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point

Z ombies are eroding modern cinema. 
You heard me. Every time I see one of 
those shambling pus-bags take a bite 

out of some hapless human’s neck, I sigh, space 
out and wait for the credits to finally start roll-
ing. Zombies are stupid, pointless and dull vil-
lains in any movie, but it seems that more and 
more flicks about the undead are being made 
to a weaker and weaker effect. Graveyard Alive? 
Zombie Honeymoon? Night of the Living Dead 
3D? Are you fucking kidding me?

Monsters aren’t just created out of pure imagi-
nation like modern filmmakers seem to think; 
they all stem from deeply rooted societal terrors. 
Frankenstein’s creation originally formed out 
of Industrial Revolution-era fears, where new 
technologies were forcing people out of jobs. 
Society was afraid of what it was creating, and 
thus the man-made monster resonated deeply. 
Now that those fears have left society, however, 
Frankenstein’s monster is now usually portrayed 
as a goofy thing—if it’s portrayed at all. The 
fear within society that spawned the monster 
has left, and naturally the monster has left along 
with it.

Zombies—the flesh-eating, rotting, walking-
corpse type, not the voodoo type—have fol-
lowed a similar route as Frankenstein’s monster, 
but without the sensible exit. George A Romero’s 
original  ... Of The Living Dead trilogy is clas-
sic; studies in Cold War paranoia, capitalist, con-
sumer nature and the ever-present threat of an 
apocalypse. This is the stuff fine zombie movies 

are made of, and only Romero seemed to grasp 
this. Now, even though the threat that created 
them has gone away, filmmakers let zombies 
meaninglessly shamble onto countless more 
films, and as a result, the genre has disintegrated 
into nothing but cheap screams and shitty acting. 
These are mere shadows of Romero’s master-
pieces and they’ve gotten so bad that Romero’s 
gotten back onto the zombie bandwagon. He 
released the well-acclaimed Land of the Dead in 
2005, but it did little to steer his contemporaries 
in the right direction.

The really sad part is that these modern zombie 
movies—zombie nouveau, if you will—aren’t 
even an exciting batch able to compensate for 
the lack of fright. Zombies on screen are almost 
always slow, meandering wastes of our time. We 
know exactly what they’re going to do on their 
own—nothing. The only times these zombies 
actually catch someone is through sheer luck or 
superior numbers. Exciting, huh? Huh?

The fact that Shaun of the Dead—a spoof of 
zombie movies covering pretty much everything 
mentioned above—is the most successful film in 
the zombie nouveau catalogue shows the state 
that the genre’s in. Most newer zombie movies are 
cheap throw-togethers that you and your friends 
could recreate with a few fake guns and a bucket 
of red paint, yet they’re taking up an increasing 
portion of the market. The 2007’s movie release 
schedule currently includes Zombie Farm, 
American Zombie, Zombie Hunters, Fido (yeah, 
it’s about zombies) and Zombie Girl: The Movie. 
Are they low-budget? Almost certainly. Will you 
go see any of them? Probably not. But they exist, 
in bulk, sucking movie deals away from fresher 
subject matter.

The greatest damage a zombie can inflict upon 
movie-goers these days is to just showing up in 
movies at all. The industry is being overrun with 
terrible, terrible zombie nouveau, and I’d rather 
die than join it.
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counterpoint

O h, Paul. Your pretentious art-house view 
of cinema only applies to the three per 
cent of the population that enjoys watch-

ing absurd silent films produced in France, which 
are only appreciated if high on Quaaludes. The fact 
is, the rest of the movie-going public thinks zom-
bies are totally, 100 per cent awesome and should 
be added to as much cinema as possible.

You bring up the Industrial Revolution, which 
I know almost nothing about. Why? It was so 
boring! But just think: how many more kids 
would take an interest in Eli Whitney’s cotton 
gin or a cripplingly bleak industrial wasteland if 
we just added zombies? More educational films 
should take advantage of their coolness factor and 
ravenous bloodlust. Third graders would clamour 
for history documentaries if they were watching 
Jethro Tull pilot his kick-ass seed drill through 
a swarm of subhumans, crushing them into 
organic fertilizer and pounding them deep into 
the earth. I’m also pretty sure they had orphans 
back in those days in the factories, too. Just turn 
them into zombies and you have the perfect setup 
for one of those creepy little-kid thrillers, where 
the sweatshop owners get some sweet, flesh-
eating vengeance enacted upon them. Now those 
are movies I’d learn something from!

With a subtle and nuanced use of the walk-
ing undead, we could put that spark back into 
movies again. You mention shitty acting and 
cheap screams in B-horror movies, but these are 
things we’re all accustomed to seeing in your typi-
cal romantic comedy—a niche market for women 

that perfectly emphasizes how zombies could 
push cinema further. That genre has been dry and 
mundane for far too long.

Just add some maggot-riddled cannibals, and 
your boyfriends will be begging you to go check 
out the newest Jude Law flick, ladies! This innova-
tion could revolutionize modern relationships; no 
longer will men have to sit in the theatre, teary-
eyed and breathless, while their women focus 
on Hugh Grant’s foppish British charms, teary-
eyed and breathless. Just have Renée Zellweger 
or Sandra Bullock drive an axe through his skull 
and males will get such an adrenaline rush that 
they’ll willingly go to any future rom-com their 
girlfriends desire. Relationship bliss and box office 
gold, ahoy!

Any time zombies are added to movies, they 
up the excitement factor, Paul. Zombies are the 
perfect movie villains. They’re just like Nazis; no 
one cares if they get killed. So what if zombies are 
“slow, meandering wastes of our time.” That’s 
sounds like the majority of movies these days. 
Such low budget films have a distinct allure that 
could pull people back to the theaters. Vietnam 
had zombies, they just called them heroin addicts 
back then. You’d barely be altering history. Finally, 
wouldn’t the ladies swoon over a dashing Clark 
Gable, sleeveless in a bloody plaid shirt and bran-
dishing an outwardly extended double-barreled 
shotgun, as he uttered the climactic line, “Frankly, 
Scarlett, it’s time to die.” How’s that for zombie 
nouveau?

The greatest damage we could do to cinema 
now is allow people who want puerile avante-
garde films that feature things like “post-impres-
sionism” or “cinematography” to run Hollywood. 
There are plenty of old zoetropes remaining to 
amuse you. For the rest of us, the trend of zombies 
on the silver screen can’t be stopped without seri-
ous firepower. But that’s totally rad with us and 
we’d rather devour your viscera than join you 
highfalutin’ bastards.

Zombies in movies: uncouth or totally awesome?
There’s no room for zombies in my cinematic collection, Jonn Paul, this is a no-brainer. Zombies are filled with blood and rage!
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