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If you are sensitive to the repetitive clichés of “save-the-world” cinema, you won’t be surprised 

when you come across the names of these movies in Colebrook’s book, Who Would You Kill to 

Save the World? because these films boldly stake their claim. In Avatar, as Colebrook notes, the 

film depicts worlds threatened by humanity (America) in its violent and life-denying forms, but 

then “are saved when that same America finds in the new world its better self” (33). 

 Even if you are not sensitive to the well-established trinity of family, the couple, or the state, 

upon reading the book, you will notice the recurring pattern in “save the world” cinema “it is 

through the experiences of cinema that we become who we are, attached to certain ways of living, 

oriented to certain forms of time and space, and oriented to certain possible futures” (xii). But what 

is the problem if we attach to certain ways of living? Ignoring systemic violence, the insistence on 

saving our world requires the ongoing death and erasure of so many other worlds and modes of 

existence that are not premised on Western values. 

 The kernel of Colebrook’s argument is that the pervasive notion of “saving the world” in 

Hollywood cinema is not a neutral imperative, but rather a parochial and often destructive 

attachment to a specific mode of existence and a narrow definition of “humanity”. 

 In postapocalyptic cinema, moments of raw immediacy, experiences that feel pure or 

unmediated, are never truly innocent. Instead, they serve as stages through which we reassert and 

redeem a deeper, often violent sense of who we are. Colebrook refers to Kantian distinctions 

between European freedom (tied to concept and reflection) and a savage freedom (tied to the 

immediacy of life), demonstrating how this dichotomy serves colonial and racial hierarchies. In 

both, immediacy is marked as inferior, expendable, or as raw material for a supposedly superior, 

reflective subject. 

 To flesh this out, Colebrook would have us look at the movie Avatar. The Americans are 

destructive, but they remain the ones who recognize and save the Na’vi. The Americans are the 

ones who can appreciate and preserve the Other or framing themselves as the saviour of the Others’ 

saviour—even while they dominate the Na’vi. It reflects a colonial logic, where only the colonizer 

is considered capable of understanding, appreciating, and ultimately preserving the colonized; the 

narratives seemingly about other cultures ultimately shift the narrative point of view to ‘our’ 
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(American) redemption. It is precisely what Jordan Peele’s films highlight. Peele’s achievement is 

to create a cinematic form that criticizes the constitutive cannibalism of others at the heart of who 

we are. In Get Out, this logic continues through an allegory of decaying white bodies that 

parasitically take over the vibrancy and potential of young Black lives. The film critiques not just 

racism on a superficial level, but the metaphysical desperation to cling to a fading self by 

consuming others. 

 Colebrook also argues that the commitment to saving the world of humanity is not grounded in 

any absolute or universal value but rather reflects a parochial attachment to us. This parochialism, 

she notes, extends beyond species loyalty to a much narrower and exclusionary conception of the 

human—one that often aligns with planet-destructive forms of humanism. In developing this 

critique, Colebrook engages with Eduardo Viveiros de Castro’s theory of Indigenous perspectivism 

as a radical challenge to Western humanist anthropology, which assumes that only humans possess 

subjectivity and perspective. In de Castro’s account, beings such as animals, gods, and natural 

forces are not inert objects, but persons endowed with souls and points of view, each perceiving the 

world from their own relational stance. These nonhuman persons are described as intentional, 

double-sided (visible and invisible) beings, constituted through social relations and existing within 

a collective, reflexive, and reciprocal pronominal mode. However, what these beings see—and thus 

are—as persons constitutes, as Colebrook emphasizes, the central philosophical problem posed by 

and for Indigenous thought. Colebrook calls it degree zero of perspectivism, the tautological 

condition in which humans see humans as humans and animals as animals. The deeper critique, 

then, is that both Western humanism and Indigenous perspectivism share a metaphysical reliance 

on the logic of personhood, soul, and visibility. What is needed, Colebrook suggests, is not simply 

a multiplication of perspectives, but a fundamental interrogation of the very conditions under 

which beings come to matter ethically, politically, and ontologically. 

 A recurring motif in these films are the emphasis on saving the nuclear family, which is then 

equated with saving the world. This aligns with Lee Edelman’s concept of “reproductive futurism,” 

where the figure of the child represents an innocent, purified future that justifies maintaining the 

status quo, precluding radically different futures. Colebrook critically analyzes both Interstellar 

and Everything Everywhere All at Once as emblematic of a broader trend in Hollywood cinema 

where global or cosmic catastrophe is ultimately reduced to individual or familial redemption. In 

Interstellar, the central ethical dilemma revolves around the protagonist’s choice between 
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sacrificing his own family for the survival of humanity or preserving the familial bond at the risk of 

broader extinction. The story upholds the economy of us, where ongoing death and sacrifice are 

justified by the preservation of “our” life, defined in narrow familial and species terms. Similarly, 

Everything Everywhere All at Once confronts a comparable moral quandary: the protagonist is told 

she must destroy her daughter to prevent the collapse of the multiverse. Yet instead of choosing 

cosmic logic, she chooses maternal love and redeems their relationship, which in turn resolves the 

crisis. Colebrook’s critique of the family narrative risks overlooking the film’s radical engagement 

with immigrant subjectivity. Yet the point is that this subjectivity ultimately serves to reaffirm the 

family, even after moving through the multiverse. 

 When discussing how the American film industry repeatedly frames post-apocalyptic stories 

through a “saviour” logic, often either ignoring other worlds entirely or treating them mainly as 

spaces that need rescuing, it reminds me that similar narrative structures can appear elsewhere, but 

they look different when the work is not absorbed into the same cultural machine of dominance. 

When a story is produced and circulated outside the dominant U.S./English media system, the same 

basic narrative pattern (like “saviour logic”) can still show up, but it won’t function the same way, 

because it is not being packaged, promoted and interpreted through the same powerful global 

industry that makes certain meanings feel “default.” For example, in the German series Dark, we 

see this concept applied to a universe with a defined beginning and end. But the point is that, of 

course, the series is well-made, it has more layers of meaning, and, most importantly, its language 

is not English. So, the series does not have many clichés like its Hollywood counterparts, but it is 

still an apocalyptic one: it focuses on a 2020 nuclear apocalypse and post-apocalyptic 2052 

wastelands, and it is still about saving worlds. Hollywood cinema imposes itself as the default way 

of narrating; however, many other cinema cultures would likely seek the same reach if they had 

comparable power. The issue, then, is not simply that audiences dislike Hollywood cinema and see 

it as an external force; many follow it as entertainment, as food for thought, or even as a way of 

reading the world. Hollywood’s dominance shapes what becomes visible and what becomes 

discussable, and people around the world accept and internalize it. For example, China was the 

largest international market for Avatar. 

 No country, no nation, religion, etc. can simply remain outside such dominant circuits today, 

since all are involved in bolstering that narrative and domination. So, the gap in this text is that it 

does not encourage its readers to criticize themselves, rather it wants them to have empathy for 
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what the book criticizes. This gap is worth addressing, especially by people from non-dominant 

narratives. That is why narratives need to criticize themselves, rather than just being content with 

their role as non-dominant. So, when we ask what “other worlds” mean in the book, we can find 

that even those other worlds are inside Hollywood because Hollywood is inherently part of them. 

And this relates to the book’s methodology, which is a recurring one in the humanities: practicing 

conservatism in the heart of radicalization. Colebrook does criticize “othering,” but those other 

worlds (non-dominant ones) can still appear as distant, discoverable, or safely other. 

 Having said that the book is provocative and tries not to be trapped in what it criticizes. 

Following Fanon, who argued that real political invention arises not from preserving a unified 

people but from destroying the false unity grounded in colonial violence, Colebrook does not 

romanticize any form of unity or the concept of “we.” Who is really the “we”? Are we included in 

“we,” or do we consider ourselves excluded from it and, if so, how is that exclusion produced and 

justified? Reflecting on these questions after reading the book is especially provocative because it 

compels readers to confront their own position in relation to any claimed collective subject. The 

book is provocative and tries not to be trapped in what it criticizes.  
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