they postulate them
only as propensities, not as strict de-
terminants. But they fail to see that their
conclusion that the seeming intractabili-
ty of sex roles is biologically based is far
from ‘‘inescapable.”” The kibbutz was
never a perfect test of nurture versus na-
ture as the root of sexual inequality. Giv-
en the conditions that prevailed at the
outset of this social experiment, the cur-
rent place of women in the kibbutz can
be explained on purely social grounds.

Tiger and Shepher fail to accord its full
significance to one very striking fact they
report: There were 20 to 50 percent more
men than women in kibbutzim until Is-
raeli statehood (circa 1910 to 1948). In
some early kibbutzim, there were as few
as one or two women among a dozen men.
Such low representation makes it seem
probable that women never interacted
with men on an equal footing and that
their concerns were not built into the
evolving social structure of the kibbutz.
Recent laboratory research and field ob-
servations have shown that there are spe-
cial sets of interactional dynamics
around ‘‘token’’ women or ‘‘tokens’’ of
any kind—people with a salient as-
cribed characteristic who constitute dis-
tinct numerical minorities in a group (2).
It is much more likely that the propor-
tionately scarce will fall into stereotyped
roles and at critical moments be remind-
ed of their “‘difference.”” It is unlikely
that they will become important leaders,
although they might play necessary ser-
vice roles. And it is very likely that the
assumed attributes and actual tasks of
those in the numerical majority will be as-
signed more social value.

Such ‘‘dynamics of tokenism’’ emerge
in Tiger and Shepher’s account. The
women of the early kibbutzim were as-
signed sex-stereotyped roles even over
their protests. While women sometimes
did ‘‘men’s’’ work, men never took on
the residual and ideologically less impor-
tant service tasks traditionally assigned
to women, for it was considered unac-
ceptable for men to care for young chil-
dren. What the pioneers’ cultures of ori-
gin defined as men’s work retained high-
er social value.

Would the roles of the sexes today be
different if the numbers of women and
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men had been more balanced from the
beginning? The kibbutz social experi-
ment cannot tell us. But we do know that
from the very founding of the kibbutz a
pattern was established that greatly re-
duced the chances for a fair test of the
‘“‘tractability’’ of sex roles. Today, too,
none of the boys are trained in adoles-
cence for ‘“women’s jobs,”” though girls
are trained for ‘‘men’s’” work. Under
such circumstances, should one find it
“startling’” and reflective of biological
imperatives that women learn they are
less important than men, deserving only
a back seat in public forums?

Women of the kibbutz early came to
be ghettoized in routine, minimally chal-
lenging service occupations that men
rarely entered. Given this occupational
distribution, along with the fact that
“‘success’’ or ‘‘achievement’’ (to the ex-
tent that these concepts still have mean-
ing in a communal group, as I suspect
they do) must have been associated with
the men’s pursuits, kibbutz women de-
veloped attitudes and behaviors that
tend to be adopted by anyone—male or
female—in routine, low-opportunity,
low-valued work. Like many American
male factory workers, kibbutz women
desired escape into situations where they
could be more independent and have
more control over their work rhythms:
for example, out of the communal laun-
dry-factory and into their own ‘‘small
business,”’ the running of their own af-
fairs in the nuclear family. Like people in
growthless, dead-end jobs everywhere,
kibbutz women turned to personal ser-
vice and emphasized an ideology (roman-
tic love) that would vicariously tie them
to power, as a way to acquire recognition
and status when the opportunity for
achievement of their own was stifled (3).
(These patterns are especially character-
istic of secretaries in the United States,
and it is interesting to note that kibbutz
women in the management branches are
overwhelmingly concentrated in clerical
work.) Finally, kibbutz women clustered
in service branches such as the kitchen
and nurseries seem to have behaved
like all work groups with low pow-
er, little institutional importance, easy re-
placeability, and close scrutiny by a
clientele who cannot be kept at a dis-
tance with claims of worker expertise.
Thus, each of the attitudes and behaviors
that Tigér and Shepher claim differ-
entiate the sexes in biologically basic
ways can also be seen in a very different
Tight: as characteristic ‘human responses
to work conditions.

That Tiger and Shepher saw only
biology or beliefs as alternatives for ex-
planation of male-female roles merely ex-
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emplifies a more general poverty of imag-
ination in social and psychological
theories of sex and gender differ-
entiation. There has been a relative lack
of attention to middle-range theories of
social organization: how position in a
particular division of labor affects be-
havior, attitudes, and preferences.

But there are other conclusions that the
reader can draw from the kibbutz experi-
ence. First, equality and equity will not
come about as long as they are seen sole-
ly as a matter of giving women a crack at
male-dominated work. It is not enough
to reduce ‘‘women’s burdens’’ if they
are not shared with men. Men must par-
ticipate, too, in child care and other ser-
vices, valuing them as important contri-
butions to the community. And perhaps
more fundamentally, sex roles cannot be
changed through removing sexist social-
ization of children (as the kibbutzim tried
to do) if adult sex-typing and inequity in
the structure of roles remain. Despite
‘““ideal”” socialization, kibbutz children
reverted to more traditional attitudes.
This is understandable. Children learn

not only from the present but from
seeing what lies ahead. Waiting for the
next generation, for the children of Uto-
pia, instead of making change now, may
ensure failure. That our children will
bring about the world we desire but can-
not effect may be a myth. It is the pres-
ent structure of roles and relationships
that locks us in and sets the future in mo-
tion.

ROSABETH Moss KANTER
Harvard Law School, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, and Department of
Sociology, Brandeis University, Waltham
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Everyday Relationships in Urban Settings

The Cocktail Waitress. Woman’s Work in a
Man’s World. JaMes P. SprRADLEY and
BRENDA J. MANN. Wiley, New York, 1975.
vi, 154 pp. $7.50.

One could argue, and I suspect some
will, that an anthropological-ethnograph-
ic study of cocktail waitresses in a col-
lege-hangout bar (Brady’s) located in an
American city in what would appear to
be the upper Middle West represents the
ultimate in social science triviality. Had
the study been federally funded (appar-
ently, it was not), one can well imagine
Senator William Proxmire ‘‘honoring’’ it
with one of his awards. After all, consid-
er the elements of focus: young, middle-
class working women, neither poor nor
delinquent; a college clientele, not even
engaged in counter-cultural or revolu-
tionary troublemaking; a bar, hardly the
setting for the “‘truly important’’ events
of the day. And if that weren’t enough,
the study is devoid of the panoply of
“‘real”” social science: no correlations,
no Cross tébulations, no path analyses,
no numbers.

But triviality like other qualities is in
the eye or ideology of the beholder. As a
sociological social psychologist with an
interest in urban phenomena, as a quali-
tative analyst, and as a feminist, I would
argue that whatever strengths and impor-
tance this slim volume possesses emerge

not in spite of, but because of, its non-
quantitative attention to mundane as-
pects of social life. Its authors have man-
aged (as more quantitatively sophis-
ticated social science researchers bent
on pursuing questions of current concern
seem often not to do) to illuminate a por-
tion of those interactions and understand-
ings, patterns and processes that simulta-
neously create and are creations of the
culture and social organization that struc-
ture our lives.

An explicit goal of The Cocktail Wait-
ress is to contribute to our understanding
of the social construction of maleness
and femaleness. It is certainly not news
in social science that male and female,
man and woman, are socially con-
structed categories. Historical, cross-
cultural, and feminist-sensitized contem-
porary materials show clearly that social
groups, working with the clay of biologi-
cal differentiation, create socially differ-
entiated sexual selves. What is less
clear, both to relatively disinterested ana-
lysts and to liberationist activists, is the
micromechanisms by which such selves
are produced and sustained and the mi-
crostructures in which they are embed-
ded. Spradley and Mann have captured
on paper a number of these elusive mech-
anisms and structures. There is, for ex-
ample, the ‘‘handicap rule,”” which, at
Brady’s Bar, prevents female employees
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