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Ruth M. Buchanan: “The Film as Event:  Dead Man and the De-
territorialization of the West”  
 
There is a need to develop new ways of thinking about law in agonistic and 
pluralist terms, against the imperialist formations of modern constitutional 
democracy (Tully, 2008) and the political/legal theories that sustain those 
formations (Geuss, 2008, Connolly, 2005).  Yet, most current legal theorizing, 
tied to the modern state and confined by a cognitive framework in which 
disembodied reason prevails, is ill-suited to this task.  In contrast, and following 
the insight that sensibilities and cultural forms drive larger political formations 
(Connolly, 2005), there has been a ʻturn to affectʼ in political (if not legal) theory 
and a related attentiveness in this context to the analysis of a variety of cultural 
forms, including film.  The experience of ʻwatchingʼ a film can mobilize an array of 
affective responses in us.  We are moved by films, often in ways that may belie 
or betray our cognitive understandings.  Films have, then, the capacity to shape 
our sensibilities, either to align them with dominant formations, or to swerve us 
toward emergent or alternative possibilities.  Or, to use the Deleuzian language,  
films can be either territorializing or de-territorializing.  To the extent that a film 
works as a de-territorializing assemblage, it can open us up to multiple, 
alternative possibilities for doing both politics and law. 
 
Wendy Adams: ʻ“I Made a Promise to a Ladyʼ:  Critical Legal Pluralism and 
the Normativity of Genre in Buffy the Vampire Slayer”  
 
Legal pluralism challenges traditional state-centric, monist conceptions of law by 
positing a variety of sites of normativity that also constitute legal orders.  Critical 
legal pluralism extends the boundaries of legal pluralism in turn, rejecting the 
understanding of law as an external force obeyed by legal subjects.   Instead, 
critical legal pluralism is recognition of the improvised nature of law, in that legal 
subjects are not law-obeying but rather law-generating, establishing legal order in 
real time as a knowledge process of creating and maintaining reality. This paper 
analyzes Buffy the Vampire Slayer, a popular television series, to explore the 
concept of critical legal pluralism as improvised law.  The methodology of the 
paper is within the tradition of much law-and-film scholarship, whereby films are 
analyzed as legal texts.   Buffy the Vampire Slayer provides an ideal subject of 
study for two reasons.  First the narrative involves numerous sources from which 
the characters must create legal reality, including the edits and rules of the state 
and a pre-legal world of myth and magic that continue to present day.  Second, 



the creator of the series, Joss Whedon, is known for his ability to combine 
multiple genres in a single work.  If film (as opposed to any one particular film) 
can be said to occupy a normative space, then genre is method of demonstrating 
commitment to a constructed legal meaning. Read jurisprudentially, Buffy the 
Vampire Slayer provides numerous examples of the improvised nature of law as 
the construction of knowledge and reality originating with law-creating rather than 
law-abiding subjects.  In the BuffyVerse, the character of Spike, true to genre, is 
an evil vampire, a demon without a soul whose capacity and appetite for violence  
earned him the title of William the Bloody.  But surprisingly, a viewer readily 
accepts the premise that Spike, motivated by chivalry (the genre of knights-in-
armour, not vampires), can pledge allegiance to protect a human being even at 
the expense of his own existence.  As a law-creating legal subject, Spike is 
bound by his commitment to both genre and the situational (and thus improvised) 
legal meaning he has constructed; he has made a promise to a lady, and such 
promises must be kept, even by soulless vampires.  
 
Chris Tonelli: "Mimesis and Singularity: Thoughts on Imitation as 
Improvisation”  
 
In their Dialectic of Enlightenment, Theodore Adorno and Max Horkheimer make 
a theoretical distinction between “repetition” and “mimesis.”  In their figuration, 
“repetition” is the lie upon which Enlightenment rationality and the hegemony of 
“knowledge” is founded.  In our conceiving of objects as repetitions of one 
another, we are blinded to the “event-like” nature of all materiality.  “Mimesis,” 
they explain, is an essential means through which we come to know the world.  It 
is a form of imitation that must not be understood as repetition. The question of 
the “identity” of musical genres and practices that draw attention to their 
improvisatory nature is intimately wrapped up in the ways in which discourse on 
music has made the ontological “errors” Adorno and Horkheimer critique.  In this 
paper, I will theorize the ways in which the notion of improvisation can illuminate 
the experiential in music that is not “improvised,” namely pastiche-driven music.  
By focusing on the improvisatory in non-improvised music, I hope to help us 
rethink the experiential in music in ways that might inspire rethinking of the 
“identity” of improvisatory music.  I will “repeat” what we already know – “Nothing 
ever happens twice, precisely because it has happened once already” (Terry 
Eagleton 2003: 66).  
 


