
chapter, Birkbeck (Chapter 11) evaluates the application of
regional ‘‘Inter-American’’ accountability mechanisms to police
misuse of force in Venezuela.

This is a compilation that will be of interest to scholars con-
cerned with transnational policing, global governance, international
development, (critical) international relations, and humanitarian as-
sistance, amongst other areas. Its potential readership is therefore
wide-ranging. While this volume may not possess the immediate
accessibility for practitioner appeal, some will certainly find value
within its various contributions. Indeed, in concluding this review I
am reminded of a recent meeting with a British security consul-
tantFengaged in foreign police training and capacity-buildingF
who asked for recommendations regarding which academic works
he should be reading. Even though the tenor of this compilation
may not have been to his liking, it immediately came to mind. As
this agenda-setting compilation emphasizes, encouraging reflection
amongst practitionersFand perhaps even tweaking their con-
sciences in the processFis fundamental to challenging the domi-
nant cultures that craft transnational policing.

* * *

Fighting for Political Freedom: Comparative Studies of the Legal Com-
plex and Political Liberalism. By Terence C. Halliday, Lucien
Karpik, and Malcolm Feeley, eds. Oxford, United Kingdom: Hart
Publishing, 2007. Pp. x1508. S| 24.00 paper.

Reviewed by Laura J. Hatcher, Southern Illinois University at
Carbondale

The hallmark of this remarkable volume is the conceptualization of
the legal complex and its relationship to political lawyering. The
legal complex is ‘‘the system of relations among legally-trained
occupations which mobilize on a particular issue’’ (p. 7). The
structure of the complex may vary not only from one historical
moment to the next, but even within a particular period because
the legal complex may divide on an issue. The concept, then,
allows comparison of situations where organized opposition to
political regimes may compete with organized support of them.
This powerful ability to compare both across and within cases
produces a set of chapter-length studies from various parts of the
globe. Taken together, they suggest how complicated the relation-
ships are within mobilizations and countermobilizations on behalf
of a wide variety of political ideas.

The problem for this volume is that the very notion of a legal
complex seems to create some difficulties when deployed in
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research, as can be seen by comparing the case study chapters to
each other. Like most edited volumes, there is some unevenness
such that some chapters are more theoretically grounded than
others. But, more important, there are fundamental differences in
the way that contributors deploy ‘‘legal complex’’ in their analyses.
For example, Ginsburg, in a chapter that compares Korea and
Taiwan, treats the concept explicitly as an ideal type, then describes
when the two cases vary from the ideal type (p. 45). He includes in
his notion of the legal complex not only lawyers, but also legally
trained professionals who are not necessarily members of the bar,
and judges (pp. 46–7). Meanwhile, Jones, in a remarkable discus-
sion of Hong Kong, seems to imply that the concept of a legal
complex need not be tied to political liberalism to be useful as a way
of framing analysis of lawyers working within a political system on
behalf of political ideas.

This variation is at least partly due to the differences in types
and structures of the states the scholars examine in the individual
chapters. While some may see this as a flaw, I suggest here that
these variations, if indeed they are a result of the empirical
grounding of the chapters, make this volume all the more valuable.
There is an opportunity for further work to consider those bound-
aries more carefully and consider how the legal complex can be
deployed with concepts other than its fellow in this book, the ‘‘poli-
tical lawyer.’’ For example, could it be used with the notion of a
‘‘cause lawyer’’ or ‘‘cause lawyering’’? And would they be inside or
outside of the legal complex? Would it ever make analytical sense
to include in an analysis of the legal complex a discussion of how
cause lawyers are working with the political lawyers, and at times
working against them? Are there moments when political and
cause lawyers become indistinguishable? If so, under what condi-
tions does this occur? Could such a theoretical move help us gain
leverage on the theoretical distinctions between cause lawyers and
political lawyers?

The literatures on cause lawyers and political lawyers, of course,
have been in dialogue for some time. With this volume, though, we
have a possible new avenue for that discussion. Karpik argues force-
fully in his conclusion that political lawyers are not the same as cause
lawyers, and usually do different types of work (p. 491). In part, he
says, this is because cause lawyers are not working on behalf of ‘‘core
issues’’ in political liberalism but rather work on transient causes; and
because, as they work on behalf of causes that come and go, their
historical trajectory is simply shorter and less well defined (p. 491).
Karpik’s erudite discussion does point to an interesting possibility for
both scholars of political lawyers and cause lawyers: does the history
of ideas and the lawyers who advocate for them help us distinguish
‘‘political ideas’’ from ‘‘causes’’ in such a way that we can conceptu-
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alize better what cause lawyers are on a theoretical level? This is not a
question that Halliday and colleagues needed to answer, though I am
certain they will spend many more years thinking about what political
lawyers are and how they are connected to political liberalism. How-
ever, this question is one that scholars interested in law and social
change more generally may want to consider in the future, while
providing a springboard for further debate concerning the types of
lawyering, and their relationships to ideas, ideology, and social change.

* * *

Explorations in Legal Cultures. By Fred Bruinsma and David Nelken,
eds. The Hague: Elsevier, 2007. Pp. 185.

Reviewed by Jennifer Fredette, University of Washington

Bruinsma and Nelken’s edited volume seeks to bring clarity to the
concept of legal culture, but in a way that honestly addresses its
inescapable ‘‘messiness.’’ Rather than seeking to fix one meaning to
the concept of legal culture as others (Cotterrell 1997) have suggested,
the book clarifies the various ways the term is used, explores the
inherent methodological limitations of each of these usages, and then
showcases the potential legal culture has, in its various incarnations, for
interpretation and explanation. If the ultimate goal of studying legal
culture, in all its guises, is to better understand the embeddedness of
lawFthe significance of when and where or how law is doneFthen the
greatest value of this book is in its careful discussion of how law is both
a product and a producer of social meaning-making.

The book is organized into eight chapters: an initial meditation
on how we can improve our discussions of legal culture, followed
by seven case studies. Sociolegal scholars more familiar with this
kind of work will find the methodological chapter by Nelken of
particular interest. Nelken offers much-needed guidance to socio-
legal scholars who wish to make use of the concept of legal culture
but find themselves dogged by questions of tautological reasoning.
He reassures us that the problem is not that ‘‘legal culture’’ is
an explanatory factor in some research and a subject in need of
description in others; this diversity in use of the term accurately
reflects the complex role culture plays in law. Problems arise,
however, when scholars fail to define how they are using the term
legal culture, or fail to consider how their use of the concept affects
the way they ought to study it. To clear the air, Nelken has two
suggestions: the first is to use the term legal consciousness instead of
legal culture when talking about attitudes toward the law as opposed
to descriptions of collective meaning-making surrounding the law.
This, he argues, will mitigate the tendency for legal culture
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