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of them can ~ppro~ch the breadth and comprehensiveness of the Census. 
Too bad for us. 

Sonlt·tinll·s collecting the d~ta that others h~vcn't collected for us is so 

expellSive and requires so much work that wejust don't do it. They don't 

gt't it I~>r liS, alld we dOIl't get it for ourselves, not because it isn't worth hav­

ing, but because having it is "impractical"-that iS,more expensive than 

the people who pay for such things are willing to pay for. 

Following the lead of Bittner and Garfinkel, and of those who have been 

worried about the inaccuracies of police statistics (a favorite source of data 

··for studies in criminology) and medical records (a favorite source of data 

fi)r investig~tors of health problems), a field of sociological research has 

grown up that deals, exactly, with the sociology of record keeping. This re­

search looks into how records are kept, not as a way of correcting their de­

ficiencies as data sources, but because keeping records is a commonplace 

activity in most colltemporary organizations; to understand how the orga­

nizations work you have to know how the records are kept. But knowing 

that Illeans that you know too much to take them as accurate sources of in­

fOrJllation for social science purposes. We want full description. What we 

get i~ partial description for practical organizational purposes. If we know 

that police statistics are kept with one eye on how insurance companies 

will use them to set the price of household theft insurance, and that house­

holdas complain to elected officials when their insurance costs more for 

that reason, we know that police statistics on theft will probably reflect 
sllch political contingencies to some degree. 

The illOlCcurat'y of every sort of data gathered by others is a very large 

area of scholarly activity, and I will not try to cover it here. That's another 

book. Some work deals with the simple fact of inaccuracy: for instance, 

Morgenstern's (1950) classic dissection of errors in economic statistics. 

Some of it deals with conceptual problems, as in Garfinkel's questioning of 

CellSus data on sex on the basis of his study of a transsexual: how do you 

classify someone who does not exactly fit into any of the standard cate­

gories? Garfinkel, of course, dealt with a rare situation, though he was cor­

ren to say that the Census had no idea how many people wouldn't fit into 

the categories, since they made no independent investigation. Some re­

St'archns dncribe the way the information is not what it ought to be as a 

rt'sliit of tilt' work routines of the data gatherers (for instance, Roth 1l)()5, 
I'ellclf I 'JHH). 

All these investigations of problems with "official" or quasi-official data 
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inter~t us here because every such problem means th'lt we an: losing mille 

information that, if we knew it, would help us recover the cases Wt' need 

for the complete descriptions that help us get around conventional cate­

gories. Since we often rely on such data, no matter what our criticisms and 

distrust of it (no social scielltist can do without the Ccnsus, for all its faults), 

we need a trick for dealing with it. The trick is easy. Ask where the data 

come from, who gathered it, what their organizational and conceptllal 

constraints are, and how all of that affected what the table I'm looking at 

displays. It makes rather more work out of consulting a table than you 

might think necessary, but there is too much trouble built into other peo­

ple's data to run the risk of not making that effort. 

Bastard Illstitl4tio"s 

All these obstacles to researchers seeing what is there to see, and using it to 

enlarge the range of their thinking, can be remedied, and I have suggested 

a lot of tricks for doing that. The best way of avoiding these errors is to cre­

ate a more general theoretical understanding of the sociology of iliaking 

distinctions between what's appropriate and necessary for social scientists 

to include as they construct their synecdoches. Everett C. Hughes's classic 

paper on "bastard institutions," a small masterpiece of sociological theo­

rizing (Hughes [1971] 1984,98-105), shows how conventional choices of 

appropriate material for sociological analysis rule out a whole range of 

phenomena that ought to be included in our thinking, and thus make our 

salllplc of collective human activity a less accurate synccdochc thall it 

ought to be. 

Hughes begins by defining a very general problelll of social organiza­

tion: how institutions defll1e what will and won't be distributed within a 

given category of service or goods: 

InstitutiollS distribute goods and services; they are the legitinlate 
satisfiers oflegitimate human wants. In the course of distributing 
religion, play, art, education, food and drink, shelter, and other 
things-they also define in standard ways what it is proper for 
people to want. The definition of what is to be distributed, al­
though it lIIay be fairly hroad alld sonlt'what flexihlt', s<·ldOJlI if 
ever cOlllpletely satisfies all kinds and conditiollS of lI1en. Inst illl­
tions ~Iso decide, in effect, to serve only ~ cert~in r~n~e of peopk. 
as does a shop that decides not to carry out-sizes and queer styles 
of shirts. The distribution is never complete and perfect. 
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Some institutions result from collective protest against these 
institutionalized defmitions-the protest, for instance, that a re­
li~i<lm sen makes against the defl1lition of acceptable rdigion 
promoted by an official clergy or the protest made by the variety 
of groups which established new kinds of educational institu­
I inns as a reaction to the conception of education established by 
the classical New England colleges. 13ut there are also: 

.. duouic 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 benefit 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 ;'/stitutiotls. They take a variety of 

forms. Some are not formally legitimate but are 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 

~uch informal forms ofjustice 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 lIIore legitimate distributors of services. So, right 
alllllgsidc lilt, ~chools lhat teach law and accounting are cram schools that 

teach peopk how to pass the examinations the state uses to decide who 

will be allowed to practice those professions. These schools don't pretend 

to tearh law; they teach test-passing. Hughes puts in this category the com­

munities that make available what nearby communities forbid. He loved to 

point to George Pulllllan's model community in Chicago, built in the 

1RHOs for the men who worked for him making sleeping cars for railroads. 

1'II11111an, who took his version of religion seriously, allowed no taverns in 

his lIIodellOwn. No probkm 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 

piano in those ~ame taverns). 

In the clearest cases, well-established institutions provide forbidden 
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goods and services for which there is a permanent and substantial market, 

such as illegal gambling casinos, speakeasies in areas where alcohol cannot 

be sold legally, and whorehouses of various kinds. Or it might he lhat there 

are things that are fme 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 fmd it easy to shop where the clerks expect to sell dresses. 

pantyhose, and garter bdts to six-foot-tall, two-hundred-pound men. As 

Hughes says of establishments like this: 

They are in direct conflict with accepted definitions and institll­
tional mandates. (They offerl a less than fully respectable alter­
native or allow one to satisfy some hidden weaknesses or 
idiosyncratic tastes not provided for, and slightly frowned on, hy 
the established distrihutors. Still others quite simply oft~r a way 
to get something not easily available to people of one's kind in the 
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 effl:ctively to rid itself of the "proble:IlI." 

Hughes, howevl:r, wants to indudl: thelll as "part of thl: total co/nplex of 

human activities and enterprises ... in which we can st:e the \sallle\ social 

processes going on ... that are to be found in the legitimate institutions" 

([1971]1984,99-100). He connects the legitimate and illegitimate limns 

of activity this way: "The illStitlltional tendency is to pile lip hehavior:lt ;1 

modal point by deflllition of what is proper, by sanctions applicJ a~ainst 

deviating behavior, and by offering devices for distributing only the stan­

dardized opportunities and services to people. But while institutions dus­

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 defmes a forlll of 

marriage (among other things, a device for distributing men alllong 

WOlllen, and women alllong lIJen) as involving people whosl: specific so­

cial attributes (for instance, race, class, and ethnicity, but there are others) 

make them "appropriate mates." Uut people's ability to take care of lIJates 

varies, and the way people move around and often congregate in relative: 

isolation creates situations ill which, for lllallY people, thl:re are no sllitable 

marriage mates available. The classic examples are the heroines of Jane 
;.J, 
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Austell nowls, on the one hand, and the men who work in logging camps 

or ships or milKS far removed frum the conventional conJl111lnities in 

willch they might find appropriate mates, on the other. Prostitution and 

temporary homosexual relationships have been common solutions to the 

null" 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 fJr, the analysis is interesting but not surprising. Other social scien­

t im (e.g., Kingsley Davis 1937) have used similar examples to make similar 

pf'lints. Now Hughes produces a surprise. Deviation moves in two direc­

tiOllS, takes two forms, and the social scientist should look at and discuss not 

only the illq~itimate Jnd frowned on deviJtion (he calls it the direl'tion of 
II,,· d"vll) hilt ;lIs" the allgdil' '()rlll. I'rostillltioll works to provide searcc 

women to men, but there is no corresponding device to supply men for 

women when the imbalance is the other way. So many women who would 

prefn not to he in that situation have no legitimate male partner (in what­
ever way legitimacy is defined). 

The poillt, for Hughes, is that the workin~ of conventional institutions 

put some 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"(I197I) 1984,103). 

The illStillllionalizing of celihacy in the namc of religion is the 

realization in institutional form of deviation from marriage in 
the 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 aI/oil" 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 
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 lIlay be considered also as institutional provision for 
those highest lights of idealism that, although engendered by the 

106 

SAMPLING 

estahlished teaching of the virtues, are not provided for in the 
modal definitiolJS to which illstitutionalmacllinny is gl'nl'rally 
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 hehavior.... The 
individual deviation may appear as a threat to the whole acceptn! 
system; the organized deviatiollS, 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. ([ 1(71) 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, 
dcgn'l's of virluc t!l'1l are lIot ill "Id n'ali~;lhk hy .111,,,·, 'pk "1".11 ,. 

not realizable ill combination with other VirtUl'S and in the ,if'­
Cllmstances 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. ([ 1(71) 
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 ohject of Illllch moral sanctioning. and 
... treat the whole range ofhchavior with respen tll it: till' insti­
tutionalized norms and the deviations in various directions from 
the norm....We have seen the norm, the institutionaBy defined 
and distributed relations between adult males and females, as a 
special point in the fuBer 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]19R4, lOS) 

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 ~ood to he 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 inst.lIIce, to 

compare priests, psychiatrists, and prostitutes, noting that memhers 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 

contro\. 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 ofGargantua's carryingson in com­
nlon vulgar language precisely because it was politically offensive to the 
edliLatnl folk who would have preferred a "more elevated" 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. 

IOH 


