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the privilegium fori, for example, depended on the category in which they were
placed. How the canonists dealt with this question is the subject of this book. Its
coverage is by no means limited to the “quasi-religious” women, the beguines,
referred to ironically in its title.

The tools at the disposal of the canonists were not promising. The Fourth Lateran
Council (1215) had forbidden the creation of new religious orders, but it did not
define exactly what a religious order was. Neither did the Corpus iuris canonici.
Decretals on the subject were sporadic or unclear, and no title devoted to “quasi-
religious” was ever produced. It was therefore hard to know how the categorization
was to be made. Vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience provided an obvious
test, one that many of the “quasi-religious” groups did not pass. However, other
possible tests were suggested. Did members of the group wear identical habits?
Did they live together in one house? Were they governed by a written rule? How
did they address each other? According to these tests, they might be treated as
members of a religious order, or at any rate subordinate parts of the vast medieval
clerical army. This book explores the answers given by many canonists in a variety
of circumstances. To the author’s credit, she has explored relevant works of oth-
erwise obscure canonists—Guilelmus de Monte Laudano, Jesselin de Cassagnes,
Bonifacius Ammannati, and Paulus de Liazariis for instance. She has also examined
the works of better known figures, whom she describes as “bickering luminaries”
(62). She has interesting comments to make about common characteristics of the
medieval jurists; for example, that they “waged a noble, if losing, battle against
legal ambiguity” (111). On the showing of this book, this comment seems all too
correct. The work the canonists does seem to have been less than a victory. No
fully satisfactory approach to the question of classification of the “quasi-religious”
emerged from their efforts. More argument than agreement was the result. It all
makes for a disorderly, though informative, account of an intractable problem.

R. H. Helmholz
University of Chicago

Ron Harris, Industrializing English Law: Entrepreneurship and Business Or-
ganization, 1720—1844, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002. Pp.
348. $65 (ISBN 0-521-66275-3).

Industrializing English Law explores the evolution of business organization and
the law in England between 1720 and 1844. It focuses, in particular, on the rise of
joint stock companies. In the introduction, Ron Harris outlines two paradigms. The
first argues that the law evolves in an autonomous fashion and does not respond
to the needs of business. The second argues that the law evolves functionally in
response to the needs of business. Harris describes these two paradigms as polar
views and suggests that one may be more applicable in various time periods. For
instance, he argues that between 1720 and 1820 the law was less adaptive than
before 1720. He suggests that the situation reversed after the 1820s, when the
Bubble Act was repealed and the General Incorporation Act was passed.
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Throughout the book Harris stresses a multiplicity of factors. In the introduc-
tion, he argues that changes in the weight of sectors, changes in market structure,
changes in jurisprudence discourse, and changes in political institutions were but
four factors that led to the evolution of law and business organization (11). To
illustrate the variety of forces involved, Harris begins by challenging the con-
ventional view that the Bubble Act of 1720 was the main factor that stifled the
diffusion of joint stock companies. According to Harris, joint stock corporations
emerged during the 1500s and 1600s because they mobilized capital, diversified
risk, and provided a source of loans for the Crown. Unincorporated joint stock
companies followed in this path, but most failed by the early 1720s. Many scholars
have argued the Bubble Act contributed to this decline by requiring incorporation
through an Act of Parliament. Harris argues that the Bubble Act was passed for
a different reason. He provides evidence that the South Sea Company promoted
the Act in order to eliminate competition for funds in the emerging stock market.
He also argues that the Bubble Act was too vague in its restrictions on joint stock
companies, and that other factors played an equal, if not more important, role in
limiting the spread of joint stock companies (81).

One of the most interesting chapters of the book draws a comparison between
the transport infrastructure and insurance sectors. There was variation across the
different modes of transport—road, river, and canal—but they all shared a common
feature in that business organizations were created by Acts of Parliament and were
similar to joint stock corporations. Despite repeated attempts, there were no joint
stock corporations in insurance, outside of the London Assurance and the Royal
Exchange Assurance. Harris argues that the different paths of organization were
not caused by differences in the need for corporations and instead they were due to
the king’s refusal to grant charters and Parliament’s refusal to pass incorporation
Acts. Harris suggests that political actors reacted differently because competition
was more intense in the insurance sector and therefore opposition from vested
interests was greater (109). The interaction between market structure and political
institutions is a subject that justifies greater research, and this chapter suggests
some fruitful avenues for further inquiry.

Transport infrastructure was not the only sector where joint stock companies
became common during the eighteenth century. Harris shows that they were com-
mon throughout the infrastructure sector, as well as in shipping. Harris measures the
overall progress of joint stock companies in terms of the value of their capital. He
estimates that their total capital was 90 million in 1810, which represents between
14 and 30 percent of the value of the capital stock in England (195). These are the
first estimates of the contribution of joint stock companies to capital accumulation
and should provide a benchmark for future studies. That being said, one needs to
interpret the figures with some caution. Organizations such as turnpike trusts and
harbor authorities were not joint stock companies in the strict sense because they
issued bonds, rather than equity. By including the value of the bonds in the total
capital, Harris is calculating an upper bound estimate of the importance of joint
stock companies.

Harris emphasizes the economic significance of joint stock companies before
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1810, but acknowledges that they were not widespread until the mid-nineteenth
century. As in the earlier period, Harris argues that a multiplicity of factors contrib-
uted to this trend. He emphasizes the role of the business community in encouraging
the spread of joint stock companies to emerging sectors. Harris also emphasizes
that legal uncertainties were resolved when various courts agreed that joint stock
companies had to be incorporated. In general, the book illustrates that the evolution
of law and business organization was highly complex and could have turned out
very differently. His most provocative claim is that joint stock companies were
not necessarily destined to become the dominant form of business organization
in nineteenth-century England.

Dan Bogert
University of California, Irvine

Nicola Lacey, A Life of H. L. A. Hart: The Nightmare and the Noble Dream,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004. Pp. xxii + 422. $35.00 cloth (ISBN
0-19-927497-5).

Nicola Lacey’s biography of H. L. A. Hart offers a wonderful sense of what it
was like to be an English legal academic in the post-war years, of how work and
life might have interacted to produce serious scholarship. Of course, one might
complain that Hart was anything but representative even of leading academics.
However, as we have but one similar work about a legal academic—Fifoot’s bi-
ography of Maitland—it is best to ignore those qualms and enjoy the product.

Hart, known as Herbert, was born into a secular Jewish family in trade in
Yorkshire. Three years in public (that is, private) school left him out of sympathy
with that piece of elite culture, though for reasons not wholly clear. These years
that overlapped with puberty left Herbert with a strong dislike of the adolescent
male English culture associated with athletics and a sense that his strength was in
intellectual pursuits.

Herbert then went up to New College, Oxford, where he shown as a student, fit
in well with the more upper class surrounding, and seemed to repress the casual
English anti-semitism that he surely came into contact with. Considering careers
both in law and philosophy, he was passed over for a prestigious fellowship at All
Souls College and then missed sitting for the exams for a law degree at Oxford
due to illness. Therefore, he chose to join Middle Temple where, after the requisite
pupilage, he rather quickly became an accomplished, prosperous barrister.

During these years Herbert met Jenifer Williams at, where else, a country house
party. She was “sexually experienced, socially confident, and politically commit-
ted” to leftist causes; he was “sexually inexperienced, emotionally reserved and
considerably less [of a] political man” (71). It was a grand, if a bit too literary,
love affair, then marriage, that lasted fifty-five years. They seem to have thrived
on the sparks set off by their contrasting minds, though their life together was
anything but perfect as he obsessively questioned his heterosexuality and pretty
much lost interest in sex altogether and she sought sexual outlets in affairs with
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