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Praise for Walt Disney and Live Action

An exciting, revealing, and rewarding read for anyone who ever loved and was moved by a Walt Disney movie.

— Richard M. Sherman and Robert B. Sherman
Academy Award-winning composers for Mary Poppins and other films

A captivating book that offers the most comprehensive look at Disney live-action productions ever compiled.

— Paul Anderson
Disney Historian
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Introduction

Walt Disney was “the man you loved to hate or hated to love,” wrote Ray Bradbury once. “He was the man…who could never win.”

At first, Bradbury’s observation might seem almost nonsensical. Who, after all, could hate Walt Disney? Among Baby Boomers and many Gen Xers, even the most cold-hearted of us as children reveled in the adventures of Mickey Mouse and the pranks of Donald Duck. Hayley Mills was our secret sweetheart; Fred MacMurray and Dorothy McGuire our surrogate parents; Disneyland our ultimate playground.

Once we became adults, many of us continued to be incurable Disneyholics. Walt Disney has been dead for nearly half a century, but one would be hard-pressed to prove that fact by measuring his presence in American popular culture in the decades since his death. His animated features invariably rose to the top of the sales charts when released on videotape. The Disney cable channel (fed initially by Disney live-action re-runs) succeeded at a time when many new cable ventures were going bankrupt. Attendance figures at Disneyland and Walt Disney World have continued to spiral upward.

Walt Disney’s presence can be felt today even in films that he never had a hand in making. Two of the most successful filmmakers since the 1970s—Steven Spielberg and George Lucas—both claim to walk in Disney’s footsteps. Spielberg goes so far as to claim that every time he makes a film, he asks himself “Would Walt Disney like this?” The perceptive movie watcher could have guessed as much: Spielberg has paid fleeting tributes to Disney in some of his most popular films (Close Encounters of the Third Kind and Back to the Future, to name two).

Yet in spite of the tremendous and continuing veneration; in spite of our perpetual adoration of Davy Crockett, Mary Poppins, and all things Disney; in spite of it all—Ray Bradbury was, I fear, right.

Americans are not known for being consistent, and the treatment accorded Walt Disney supplies a case in point. There is a kind of schizophrenia that seizes us when his name is mentioned. Beneath the adoration simmers condescension and—shall I dare say it?—contempt. Even during his own lifetime, of course, Disney faced some stringent attacks. He was debunked by everyone from baby-doctor Benjamin Spock (who attacked the “sadism” in Disney’s cartoons) to UCLA librarian Frances Sayers, who sourly noted: “In the Disney films, I find genuine feeling ignored, the imagination of children bludgeoned with mediocrity, and much of it overcast with vulgarity.”

After Disney’s untimely demise in 1966, both the attacks and the eulogies became more passionate. On the one hand, public figures scrambled to lavish praise on the now-dead patriarch of family entertainment. Two months after Disney’s death, actor Maurice Chevalier called Disney “almost kind of a smiling saint… I think he was just as pure as a man as he was as an artist. Almost everything he did I liked immensely because it was always gentle. It was funny. It was healthy. It was attractive. It had everything.”

Others disagreed. When a postage stamp in Disney’s honor was announced in 1968, the Christian Century magazine bristled with displeasure: “[T]hough children and teen-agers may not have been aware of the sex-dirt-politics Disney regularly fed them, they were being fed… Disney was anti-sexual… Disney introduced more pointless sadism and violence (sugar-coated, of course) into the American tradition than did Bonnie and Clyde.”

Most film critics, meanwhile, simply forgot that Disney had ever been born. And those who remembered did not necessarily do so out of admiration. Take Richard Schickel’s rationale for writing his scathing attack on Disney, The Disney Version(published initially in 1967 and reissued in paperback in 1985). Schickel, a film critic for Time magazine, said that people often asked him why he would devote almost two years of his life to the “study of a man whom few writers or critics have taken seriously for more than a quarter of a century.” Schickel’s pungent answer: “Our environment, our sensibilites, the very quality of both our waking and sleeping hours, are all formed largely by people with no more artistic conscience or intelligence than a kumquat. If the happy few do not study them at least as seriously as they study Andy Warhol, then they will lose their grip on the American reality and, with it, whatever chance they might have of remaking it in a more pleasing style.” Schickel might sound cruel, but his comment is more the rule than the exception when it comes to Walt Disney’s critics. Unsurprisingly, when Schickel’s book attacking Disney came out, it was soundly lauded in the New York Times Book Review, the Los Angeles Times, and Newsweek.

None of this is to suggest that Disney has had no able defenders. He has had several; but the praise they’ve bestowed has often been highly selective. We honor Disney most today for his stunning achievements in animation, his entrepreneurial genius, and his founding of that never-never-world known as Disneyland. Few lavish praise on the craftsmanship and content of his live-action productions. (Leonard Maltin continues to be a refreshing exception.) Even some of Disney’s most doting admirers seem willing to accept Richard Schickel’s grim assessment that the Disney live-action films “were all, one way or another, too cozy, too bland, too comfortable and comforting.”

This book is dedicated to the proposition that Schickel and those who agree with him are almost wholly wrong. Looking back at Disney’s live-action productions after all these years, one finds them surprisingly good. They feature brisk pacing, engaging casts, literate scripts, and a fairly brilliant use of visuals; few fall into the sweet and saccharine category that most seem to expect (most such films came after Disney died, not before).

Nor is the content of Disney live-action efforts nearly as trite and listless as some would have us believe. Many of his films provided commentary (albeit subtle commentary) on the social ills pervading post-war America. They taught pressing lessons about the nature of virtue and vice in the modern world. They steadfastly—and sometimes rather eloquently—upheld the democratic ideals upon which America is premised.

Walt Disney was neither a philosopher nor a classical dramatist, but he keenly understood that good ethics are an invariable part of good drama. “Good and evil” are “the antagonists of all great drama,” he once observed. They “must be believably personalized.” And in the ensuing conflict, “the moral ideas common to all humanity must be upheld.”

In his stories, they were.

From The Absent-Minded Professor to Zorro, Walt Disney instilled in his productions a consistent ethos with few parallels in the rest of Hollywood. This book is partly an exploration of that ethos and how it was expressed in countless Disney features.

But it is much else as well: It is part biography, part history, part filmography, part social criticism—and part rollicking tale of how the Disney live-action films and television features were actually made. The book is divided into four sections. Part One discusses Disney the man and chronicles how he ran the live-action end of his studio. Part Two explores the social and moral meaning of his live-action work. Part Three supplies extensive production histories for most of his live-action features, drawing on my original interviews with Disney directors, stars, producers, scriptwriters, art directors, and composers. Part Four contains an epilogue that tells the story of what happened to live-action production at the Disney studio after Walt Disney’s death.

I have fond memories of writing this book. Most of the research for it took place while I was a twenty-something graduate student living in southern California, pursuing my Ph.D. in Government. The most rewarding part of my research was meeting in person the people who brought Walt Disney’s live-action productions to life. I will always treasure their graciousness, their warmth, and their hospitality. They were living testaments to the type of virtues extolled in the Disney films. This book is intended to honor them as much as Walt Disney.

When Walt Disney and Live-Action was originally published in 1994 (under a different title), it was the first book to deal solely with Walt Disney’s live-action output. The original edition has now been out of print for a number of years, and I am grateful to Bob McLain and Theme Park Press for making it available in a new edition. Although the new edition is substantially the same as the first one, I have taken the opportunity to correct previous errors, add or expand several production histories, and update various passages.

My one major regret about the original edition was that I was unable to reprint any photos from my extensive archive of Disney studio publicity photos, because I could not afford the licensing fees required by the Walt Disney Company. This time around, I made an astonishing discovery: I learned that the Library of Congress holds a trove of largely unpublished photos connected with various Walt Disney live-action productions. These photos were taken by staff photographers for Look magazine. When that magazine went out of business in the early 1970s, its owners gifted the photos (and the rights to them) to the American people. As a result of this stunning act of generosity, you will get to see photos taken during the production of classics such as Davy Crockett, 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea, Darby O’Gill and the Little People, Old Yeller, and Mary Poppins. You will also get to see candid photos of Walt Disney working at his studio in the 1950s as well as rare publicity photos taken of Hayley Mills during her time under contract with the Disney studio. To the best of my knowledge, many of these photos have never been previously published.

Whether you are a long-time fan of Walt Disney’s live-action productions, or someone who has just discovered them, I hope you will enjoy reading this book as much as I enjoyed writing it.

John G. West
Seattle


Part One:
The Man


ONE

The Man Who Was a Studio

Oh, once in a while I make a bluff at being a genius. But what is a genius, anyway? Edison said it was ninety-nine percent perspiration and one percent inspiration. That’s what I think, too.

—Walt Disney to TV Guide

“Walt Disney presents…” Three little words. They appeared at the opening of nearly every film put out by the Disney studio while Walt Disney was alive; and they implanted in the public the firm conviction that all films they saw with the label somehow sprang directly from the mind of Walt.

They didn’t, of course. There was no way that Walt could come up with every idea, write every script, direct every film. Yet he captured most of the glory. That might have been unfair; it certainly was unusual. It stood Hollywood convention on its head. At other studios, the glory was lavished on the stars and directors. Audiences flocked to see the latest John Wayne western, Errol Flynn swashbuckler, or Frank Capra comedy. At Disney, however, stars and directors found themselves dwarfed by the all-consuming image of their studio chief. They were merely apprentice craftsmen working under the one great artisan. Everything produced by the studio pushed Walt Disney’s name, Walt Disney’s artistic vision, Walt Disney’s creativity.

In part, this was a marketing device. It was an attempt to build up the market strength of the Walt Disney name. Disney wanted people to flock to his films regardless of who wrote them, who starred in them, or who directed them. He wanted people to go to his studio’s films on the strength of his name and his name alone.

Yet there was far more to the Disney label than just good marketing. Walt Disney was not the typical Hollywood mogul, and while he obviously didn’t direct his own films or write the scripts, he did have a great deal to do with the final product of almost every film and television program that came out of his studio while he lived. He viewed his company as an extension of himself and was determined to be in control of every part of the filmmaking process.

He very nearly succeeded, though one of his own oft-quoted descriptions of himself tended to obscure his true role. He told a reporter for National Geographic:

You know, I was stumped one day when a little boy asked, “Do you draw Mickey Mouse?” I had to admit I didn’t draw him anymore. “Then you think up all the jokes and ideas?” “No,” I said, “I don’t do that.” Finally, he looked at me and said: “Mr. Disney, just what do you do?” “Well,” I said, “sometimes I think of myself as a little bee. I go from one area of the studio to another and gather pollen and sort of stimulate everybody.” I guess that’s the job I do. I certainly don’t consider myself a businessman, and I never did believe I was worth anything as an artist.

Disney’s modest description of himself as the bee that buzzed “from one area of the studio to another” was apt, but by no means complete.

Walt literally would make the rounds at the studio—poking into all the offices, checking up on people to find out what was going on, seeming to know all that was going on anyway (the rumor went around the studio, only half in jest, that he had ears in every office). He would start off with a visit to the small building where his designers were busily drafting plans for Disneyland, then wander through the backlot, and finally end up in the main animation building, which housed his offices and the offices of his producers and writers.

During his rounds “there was no detail too small for him. He was interested in everything,” recalled art director and Disneyland designer Marvin Aubrey Davis. “He’d stop at the guy straightening out nails on the backlot and talk to him—and maybe make a suggestion about straightening nails!”

In the animation building, Walt’s creative staff would listen for their boss’s tell-tale smoker’s cough as he roamed the corridors. That cough provided them with a welcome few seconds warning that a visit from him might be imminent. The cough also provided an opportunity to separate the men from the mice at the studio. Some staff members caught walking through a main corridor the same time as Walt would “run like hell,” admitted writer Maurice Tombragel. (Usually, they would dart down one of the side hallways, known at the studio as the “coward’s walk.”) More fearless members of the staff tried to turn Walt’s walks to their own advantage. Tombragel recalled:

There were those who would wait to hear that cough coming down the hall and would go out to meet him, so they could say “Hi, Walt,” and he would ask, “How are things going?” and they could tell him quickly.

Not content with these visits during working hours, Walt would often return to the empty studio at night and on Sundays (sometimes with his daughters in tow) to traipse through the animators’ offices, digging into their desks to try to find his animators’ best work—things they might be afraid to show him in person because they thought it was too different from the studio norm.

But Walt’s involvement with studio projects only began with his inspection tours. He also took an active part in story meetings, coming up with gag ideas, story points, even acting out the characters’ parts. He assiduously read scripts at home and scrawled comments and changes on them in his thick grease pencil—cutting out awkward lines, hacking out extraneous scenes, sometimes adding new dialogue or making up entirely new plots.

Walt’s injection of himself into every facet of the production process meant that those who came to work at the studio from elsewhere in Hollywood had some adjustments to make. The late director Robert Stevenson (who oversaw some of the studio’s best live-action efforts) admitted that one had to throw Hollywood standard operating procedures out the door when working for Walt—for his studio was run on a radically different footing than the rest of the industry.

One of the differences was the tremendous espirit de corps exhibited by employees. More than one studio outsider who came to work temporarily at Disney commented favorably on how well everyone got on together there. Actress Lillian Gish, who starred in Follow Me, Boys! for Disney in the mid-sixties, said afterward that she should have paid Walt for the privilege of “working on his studio lot. Everyone’s so happy to be there. Everyone’s so relaxed.” Actress Dorothy McGuire, who worked on three films at the studio, had similar memories:

The choice thing about the studio was that there were no separations between producers, directors, actors, and others. In the commissary, we all mingled with each other. There was no scale or caste system.

No doubt part of the reason for the togetherness at Disney was the way the studio was set up. The Disney lot functioned as one of the last holdouts of the old studio system. It boasted a permanent staff of producers, writers, directors, art directors, costumers, set decorators, and composers who created all of the studio’s output. These people had no choice but to work with each other. If a producer wanted an art director or a composer or a costumer, he was expected to choose from among the studio’s permanent production staff.

To a certain degree, then, teamwork came built into the system. Yet it went much further than that. Walt went out of his way to make the production process as inclusive as possible. This can be detected even in the memos he sent employees soliciting their suggestions on projects under development. Prior to the production of the comedy That Darn Cat!, for example, he sent a synopsis of the story to over fifty key people at the studio—from animators to prop people—soliciting their story suggestions. A stack of ideas came in; some of the animators even sent in sketches of their gags.

At its most fundamental level, the team spirit at the studio was an expression of Walt’s personal vision of the studio as an extended family—with himself as the unifying father figure.

“He ran a patriarchal studio,” acknowledged Gordon Gordon, a best-selling suspense novelist who worked at the studio for nine months with his wife, writing the script for That Darn Cat! “He wanted it to be a family. And he wanted everybody to look to him as though he was their friend.”

Everything at the studio seemed designed to reinforce the family spirit. Every year, theatrically inclined employees staged amateur performances of some play for the rest of the studio. Each winter, Walt threw a huge Christmas party for employees’ families, making certain that everyone’s children received special gifts.

Walt also liked to involve the entire staff in previewing the studio’s films before they were released to the general public. Former Disney screenwriter A.J. Carothers recalled:

He would have the secretaries and the mail boys and all those people come in, and he would run the picture; and then they would fill out preview cards. He would sometimes re-cut a picture or whatever on the basis of those responses.

He turned to “the family” for reaction because they cared, they were involved. He thought they would pay better attention than the public. They were the public, yet at the same time they cared more. You didn’t sign the cards, so you could say anything you wanted. I saw a lot of these preview cards—and some of them were awful. You know, “This stinks. This is the worst thing to ever come out of Disney.” In fact, I think every now and then people took the opportunity to lay in a few zingers.

But there was this sense of involvement at the studio, this sense of connection to the whole place and the whole idea of Disney.

Studio members returned Walt’s fatherly concern by maintaining a fierce company loyalty. Due to the intense commitment inspired by the company while Walt was alive, it’s not surprising that even today former employees recall their tenures at the studio with misty eyes. Working at Disney while Walt was alive wasn’t just a job; it was a way of life.

Accompanying the team spirit at Disney was a marked lack of the backbiting and perpetual jockeying for positions that ran rampant elsewhere in Hollywood. Walt simply wouldn’t tolerate such activity. Bad-mouth a fellow employee in front of him and you were the one liable to be fired (as at least one of the studio’s major directors found out to his dismay in the late 1950s).

The most significant difference between the Disney studio and the rest of Hollywood, however, wasn’t team spirit. It was the production process by which the films were produced. At the core of that process was a heavy emphasis on story. A.J. Carothers expressed how Walt felt about story:

If you didn’t have a story to tell, then you didn’t have a picture. You could get the snappiest director in the world, with all kinds of wonderful gimmickry and special effects…but if you didn’t have a story that touched people, then you didn’t have anything.

Disney’s preoccupation with story made script preparation the most important part of the production process at the studio. “His whole method of preparing a script was different than anything I was used to,” commented Robert Stevenson. Disney “worked much more thoroughly and much more creatively on the script than any other producer I’ve worked for.”

Unlike many Hollywood producers, Walt would never send a live-action film or television show into production without first having the script in shooting condition. That was one of the reasons Disney efforts had some measure of quality consistency over the years: Scripts were everything, and they were fine-tuned before the first scenes were ever shot. Major script revisions after a picture had gone before the cameras were unusual at Disney.

This process not only helped to turn out good films, it made good financial sense, keeping production schedules on time and costs from ballooning. Harry Keller, director of an array of Disney TV westerns, summed up the studio’s credo in this area the best: shooting film without a final script is “comparable to starting a fire with stockholders’ money.” All it does is create “more mess to try to clean up.”

This special concern for getting scripts in final condition early led Disney to rely on his writers in a way practically unheard of in the film industry. A.J. Carothers commented that while he was working at Disney, he was “spoiled without knowing it. Because that was my first motion picture experience, I didn’t know how writers were treated—for they weren’t treated that way at Disney.”

First, writers at Disney were rarely pressured into turning out scripts quickly; and they soon discovered that the studio was more than willing to accommodate to whatever work schedules they wanted to set for themselves.

Screen and television writer Maurice Tombragel took generous two-hour lunches and afternoon naps. Lou Pelletier (writer for Big Red and Follow Me, Boys!) worked best in the morning, so he only wrote until one o’clock and then went home or milled around the studio to watch the filming of features like Mary Poppins. Lowell Hawley, story editor for Zorro and screenwriter for Swiss Family Robinson, recalled actually being told to do things more slowly:

When I start to write I like to write. Well, I’d get a treatment in and my producer, Bill Anderson, would say, “Lowell, take time; take a couple of weeks and go back over it.” I think he didn’t want to get to the point where he had to push it into Walt. So nobody ever pushed me. I could have taken six months off and never raised a finger. Maybe not that long—but every time I turned something in they’d tell me that I didn’t have to do it that fast.

Writer Maurice Tombragel concurred:

They never hurried me on anything. They told me, “Get it right. Don’t get it fast. Get it right.” At every other studio I worked for, you had to do your ten pages a day or eight or whatever they said was your quota. [But at Disney] I’d get there at 8:00 in the morning and I’d write till twelve, and then I’d take two hours off for lunch. Lowell and I would walk and have a couple of martinis, and I would nap till about three. Then I’d get up. The secretaries would have what I wrote typed up, and I’d go over what I did that morning, lay out the next day, go home at about 5:30—and that was my day, day after day.

The enviable position writers found themselves in at the Disney studio was due to far more than just loose work schedules. Writers at the studio were also an integral part of the entire production process—and they were treated accordingly.

At Disney, it was the rule and not the exception that the writer who wrote the original treatment for a story would write not only the first screenplay but all subsequent revisions. Further, all changes in the script came out of story conferences with Walt where the writer would be a full participant in the discussions.

Once the script was completed and pre-production got underway in earnest, the original writer often continued to offer input and advice as to sets and casting; and the advice was taken seriously. A.J. Carothers said:

I was never dismissed. I was always involved. Walt wanted me to be involved. I was at meetings about budget. I was at meetings about wardrobe. I was at meetings about sets. He wanted me to understand all of that because he thought it would make me a better writer. And of course he was right.

During the actual filming of the script, the writer was welcome to watch the daily rushes along with Walt and the directors and producers at the studio. Sometimes the writer even played a key role after a project had finished filming—for if the feature or television show needed to be trimmed, it was not unusual for Walt to ask the original writer to suggest where the cuts should be made. This thorough involvement of the writers in the production process at Disney led to a partial reversal of the typical Hollywood power structure. At most studios, the directors had effective creative control of a project and freely reworked the scripts to their own liking. Not at Disney. It was perhaps the only place in Hollywood where the writers could legitimately regard themselves as more important than the directors.

Woe to the director who wanted to make his own alterations in the script once a writer’s final draft had been approved by Walt. Disney didn’t like unauthorized changes in the script, and he didn’t hire directors who made them. A.J. Carothers recalled how the first director they had considered for Miracle of the White Stallions wanted to bring his own writer on board to rework the script. Disney told him: “You don’t understand. I’m looking for a director—I have a writer.”

The highest compliment Disney paid writers, however, was not to put directors in their place; it was to regularly use writers who could direct or produce their own material. The opportunity to direct or produce one’s own script provided the writer with the ultimate guarantee that his screenplay would not be ruined on the way to the silver screen. Not surprisingly, writers who also directed or produced their scripts were responsible for some of Disney’s best live-action projects. David Swift wrote and directed two of Disney’s finest live-action features (Pollyanna and The Parent Trap), while the late Bill Walsh wrote and produced a string of Disney’s most commercially successful films: The Shaggy Dog, The Absent-Minded Professor, Son of Flubber, and Mary Poppins.

The heart of script preparation at the studio was the story conference, where Walt himself would meet with the producer and the writer in order to create a script.

After Walt had initially approved a story idea, the writer would come up with a treatment—about forty to sixty pages of narrative that described in detail the plot, the action, and the basic dialogue for the proposed feature. Walt would then hold another conference to discuss the treatment and suggest various revisions in the story. Once the treatment had been approved, the first screenplay would be written. Then there would be another string of conferences to thoroughly examine every line of the draft script—cutting and revising scenes and dialogue, thinking up gags and visual ideas, finding gaps in the plot or the action that needed to be plugged.

These story conferences with Walt typically ranged in length from twenty minutes to two hours. They were exhausting, exhilarating—and more than a few times—a little bit crazy.

Walt usually had the script already marked up with sections deleted and dialogue changed before the meetings began, for he liked to come well prepared. He was aided and abetted by an acute sense of what would work on the screen and a copious memory for details. (“We might get to the third version of a script,” recalled Robert Stevenson, “and he’d remember a line in the first version that we’d left out.”)

At the conference itself, Bill Walsh recalled:

Walt would go through a script page by page and line by line. He would go through it methodically. You would never hear “I don’t like this” or “I don’t know what’s wrong.” Walt would work with you to solve the problems. This is the hardest kind of work on a picture.

If Disney became particularly enthusiastic during a meeting, he would get up and start acting out the various parts. Sketch artist Sam McKim said:

You’ve probably heard stories that a lot of writers pantomime and give the dialogue to their own sequences that they’ve written. Well, Walt was pretty much the same way. He could tell stories. He’d tell the whole story, either to the people working on it or some outsiders. Once he was telling the story about this gorilla coming up out of the grass. He’d squat down and he’d come up as though he was coming through the grass, and he’d beat his chest and he’d let out a roar. And he’d say, “See what I mean?” And of course we would see. It just wasn’t words with him. There were actions; there were gestures; and he’d put across something.

Walt was particularly adept at acting out intricate comedy scenes, according to producer Bill Anderson:

Oh, hell yes. And then you knew when you were having fun. But it was generally on those properties like, well, Mary Poppins, for instance, which was kind of a circus. All kinds of things going on. And Walt would get up and do the dances.

What Disney did best during the story conferences was to think up new ways to bring out all of the possibilities in the material that he had before him. It was almost like a game he played with his staff: He challenged and prodded them to do their best—then he would come in and try to top it.

Academy Award-winning composer Richard Sherman, with his brother Robert, composed the music and lyrics for Mary Poppins and several other Disney films. Sherman said:

It was an absolute inspiration to be around him. He’d make you almost magically think of things you never dreamed of thinking of, because he was so exciting himself. And if he liked something of yours, then he “plussed” it. He always plussed things. Once in a while he’d say “OK, fine.” But usually he’d say, “What if we just played it this way?” or “That’s a very good thing, but let’s do it over here.” He was a great re-organizer of things—sequences, gags, lines, songs. He was just wonderful at that.

Robert Stevenson had similar memories of how Walt could create something entirely new and unusual out of what he found in the script:

Usually after some of the first scenes, he’d say, “Now wait a minute, supposing this man, when he goes to market, buys a pig…” Then somebody might put in some other idea, then this scene would build, then Walt would start getting up and acting the scene out. Then it was wonderful. He would really build.

The key to getting Walt involved in a conference, said Stevenson, was not to hold him back when he was starting to brainstorm. Those who didn’t understand this cheated themselves out of Disney’s invaluable help. Stevenson added:

The thing to do was not to stop him when he was on a streak like that. The dialogue wouldn’t be perfect, but he would be creating a big scene and showing tremendous creativity.

The thing to do was to give him circumstances in which he could create. If you’d start asking logical reasons and stopping him in flow then the whole thing would go. He was very much affected by the mood of people around him. I remember years ago, I can’t remember the name of the writer, but he was always sour with Walt and kind of indicating that Walt didn’t know much about dialogue, and he would say “I don’t think that will work,” and you could see that Walt gradually faded. But with the right atmosphere, tremendous creativity.

Walt liked to keep things informal, said Stevenson, so generally nobody took notes at the story conferences he attended. Instead, Bill Walsh (who had a good memory) would write up the scene discussed afterward.

Stevenson called Walt “a special sort of genius.” He had an amazing instinct to know when something was wrong with a scene, but he “was relatively inarticulate in giving reasons” for why it was wrong:

I’m probably exaggerating in saying he couldn’t give any good reasons. He wouldn’t give those exact polished reasons that the trained scriptwriter would give, and he couldn’t phrase it, but you could tell pretty well why it was wrong. Usually when you tried it on him you’d get the feel that it was wrong yourself.

Besides being a master of re-organization, Disney also closely examined a script for its use of visuals and its pacing. Disney’s work with cartoons had trained him to think in terms of what was happening on screen. Therefore, he constantly wanted to know about how particular scenes would actually be played out—what would the audience see? For him, what the audiences saw was in some respects more important than the dialogue they heard. You had to keep the actors moving and keep providing the audience with interesting things to look at. The culmination of Disney’s concern for visuals can be seen in his live-action fantasies such as Darby O’Gill and the Little People, The Absent-Minded Professor, and Mary Poppins, where extraordinary visual sequences (a cavern filled with leprechauns, a basketball game played on air, chimney sweeps dancing on chimneys) almost steal the show.

Disney’s training in the animation business also taught him to tell stories briskly and sparingly, without undue embellishment that would bog down the story; so he edited scripts with an eye toward keeping the pace quick and the plot moving.

If problems were spotted in the screenplay that couldn’t be solved in discussions, the story would be laid out on storyboards, which helped Disney to visualize its flow and pinpoint where things weren’t working. Storyboards were another innovative approach adopted by the Disney studio for its live-action productions; originally developed for Disney’s animated films, it became crucial in later years to most of his live-action pictures as well.

The boards were used more extensively for the large-scale fantasies like Mary Poppins that required elaborate special effects, but even the more ordinary Disney productions utilized the technique to some extent. For the average feature, storyboards became particularly important once the final screenplay had been approved and pre-production conferences began. Storyboards were then used for major action sequences, and they allowed Walt and his director to lay out the basic camera angles before an inch of film was ever shot. Writer/director David Swift explained:

We storyboarded…only those complicated sequences where we needed to gain production time, where we had to pre-know our sets and our moves. It just made good production sense. We would not storyboard, for instance, a dramatic scene in a living room between two actors.

Storyboards made good production sense in more ways than one. They helped to keep the film on schedule, and they kept costs down. The boards allowed a director like Robert Stevenson plan out camera angles beforehand so he knew what parts of a set didn’t need to be built. The Disney studio continued to use them successfully in the years after Walt’s death.

After the final screenplay had been approved, the sets designed, and the initial casting done, Walt would generally step into the background and let the director and producer take over.

Robert Stevenson went so far as to claim that “the moment the picture started shooting he would leave a director entirely alone. And when he came on the stage he would be in the back chatting to who was around. He never gave any instructions during the shooting of a picture.” Bill Walsh agreed, saying that Walt “never” interfered with shooting. “Walt was primarily concerned with one, story, and two, casting. During a picture he would never come down and breathe on you. He assumed you would solve small details.” David Swift similarly remembered that “once the final shooting script was OK’d, he stepped aside completely. When I say ‘completely,’ I mean he didn’t hover behind the camera on the set.”

On those occasions when Disney did visit the set, it was more often to bolster morale than anything else. Swift recalled:

[H]e would come down after dailies and he’d say, “Gee, the dailies were great!” to everybody, which is a marvelous thing for a producer to do. That’s really the most important contribution a producer can make once he has OK’d the script and gotten the actors—to come in and encourage everybody.

The very fact that Walt watched the daily rushes for a film, however, meant that even from the background he kept a keen eye on what the director was doing. Each day Walt would watch all the day’s raw footage shot at the studio in one of the screening rooms. Directors filming on location also sent him back footage so he could be apprised of their progress.

Walt did not like to be surprised during the dailies.

He could tell down to the minutest detail whether the script had been followed—and he relished demonstrating that fact. Lou Pelletier recalled being at the dailies once when Walt suddenly exclaimed, “Lou didn’t write that line!” Pelletier’s producer, Winston Hibler, had to admit to his boss that the director, Norman Tokar, had added it. “I thought so!” replied Disney.

Even if the director had followed pre-production plans with exactitude, of course, Walt might not like how it had turned up on screen. In that case, he could order entire scenes reshot—no matter how great the expense.

The legendary example of this that everyone recounts occurred during the filming of 20,000 Leagues Under the Sea. The original fight scene between the gigantic squid and the crew of the Nautilus was shot against the background of a pink sky and looked (in the words of director Richard Fleischer) as “phony as a three-dollar bill.” Disney had the whole sequence restaged and reshot, changing the background to a raging storm and redesigning the mechanical squid. It cost a bundle. But the resulting scene was riveting—easily one of the most exciting parts of the entire film.

Once the actual filming had been completed and it had to be edited, Walt would once again become an active participant. “He would come back very solidly in the editing,” acknowledged Stevenson. “He was a magnificent editor. He had a great sense of how much, or how long, a scene is worth.”

Again, Disney’s memory proved an invaluable asset. David Swift recalled how Disney would “remember takes that I’d long forgotten. He had an incredible memory for every inch of film that was shot, and he could recall cross-shots and close-ups that I’d forgotten. He would remind me of them, and he was a tremendous help that way.”

Nevertheless, Disney films needed comparatively little post-production editing, largely because Walt had such an acute ability to make the needed cuts prior to shooting. Stevenson said:

He did a tremendous amount of editing, as it were, before shooting. In The Absent-Minded Professor, we only cut three sentences in the whole picture. I think his skill in editing was [that] he had the most peculiar quality as I’ve ever known anybody to have. When he read a script, he never saw the words, he saw the finished picture. It’s obviously an ideal thing. It had wonderful results. Supposing you’re doing, say, a trick shot and at one point a wire shows. Many producers would say “retake.” But Walt would see the finished picture, [and] know exactly how much would be used in the finished picture when he saw the dailies.

This airtight control of the creative process at the Disney studio had drawbacks as well as benefits, of course. The benefit was that the pictures turned out just as Walt wanted them; and since he had a knack of knowing just what would work and what wouldn’t, this almost always produced good films. The drawback was that any director or writer who wanted to express his own individuality without interference from Walt felt stifled.

Hayley Mills reportedly told Disney biographer Leonard Mosley:

You had to direct exactly as Walt wanted the film directed. The usual Disney approach, where every movement and camera angle is mapped out on the storyboard, is all right for cartoon films. David Swift [director of Pollyanna and The Parent Trap] was very cleverly able to adapt it in such a way he didn’t allow it to suffocate his own originality. But other Disney directors found it manacled them.

Mills was wrong in suggesting that storyboards were used to map out every camera angle of every film; but her comments about Disney’s demand for near total control of his product have been echoed by several others.

Even those who have fond memories of working at the studio acknowledge that Disney’s views sometimes conflicted with what they thought best for a particular story. Lou Pelletier, who wrote some of Disney’s most sentimental features, acknowledged today that they were somewhat too syrupy for his own taste. But Walt “liked things schmaltzy; and so that’s what we wrote. That’s what we were getting paid for.”

Disney’s critics promptly seized such comments to launch bitter attacks. Richard Schickel, for example, called “control” a Disney “compulsion,” acidly suggesting that Walt should have added the word to his “four C’s” of “curiosity, confidence, courage, and constancy.”

Disney himself was not unaware of criticism along this line. The year before his death, he was asked pointedly by a writer for TV Guide whether he was a “dictator” over his studio. 

“Benevolent!” Disney shot back, and went on to explain: “You can’t run anything by committee. Someone has to say, ‘We’ll go this way.’”

He was right, of course. Someone always has to make the final decisions about a project, or else there will be chaos. The only difference at the Disney studio was that there it was the top producer—Disney himself—who made final decisions on everything, rather than the director or someone else. But after all, as more than one Disney writer quickly points out, it was Walt’s studio. His name sold the pictures. He had every right to demand that films bearing his name conformed to his standards.

Whether or not Disney’s dictatorship of his studio was as “benevolent” as he claimed, however, continues to be a contentious issue.
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	Walt Disney at the 1954 Academy Awards ceremony.
(Photo © Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences.)




The following series of photos are candid shots of Walt Disney interacting with his secretary in May 1955. (Photo by Earl Theisen for Look magazine, LOOK Magazine Photograph Collection, Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, LOOK-Job 55-6001.)
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TWO

The Man Behind the Myth

I’m the last of the benevolent monarchs.

—Walt Disney to Hazel George, the studio nurse

Benevolent monarch or malevolent dictator? Smiling saint or foul-mouthed tyrant? Artistic genius or crass huckster? There is little ambiguity in the way either critics or admirers describe Walt Disney.

At one end of the spectrum are the self-appointed myth-breakers. Disney admirers were shell-shocked in 1968 when film critic Richard Schickel assailed Walt Disney in his book The Disney Version for Walt’s supposed on-the-job anti-Semitism, his callous treatment of employees, his various “obsessions,” even his “vulgarity”.

Nearly two decades later, Leonard Mosley made Schickel look like Pollyanna in his biography, Disney’s World. While acknowledging that Disney was a creative genius of sorts, Mosley proceeded to depict him as an unstable, coarse, and arbitrary tyrant who acted cruelly toward his employees upon the slightest provocation. He portrayed Disney employees as terrified of their boss and Walt as both unwilling to praise his workers’ achievements and unable to tolerate anyone who disagreed with him.

In 1993, author Marc Eliot outdid even Mosley in a book titled Walt Disney: Hollywood’s Dark Prince. According to Eliot, Disney was an FBI informant who used the Bureau to get back at his enemies! (Much of Eliot’s book was later discredited.)

If these sour critics embody one extreme, there is another—what one might term the “Authorized Version.” Here Walt is the always-kind, ever-creative genius and father figure who was adored by all who knew him and whose Midas touch transformed everything around him into an instant classic. The Authorized Version did not arise spontaneously. It required a relentless public relations campaign by the Disney company. While Walt Disney was alive, it also necessitated tight control of what those who knew Walt said about him. Studio writers who worked with Walt, for example, had to sign contracts pledging never to write about him. Needless to say, the Authorized Version tells us almost as little about the real Disney as does the caricature supplied by his critics.

How can one hope to describe someone like Walt Disney? Human beings are complex, unique in an almost infinite variety of ways. It’s difficult enough to understand what motivates the neighbor next door, let alone Walt Disney. Perhaps the most one can ever do is to present a man through the eyes of those who knew him best and then let others draw their own conclusions.

In this chapter, I try to reconstruct Walt Disney through the eyes of those who worked with him on his live-action productions—key directors, writers, and producers. When my book was originally published in 1994, it was the first time some of these people had talked in detail about their relationship with Disney. In some respects, this chapter is their story as much as it is his.

Stevenson, Swift, Annakin, and Haskin: The Directors

Robert Stevenson was the best-known director to work on the Disney lot. A few years before his death, Variety labeled him “the most commercially successful director in the history of films.” That characterization was probably true at the time it was made, for Stevenson was the director behind most of Disney’s live-action blockbusters, from Old Yeller to Mary Poppins.

Stevenson was no Disney protégé, however. When he came to the studio in 1956, he was already late in his career, and he had worked with other producers like Darryl F. Zanuck and Howard Hughes. In 1944, he directed Jane Eyre with Orson Welles, Joan Fontaine, and a young Elizabeth Taylor. Stevenson co-wrote the script for that film with John Houseman and Aldous Huxley. By the early 1950s, he had made the transition to television and was directing episodes of Gunsmoke, Alfred Hitchcock Presents, and Fireside Theatre.

Stevenson’s work in television is what brought him to Disney. Ironically, the British-born director first came to the studio to do a TV show about the American Revolution, Johnny Tremain. Based on Esther Forbes’ classic young people’s novel, the program was released to the theaters instead.

Stevenson thought his assignment at Disney would be temporary. Walt, as it turns out, had other ideas.

“I was hired for six weeks, and I stayed for twenty years,” Stevenson liked to quip near the end of his tenure at the studio. Ten of those twenty years he spent working directly with Walt Disney, right until Disney’s death in December 1966. He continued:

Walt was the best executive I ever met in my life. With all those things he was running, Disneyland and so forth, he never had “no time” for things. Great ease. He was never flustered. From my point of view, he was a very easy person to work for.

Stevenson admired his boss fiercely, and he took a very dim view of the later caricature of Walt painted by critics like Schickel. “A lot of the things that have been written about him, particularly The Disney Version, to me, it’s just describing some other man,” he said in 1968.

Stevenson took particular issue with the idea that Disney tolerated no opposing suggestions and rejected the views of anyone except himself:

If you were working on a story, he would listen to every argument you gave, even if it went against what he said. I never felt that if I had a good idea Walt would turn it down flat,” he said at another point.

He added that he was never afraid to argue it out with Walt when he disagreed with him on something, though according to Stevenson:

[A]bout three times out of four he was right and I was wrong. And quite apart from what they say about him, on the rare occasions when I was right he’d tell me so. He was not at all the megalomaniac that some people describe him as—at least he wasn’t certainly in this corridor.

The only time Walt would get angry with someone presenting a different view on something, said Stevenson, was after the issue had already been argued out and Walt had made his decision:

If you brought something up, it was argued out and [if] he decided against it, he quite rightly got mad if somebody brought the same thing up in the next meeting. That was one of the things—one of the many things—that made it possible to get to this tremendous amount of work… He wouldn’t go around in circles. But I never saw him decide a problem without hearing other people’s arguments.

Stevenson was also irked that Richard Schickel portrayed Disney as not showing any personal kindness or concern toward his employees. That was “just a lot of nonsense,” he said, recounting one of what he said were many examples of kindness on the part of Walt:

Some years ago, I was taking my son to Europe. I told Walt that he’d never been on a train so I was going to take him on the Santa Fe Super Chief so he’d remember having been on a train. I think he was about fourteen then… And Walt just grunted.

But after Stevenson and his son had boarded the train, the conductor came around and told them that it had been arranged for them to ride up front in the locomotive. Without saying anything, Walt had procured a special pass for them.

According to Stevenson, even those times when Walt seemed to be acting unreasonably, there was often a good reason behind what he did. A case in point was his extreme reluctance to let any of his employees become too prominent at the studio:

The tradition here was that if anybody got so important they put his name on his door, they would not be there in a couple of weeks. Now the interpretation that some people put on that is that Walt didn’t want any rivals—wanted to make himself important. But I don’t think it was that at all; I think it was that he didn’t want empires—he didn’t want politics.

So Walt had a policy of moving people around to do different jobs at the studio. By employing this policy, Walt not only prevented the destructive infighting that plagued other studios, he also provided his employees with fresh challenges. If Disney’s critics failed to appreciate this crucial point, Walt’s employees didn’t. Stevenson, in particular, was grateful that Walt allowed him to do the comedy The Absent-Minded Professor in the 1960s. He felt “stuck in a rut” doing dramas, and so wanted to do something different. Had he been at another studio, he might well have been turned down because he hadn’t directed a comedy in decades. But Walt had the courage to give him a go at it; and the film was a roaring commercial success.

Stevenson continued to work prolifically at the studio after Walt Disney’s death, directing films like The Love Bug (1969), Bedknobs and Broomsticks (1971), Island at the Top of the World (1974), and The Shaggy D.A. (1976). After suffering an extended illness, he went on disability leave in the late 1970s. He died a short time later.

Unlike Stevenson, writer and director David Swift came to the studio early in his career. Very early, in fact. He joined the studio at the age of fourteen as an office boy, and he subsequently had the rare opportunity of actually growing up around Walt—not only at the studio, but at the Disney household. Swift ended up dating one of Disney’s nieces, and so he found himself invited over to Walt’s house to play badminton. By the time Swift left the studio for service in World War II, he had become a junior animator.

After the war, Swift chose to work in other areas and did not return to Disney, except for some night-time work on the storyboards for Peter Pan. Eventually, he broke into television and became successful directing and writing episodes of Playhouse 90 and his own TV series, Mr. Peepers. It was this success on TV that ultimately led Swift back to the studio.

Walt was so impressed with the television work of his former animator that he wanted him back to write and direct theatrical features for him. One day he called Swift and asked him whether he wanted to work on a live-action version of Babes in Toyland. Swift didn’t, but he and his former boss parted amicably.

“Two weeks later Walt called me back and said he had something he thought I might like,” recalled Swift. It was Pollyanna, the children’s story by Eleanor Porter. Swift jumped at the opportunity, and he turned Pollyanna into one of Disney’s most lovely live-action features. The 1960 film marked the American debut of Hayley Mills, who won a special Academy Award for her performance. Swift then wrote and directed a second film for Disney, the comedy The Parent Trap (1961), also starring Mills.

Swift looked back at his time spent at the studio as both happy and demanding. When asked whether Walt was hard to work for, and whether he had a “dark side” to him, Swift replied:

Disney didn’t have a “dark side.” That’s literary nonsense. He had a few quirks—like you do and like I do. But if there was a dark side, I didn’t know about it. There was a lot of screaming and yelling, but that’s to be expected in any creative field. It’s a healthy atmosphere to yell and shout and get rid of your feelings, which Walt and I certainly did with each other. But we knew each other, and we were striving for one goal—to make a better film. But he was a delight to work for. Very creative.

Like Stevenson, Swift emphasized that he also had no compunction about disagreeing with his boss when he thought he was wrong:

I was young and cocky, and I think he liked that. He was surrounded by people who said yes to him, and here was a young kid who said, “You’re wrong.” He’d say, “I am not!” and he’d scream at me. Listen, I learned a lot. He was right a lot more times than I was, and when the film was previewed, the audience laughed in the places he had predicted. He contributed a great deal.

Swift’s two pictures for Disney were so successful that he soon became sought after by other studios. Because Disney was loathe to pay the going rate for any of his employees (the studio was well known for its frugal pay scale), Swift left the studio for greener pastures at Columbia after completion of The Parent Trap. He went on to write and direct several successful pictures there, including The Interns (1962), Good Neighbor Sam (1964), and the musical, How to Succeed in Business Without Really Trying (1967).

He remained grateful, however, for the start Walt gave him. “I was blessed that Walt called me,” he acknowledges today. “I probably would have foundered in television the rest of my life if he hadn’t.”

Ken Annakin originally came to the Disney studio to direct The Story of Robin Hood and His Merrie Men (1952), and he ended up directing three additional theatrical features for Disney: the lavish swashbuckler The Sword and the Rose (1953), the alpine drama Third Man on the Mountain (1959), and the blockbuster Swiss Family Robinson (1960). In addition to his work for Disney, Annakin had a long and fruitful career in the film industry, working on other films such as The Longest Day (1962), Those Magnificent Men in Their Flying Machines (1965), Battle of the Bulge (1965), and The Fifth Musketeer (1979).

Annakin said that apart from working with legendary film producer Darryl F. Zanuck, working with Walt Disney “was one of the great formative times of my life. I mean, he taught me attitudes to filmmaking. He taught me the skill of making big pictures through the techniques that he believed in” such as “storyboarding everything.”

According to Annakin, the second half of Swiss Family Robinson was initially created not as a script but as storyboards. Walt put Annakin together with sketch artist John Jensen, who had worked with Cecil B. DeMille on the epic film The Ten Commandments, and Annakin and Jensen planned out much of the film using storyboards. Then the sketches were handed over to writer Lowell Hawley to turn into a script.

This “was a very interesting way of creating a film. And I must say I used that same technique to a certain extent when I made Those Magnificent Men in Their Flying Machines. I don’t think I would have made that [film] if I hadn’t been through the whole of the creative process with Walt.”

Annakin said that working with Walt on Swiss Family Robinson taught him “a great deal as to what you could create from next to nothing,” because “we didn’t really have a story. We had a situation.”

“That story was built up by day-by-day consultations,” he added. “We would have meetings—Bill Anderson [the producer]… the writer Lowell Hawley, and myself… Each day we had problems which hadn’t been solved, and we would come up with ideas, and Walt would latch onto something that we said and then come up with an idea which was usually far better than anything any of us had thought of. But it proved that he was very creative and he did put a very strong stamp” on the film.

Annakin found Disney to be “a tremendous organizer, because there wasn’t one thing that went on in that studio that he didn’t know about… There wasn’t one project [where]… he didn’t give… his input. And, in fact, whatever input you had you… only got it… if it had gone through Walt.”

Annakin also praised Disney’s insight into what audiences wanted:

His was a gut reaction to everything. I mean, he was… brought up in the Midwest, and he remained somebody who understood what the ordinary people wanted, and liked, and agreed with.

I personally feel that he was a genius, a genius in entertainment.

Not every director found Disney quite so rewarding to work for. One of the dissenters was Byron Haskin, who oversaw one of the studio’s earliest and finest live-action efforts, the superlative Treasure Island (1950). Haskin complained in an interview shortly before his death about Disney’s meager contribution to the film. “I underwent a gradual disillusionment with Walt Disney,” he said. “In the beginning I was very expectant, and very eager to receive the magic from the Master.” But during pre-production in Burbank, Disney gave Haskin next to no guidance on how to direct the film. When the production finally moved to England to start shooting, Haskin said he “was still waiting for the magic. For the only acknowledged genius in movies to sit down with the director and the producer and give us his feeling about how to shoot Treasure Island.” In the end, all Haskin got was an eighteen-minute session with Walt. And after the first day of shooting, Disney never showed up on the set during production.

In key respects Haskin’s comments reinforce rather than contradict what others have to say about Disney’s filmmaking style. Walt’s contributions to a film generally came during story development, often well before a director was hired. After the script was complete, Disney usually would step away and keep hands off a project until post-production.

Haskin maintained, however, that Disney did not even actively participate in the development of Treasure Island’s script. He said that the screenwriter, Lawrence Edward Watkin, told him that he had received even less time with Walt than Haskin had. If that was true, Treasure Island would appear to have been an exception to most of Disney’s other major live-action projects.

Sherman and Sherman: The Composers

It was the late 1950s, and brothers Richard and Robert Sherman had just written a pop song called “Tall Paul.” On a fluke, someone from the Disney studio heard it and thought the song would be a perfect vehicle for Annette Funicello, the studio’s new starlet from The Mickey Mouse Club. The Shermans subsequently became songwriters for Annette and helped launch her on a wildly successful career as a teen singer.

In early 1960, the Shermans’ career began to branch out at the studio. Annette was slated to appear in the two-part television show The Horsemasters for the Disney anthology series, and Walt wanted her to sing a song in the show. The Sherman Brothers were assigned to write it.

When they finally got to play their piece for Walt, they were nervous as well as excited. They had been writing songs for ten years, and this was their big break. They were going to meet a living legend. Just to make sure they’d have a song that Walt would like, they prepared three pieces set to three different tempos—slow, fast, and medium. Jimmy Johnson, head of music at the studio, brought them into Walt’s office suite and they sat down at the piano to perform the songs.

Robert Sherman recalled:

We played him the medium song first. It was called “Strummin Song,” and he said very casually: “Oh, that’ll work.” I looked at Jimmy Johnson and Jimmy smiled. I thought, what the hell are you smiling about? All he said was “That’ll work!” That’s an insult!

We didn’t realize at the time that “That’ll work” was the nicest thing Walt would ever say about anything. That meant he was going to put his whole facility behind it.

Richard Sherman added:

He had this kind of Midwestern ethic. He didn’t show praise outwardly, extravagantly. But it was there. It was in the eyes. And it was in his manner.

Once they began to work more with Walt, the brothers were quickly able to tell when their boss was happy with their work. And their relationship with Walt warmed, as Richard explained:

Walt was a man whom you just had to respect. In the beginning we were in such awe. But after a while, he was so down to earth that the awe was put aside and it was just pure man-to-man “Let’s create. Let’s do something wonderful.”

Both brothers marveled at Walt’s ability to inspire the people around him to their best work. He would keep pushing at projects in order make them better by adding something here, subtracting something there, maybe rearranging some action or dialogue. He was the master of reorganization, a superb springboard for new ideas and an excellent editor of old ones.

Walt also had the amazing ability to concentrate on whatever task lay immediately before him—no matter what he had been doing before, no matter how many other tasks he would have to perform later—and no matter what kind of chaos was breaking out around him. Though he literally had dozens










Emile Kuri: The Set Decorator






























Hawley, Tombragel, Pelletier, Carothers, and Gordon: The Writers




























































Walsh and Anderson: The Producers
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