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Legal Culture                                                                                                           
Legal culture is an important concept of law that was first used in the mid-1980s by the legal United States historians. Its role in changing the society and its ability to outlining the indeterminacy which occurred under the influence of the Critical Legal Studies movement. The study of legal culture is based on a wide range of sources like notarial deeds or court records that give an insight into a number of social practices legally shaped. The study of legal culture also gives insight into the circumstances when the non-elite group of people engage in legal actions to change their personal situation. This paper will, therefore, explain how Lawrence Friedman characterizes American legal culture, explore how the legal culture is related to the culture of the society and finally discuss whether the law is influenced by dominant cultural beliefs based on the case of Lawrence v. Texas.
Law can be defined as a written body of general rules of conduct applicable to all members of a defined community, society or culture, which emanate from a governing authority and which are enforced by its agents by the imposition of penalties for their violation (Walsh & Hemmens, 2008, P.3). Law is a system that defines the manner in which a group of individuals live together because it is the centre of all organized social life. It generally binds together people who share a common culture. These cultures have characteristics such as beliefs, norms, values, symbols, language and technology.

However, legal culture, in Friedman’s sense, is "values, opinions, attitudes and beliefs about the law" (Friedman 1998). It might include (and does include at various points in his corpus of work) ideas about law, propensities to litigate, and customs and habits related to law. Indeed, Cotterell (1997) attacks Friedman as including phenomena too diffuse to fit within a single construct and accuses Friedman of shifting the concept of culture over time. He uses culture as an intervening variable. The law is made by social forces, but social change does not produce legal change directly. Rather, legal culture mediates similar pressures in different ways in different societies (Friedman 1994). Yet 10 legal culture is partially responsive to technological, social, and economic change. For instance, there might be a convergence on how the people view the law in the developed countries with the increase in the types and number of economic transactions. Hence, culture represents a type of lag, though it is rarely predictable in ways it varies. The culture notion sounds like it emphasizes the particular and the permanent. But Friedman makes the case that legal culture can be studied at a general level: there is, a distinctively modern legal culture around which societies converge (Friedman 1994). 
The modern legal culture, writes Friedman, shares six traits; a legal change that is rapid with respect to social rapid change, ubiquity and density of law that leads to a juridification of social life, individualism culture that explains the shift towards rights, legitimacy of instrumental law as a tool of social engineering, emphasis on entitlement and rights that are somewhat paradoxical, and convergence and globalization of legal cultures. Here Friedman's angle on globalization becomes apparent. Many argue that globalized efforts to transfer legal institutions are imperialistic and involve crude Westernization. But this claim implicitly assumes that the rule of law concept is culturally specific to the west. Friedman argues that it is not so much Western as modern (Friedman 1994). Modern societies are complex and involve less face-to-face interaction among people who know each other. They also involve disruption to established social orders, as the adoption of formal equality undermines culturally rooted hierarchies. 

Again, Friedman has a pithy analogy, likening the historical introduction of modern law in the West to the automobile: “America was the first automobile society, but it does not follow that the streets of Tokyo, Seoul and Bangkok are jammed with traffic because of American influence” (Friedman 1998). The simple observation that legal culture reflects underlying social forces allows Friedman to emphasize surprising similarities that cut across the traditional “families” of comparative law. Thus, he sees similarities between the legal cultures of Germany and the Netherlands, Japan and the United States (Friedman 1998) and Belgium and Britain (Friedman 1990). All of these systems face common problems of industrial societies: 11 auto accidents, bond flotations, social security payments. On the other hand, observes Friedman, a British lawyer transported backwards in time a century or two would find himself quite unfamiliar with virtually everything about the law.
 Legal culture is dynamic and responsive, not genetic. And this compellingly eliminates the traditional comparativists’ idea that legal families provide much analytic bite in understanding contemporary societies. This is a good illustration of the liberating power of the concept of legal culture in social explanation. Ross (1993) notes that the “alluring ambiguity of legal culture offers a standing invitation to arrange seemingly unconnected bits of the past in new and revealing patterns without dampening enthusiasm or imagination by suggesting in advance what should and should not matter what” Indeed the very inclusiveness of the concept “can prod historians to make unexpected connections and stimulate scholarly inventiveness.” Friedman has indeed used it to this effect. Even if one accepts this view of the utility and power of legal culture as a concept, there is still the enormous evidentiary difficulty to overcome in deploying it. How can one know what attitudes and ideas about law are? Studying living law is difficult and expensive; indeed, one might say Friedman rejects incommensurability at the theoretical level, only to recreate it at the practical level by utilizing the empirically challenging construct of culture as his key analytic variable. Perhaps then, he means to utilize the notion of culture as a kind of remonstrance for researchers. Simply because you can’t easily observe it does not mean that culture isn’t there. So, we should at least attempt to read between the lines of what evidence we do have, be it legal documents or litigation rates or judicial decisions, for what they tell us about the real issue of legal culture.
The law is not influenced by dominant cultural beliefs. In the case of Lawrence v. Texas, it was ruled that the Homosexual Conduct law was unconstitutional and overturned the conviction between Lawrence and Garner. The issue, in this case, was not "the right to engage in homosexual sodomy" but "the right to privacy in the home" and "the right to freely engage in consensual, adult sex." That personal intimate bond between grown-ups, as acted upon in the home, is a liberty protected by the Due Process Clause against the states. Bowers' method of identifying rights that deserve Court protection against the state were also rejected by the court. The Court argued that "history and traditions," i.e., America's historic laws, "are the starting point but not in all cases the ending point" in identifying the existence of such rights. From Griswold v. Connecticut (1965) to Roe v. Wade (1973), fundamental rights have been construed broadly, so even activities largely banned by America's laws, such as abortions, may be constitutionally protected. In her concurring opinion, Justice Sandra Day O'Connor argued that because the law prohibited homosexual sodomy and not heterosexual sodomy, it was a violation of the Equal Protection Clause. The majority did not join her extension of Equal Protection rights to gays. This clearly shows that even if the cultural beliefs are against practices like homosexuality and abortion, they are still protected by the law. It is a clear indication that cultural beliefs, however strong, do not influence the law.
In conclusion, society may be against homosexuality and they are greatly discriminated. Some members of the society view them as an abomination but the law tries to protect them against such cruelty. They have equal rights just like any member of the community as long as both parties are adults and they both consent and neither of the parties are not coerced or forced. Lawrence v. Texas was a paramount case in two regards. First and most obviously, the ruling established that consensual and private homosexual sex is part of a substantive right to liberty as protected by the Constitution. Second, and less obviously, Lawrence held that "fundamental rights" (i.e., "substantive due process," or activities implicitly protected by the Constitution) are really broad principles of liberty under which numerous and disparate activities may be protected. More research should be conducted to evaluate if homosexuality is caused by peer pressure or if it a genetic thing. 
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