











THREE

Some institutions result from collective protest against these
institutionalized definitions—the protest, for instance, that a re-
ligious sect makes against the definition of acceptable religion
promoted by an official clergy or the protest made by the variety
of groups which established new kinds of educational institu-
tions as a reaction to the conception of education established by
the classical New England colleges. But there are also:

. .chronic deviations and protests, some lasting through gener-
ations and ages. They may gain a certain stability, although they
do not have the support of open legitimacy. They may operate
without benetit of the law, although often with the connivance

of the legal establishment. They may lie outside the realm of re-
spectability. .

Some are the illegitimate distributors of legitimate goods and
services; others satisfy wants not considered legitimate. . . . All

take on organized forms not unlike those of other institutions.
(Hughes [1971] 1984, 98-99)

Hughes suggests calling these bastard institutions. They take a variety of
forms. Some are not formally legitimate butare not necessarily illegitimate
either, though they may be. They are highly conventional and supported
by popular opinion, but only within a subcommunity. He has in mind here
such informal forms of justice as kangaroo courts in prisons and armies or
tong courts in the Chinatowns of another era, but also the institutions Or-
thodox Jewish communities developed to insure a supply of properly
slaughtered kosher meat for their members.

Some are marginal to more legitimate distributors of services. So, right
alongside the schools that teach law and accounting are cram schools that
teach people how to pass the examinations the state uses to decide who
will be allowed to practice those professions. These schools don’t pretend
to teach law; they teach test-passing. Hughes putsin this category the com-
munities that make available what nearby communities forbid. He loved to
point to George Pullman’s model community in Chicago, built in the
1880s for the men who worked for him making sleeping cars for railroads.
Pulliman, who took his version of religion seriously, allowed no taverns in
his model town. No problem for the workers. Just across South Michigan
Avenue, Pullman’s western border, lay Roseland, a mile or so of taverns
that provided the cigarettes, whiskey, and wild women unavailable to the
east (a specialty that continued into the 1940s, when I occasionally played
prano in those same taverns).

In the clearest cases, well-established institutions provide forbidden
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goods and services for which there 1s a permanent and substantial mmarket,
such as illegal gambling casinos, speakeasies in areas where alcohol cannot
be sold legally, and whorehouses of various kinds. Or it might be that there
are things that are fine for other people to have, but not available in any ap-
propriate way for people like you. Transvestites who wish to dress in
women’s clothes find it easy to shop where the clerks expect to sell dresses,
pantyhose, and garter belts to six-foot-tall, two-hundred-pound men. As
Hughes says of establishments like this:

They are in direct conflict with accepted definitions and institu-
tional mandates. [They offer] a less than fully respectable alter-
native or allow one to satisfy some hidden weaknesses or
idiosyncratic tastes not provided for, and slightly frownqd on, by
the established distributors. Still others quite simply offer a way
to get something not easily available to people of one’s kindin tl}c
prevailing institutional system. They are corrections of faults in
institutional definition and distribution. ([1971] 1984, 99)

Social scientists have typically studied such phenomena as “deviance™as
pathological, abnormal behavior whose special roots have to be uncov-
ered, so that “society” can act effectively to rid itself of the “problem.”
Hughes, however, wants to include them as “part of the total complex ot
human activities and enterprises . . . in which we can see the [same] social
processes going on . . . that are to be found in the legitimate institutions”
([1971] 1984,99-100). He connects the legitimate and illegitimate forins
of activity this way: “The institutional tendency is to pile up behavior ata
modal point by definition of what is proper, by sanctions applied against
deviating behavior, and by offering devices for distributing only the stan-
dardized opportunities and services to people. But while institutions clus-
ter behavior, they do not completely destroy the deviations.”

So, for example, marriage is the modal way of organizing sex and pro-
creation, but some people don’t marry and some who do don't confine
their sexual activity to legitimate mates. Every society defines a form of
marriage (among other things, a device for distributing men among
women, and wonien among men) as involving people whose specific so-
cial attributes (for instance, race, class, and ethnicity, but there are others)
make them “appropriate mates.” But people’s ability to take care of mates
varies, and the way people move around and often congregate in relative
isolation creates situations in which, for many people, there are no suitable
marriage mates available. The classic examples are the heroines of Jane
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Austen novels, on the one hand, and the men who work in logging camps
or ships or mines far removed from the conventional communitics in
which they might find appropriate mates, on the other. Prostitution and
temporary homosexual relationships have been conunon solutions to the
male version of the problem, as the quietly lesbian relationships of middle-
class women who “shared an apartment” were at one time for the female
version.

So far, the analysis is interesting but not surprising. Other social scien-
tsts (e.g., Kingsley Davis 1937) have used similar examples to make similar
points. Now Hughes produces a surprise. Deviation moves in two direc-
tions, takes two foris, and the social scientist should look at and discuss not
only the illegitimate and frowned on deviation (he calls it the direction of
the devil) but also the angelic forn. Prostitution works to provide scarce
women to men, but there is no corresponding device to supply men for
women when the imbalance is the other way. So nmany women who would
prefer not to be in that situation have no legitimate male partner (in what-
ever way legitimacy is defined).

The point, for Hughes, is that the workings of conventional institutions
putsome people in a position where they are required to be “better” than
they want to be or than anyone has a right to expect them to be. “It would
be especially important to find out at what points there develops an insti-
tutionalizing of adjustments to the position of being better than one
wishes” ([1971] 1984, 103).

The institutionalizing of celibacy in the name of religion is the

realization in institutional form of deviation from marriage in
(h~e direction of the angels—a deviation rationalized in the terms
of supposedly supreme values, the higher-than-normal ideals of
human conduct. For the individual in such an institution the
function may be clear; these institutions allow one to live up to
some ideal more nearly than is possible out in the world and in
marriage. 1 emphasize the word allow, for the world would
merely think a person queer to so live without special declara-
tion, without attachment to an ongoing body devoted to this
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established teaching of the virtues, are not provided for in the
modal definitions to which institutional machinery is generally
geared. Let it be noted, however, that society very often accepts
such deviation in an organized institutionalized form, when it
would scarcely accept it as isolated individual behavior. . . . The
individual deviation may appear as a threat to the whole accepted
systen; the organized deviations, however, may appear as a spe-
cial adaptation of the system itself, perhaps as a little special ex-
ample of what humans are capable of. ([1971] 1984, 103—4)

So, Hughes points out, a classic form of heresy is the demand that every-
one live up to some commonly proclaimed virtue:

Society idealizes, in statements and in symbolic representation,
degrees of virtue that are notin fact realizable by all people orare
not realizable in combination with other virtues and in the cur-
cumstances of on-going real life. It appears that society allows
some people to approach these levels of one virtue or another in
some institutionalized form that will at once provide the spiritual
lift and satisfaction of seeing the saintly example before one,
without the personal threat that would come from mere individ-
ual saintliness offered as something that all of us should seriously
emulate and the social threat of a contagious example. ([1971]
1984, 104)

Sociological analysis should then, according to Hughes,

take some matter, some aspect of human life, which is highly in-
stitutionalized and is the object of much moral sanctioning, and
.. .treat the whole range of behavior with respect to it: the insti-
tutionalized norms and the deviations in various directions from
the norm. . . . We have seen the norm, the institutionally defined
and distributed relations between adult males and females, as a
special point in the fuller range of possible and actual behavior,
and have at least indicated some possible functional relations be-
tween the instituted and the deviation in both the bastard and the
angelic directions. ([1971] 1984, 105)

special deviation. . . .

- .. The institutions of celibacy offer a declared, established,
and accepted way of not accepting the modal norm of behavior;
perhaps a nobler and more satisfying way of accepting the fate
that a fault of distribution in existing institutions condemns one
to. They may be considered also as institutional provision for
those highest lights of idealism that, although engendered by the
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Treating the full range of cases, then, means including what we might
otherwise leave out as in some way too weird or raunchy for proper soci-
ologists to consider. It also means using such cases to define and point to
the other end of the scale, those activities that are too good to be true, the
angelic deviations. In Hughes’s hands, this often takes the form of com-
parisons that seem shocking or highly improper. He liked, for iustance, to
compare priests, psychiatrists, and prostitutes, noting that members of all
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three occupations have “guilty knowledge,” that they know things about
their parishioners, patients, or customers that have to be kept secret.
Hughes was interested in a comparative study of the means by which, un-
der the differing conditions in which the members of each profession
worked, those secrets were kept.

Leaving cases out because they seem tasteless or politically discomfiting
is equally guaranteed to be a mistake. Good taste is a potent form of social
control. Nothing is easier than to get someone to stop doing something we

don’t like by suggesting that it is “cheap” or “not cool” or “gauche” or any
“of a hundred similar put-downs. The Russian literary critic Bakhtin
pointed out that Rabelais told his tales of Gargantua’s carryings on in com-
mon vulgar language precisely because it was politically offensive to the
cducated folk who would have preferred a “iore clevated” tone. We are
likely to be responding to someone’s exercise of social control when we
unthinkingly accept such criticism, and social scientists often do.
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