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BEHIND THE SILVER SCREEN

When we take a larger view of a film’s “life” from development through exhibition, we find a variety of artists, technicians, and craftspeople in front of and behind the camera. Writers write. Actors, who are costumed and made-up, speak the words and perform the actions described in the script. Art directors and set designers develop the look of the film. The cinematographer decides upon a lighting scheme. Dialogue, sound effects, and music are recorded, mixed, and edited by sound engineers. The images, final sound mix, and special visual effects are assembled by editors to form a final cut. Moviemaking is the product of the efforts of these men and women, yet few film histories focus much on their labor.

Behind the Silver Screen: A Modern History of Filmmaking calls attention to the work of filmmaking. When complete, the series will comprise ten volumes, one each on ten significant tasks in front of or behind the camera, on the set or in the postproduction studio. The goal is to examine closely the various collaborative aspects of film production, one at a time and one per volume, and then to offer a chronology that allows the editors and contributors to explore the changes in each of these endeavors during six eras in film history: the silent screen (1895–1927), classical Hollywood (1928–1946), postwar Hollywood (1947–1967), the Auteur Renaissance (1968–1980), the New Hollywood (1981–1999), and the Modern Entertainment Marketplace (2000–present). Behind the Silver Screen: A Modern History of Filmmaking promises a look at who does what in the making of a movie; it promises a history of filmmaking, not just a history of films.

Jon Lewis, Series Editor
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COSTUME, MAKEUP, AND HAIR


INTRODUCTION Adrienne L. McLean

In March 1981, the Los Angeles Times featured a short piece in the entertainment section under the headline “Academy Snub Miffs Makeup Artists.”1 The topic was the demand for Academy Award recognition by Makeup Artists Local 706; the guild had made the same appeal “many times in the past” but was always “politely ignored.” Now, the union was “mad as hell and [wasn’t] going to take it anymore.” Said Howard Smit, the guild’s business representative, “We are the only craft union which isn’t recognized in the Awards. . . . We want to know why we’re being ostracized.”

According to Smit, the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences always used “the same rebuff” when denying the guild’s request: “that there isn’t enough to look at each year in terms of special makeup to justify a category on its own.” But this time, the guild sent the Academy’s board of governors a list of more than four hundred films which “could not have been made without the contributions of the makeup artists,” including the classics Frankenstein and Dracula as well as then-recent films Raging Bull and The Elephant Man.

Of course, it does not take much reflection to realize that there is almost no commercial film of this century or the last that could have been or could be made “without the contributions of the makeup artists.” As one of those artists remarked to the Los Angeles Times reporter, “It’s not just horror. . . . We do beauty, bald caps, aging, reconstructive work, even temporary facelifts.” And while hairstyling is never mentioned in the piece, in fact the full name of Makeup Artists Local 706 was, and remains, the Make-Up Artists and Hair Stylists Guild. Both crafts, then, but for two honorary Oscars for makeup in the 1960s, had been ignored during awards season since the Academy first began handing out statuettes in 1929.2 But in 1981 the guild finally got what it was asking for; in December an Academy press release announced the addition of an Oscar category for “Best Achievement in Make-Up,” effective immediately.3 Although there still was no mention of hair styling in the description of the new category, hair stylists, in addition to makeup artists, art directors, cinematographers, and “other recognized experts in the field of make-up,” would be appointed to the Make-up Award Committee. Not until 2012, when the category was renamed “Makeup and Hairstyling,” did any Academy Award explicitly acknowledge both crafts.

From our vantage point, the lack of official recognition of makeup and hair design to the success of Hollywood’s films in the past is a bit startling, given the clear contributions of the two crafts to the fantasy, superhero, and period films that have dominated the box office for so many years. But the crafts were important in more basic ways as well; filmmakers in the early silent era quickly learned that makeup and hairdressing were crucial simply to telling coherent stories with actors on film. As costume historian Alicia Annas writes, “The origins of film makeup and hair design have little to do with creating an illusion of history or a beautiful star image so much as preventing severe distortions of performers’ faces on the screen and awkward cuts from scene to scene. . . . [The] process of shooting scenes demanded ‘continuity’—that actors’ faces and hairstyles look exactly the same, even when different bits of a scene were filmed weeks apart.”4

By the 1910s, as the close-up itself became tied to Hollywood’s fortunes through its relationship to creating and maintaining audience identification with actors (“To be a star means to have the right to a close-up,” Michaela Krützen declares in her study of Greta Garbo),5 studio personnel were even more acutely aware of the importance of makeup and hair, “those two most personal aspects of adornment,” in Annas’s words, to the success of their films.6 It has become the stuff of Hollywood legend that when actors saw themselves in close-up for the first time they were horrified: “The camera close-up turned dimples into craters, freckles into polka dots, the tiniest blemishes into carbuncles. It made stray hairs stand out like lone trees on a moonscape,” Annas writes. Wigs showed their “joins” and looked more like clown caps than hair. Because all film stocks render colors with some degree of distortion—a high degree, in the case of silent-era black-and-white orthochromatic stock, which turned red, even blood vessels under the skin, to black, and blue to white—cinematographers were the first adjudicators of the suitability of makeup, which initially was applied, following the theatrical tradition, by actors themselves. Conversely, Max Factor’s son Davis told Academy members in 1928, during the industry’s conversion to panchromatic stock, that “we cannot stress the fact too much that make-up is the greatest ally of the cinematographer.”7

Costuming, too, which initially meant not much more than the clothing a given actor happened to be wearing when he or she arrived on the set, was also crucial to continuity, as well as to creating plausible characterizations in films set in the present, past, or future. Costumes had to be more carefully sewn and trimmed than for the stage; loose or dangling threads, the indentations of undergarments, the artificiality of padding that would appear natural from a great distance all became distracting on the screen. It took some time simply to figure out how to make clothing interesting in the new medium. In designer Howard Greer’s words, “When you strip color and sound and the third dimension from a moving object, you have to make up for the loss with dramatic black-and-white contrasts and enriched surfaces.”8 Costumers had to learn which fabrics and trims photographed well, neither “strobing” nor reflecting or absorbing too much light.9

Just as vital to the industry as a capitalist enterprise, costuming quickly developed a particular association with fashion that would “please the ladies,” as historian Michelle Finamore puts it in her book Hollywood before Glamour, which became an “even more intense” focus in the early studio era:

Advances in the mass production of ready-to-wear clothing, combined with the streamlining of the fashion silhouette, made the latest Parisian styles more accessible than ever. In addition, the number of women attending films continued to rise and many audience members had more disposable income to spend on garments, including working-class women, from their jobs in factories (including clothing factories), department stores, and offices. All of the changes outlined above coincided with the establishment of the film industry’s “studio system” and the rise of the credited in-house designer; by 1920, a distinctive style of glamour, now often regarded as epitomizing “classic Hollywood” (or Hollywood in the period 1930–50), was in its embryonic form.10

However, despite costuming’s importance on all of these levels, costume design as such was also ignored by the Academy until 1949 when, for the first time, Oscars were awarded for both black-and-white and color costume design for films made the previous year (the craft had formerly been considered a “division of the Art Directors Branch”).11 This even though costume designers were among the first craftspeople to be regularly featured in film credits from around 1925, and as the prestige of motion pictures grew they became stars in their own right in studio promotion and publicity.12 By 1929, Hollywood’s costume designers were being exhorted to produce original designs so that the time lag between film production and exhibition did not result in out-of-date fashions; it is well known that this, along with “buy American” campaigns in the contexts of the Great Depression and World War II, especially, helped to make America the locus of significant fashion trends, usurping much of the previous dominance of Europe in the process.

To further complicate historical study of the three areas, in the classical era the studios lumped makeup and hair together as subcategories of costuming.13 Although by the 1920s most of the studios had separate facilities for costume (usually called “wardrobe”) and makeup, with hair design and styling generally budgeted and housed with the latter, the decoration, “improvement,” and visual alteration of actors’ faces and bodies, from star to lowliest extra, was always thought of as costuming. But alone or separately, costume, makeup, and hair often employed the largest number of people in any studio from the 1920s through the 1950s, while also sharing turf with or—especially after the push to unionization in the late 1930s—defending that turf from other crafts.

Wally Westmore, one of several brothers in a dynasty of studio makeup artists and wigmakers working in Hollywood from the 1920s on (there are still Westmores doing makeup in Hollywood), colorfully explained the situation to the Saturday Evening Post in 1956.14 If you had to “strap down the bosoms of women so they can play young girls,” he stated, that was “wardrobe,” because it involved a “special corset which does the trick”; but if a star or a starlet “doesn’t have enough bosom,” that was makeup, because the “larger bosom” would be created out of rubber or foam latex, the purview of the makeup “man.” But when “you see a man in a film spit out teeth or a tooth, he started the scene with teeth stowed in his mouth for spitting. Those teeth don’t come under the jurisdiction of make-up; they’re props. On the other hand, if we show that actor without his lost teeth, that is make-up. We black out the ‘missing’ teeth with dull black tooth enamel so they won’t shine.” Makeup was also responsible for the gelatin capsules an actor “bites down on” to simulate blood, which could only come from inside the mouth (no visible cuts), Westmore cautioned, per the Production Code’s prohibition against graphic violence. (After the demise of the Code in the 1960s, electrically wired squibs began spurting blood from any part of the body, but they were, as now, the province of “physical” special effects.)15

As Westmore’s remarks indicate, costume, makeup, and hair were evaluated and managed by the industry in the context of other elements of mise-en-scène (though they would not have called it that), especially acting and staging, props (like “teeth for spitting”), sets, and special effects. Equally important were how they were lit and framed, how they were affected by the technical and chemical (or, now, digital) means of recording them all, and how they were edited into the finished product. Once filmed, the designer’s job was done, but this could engender its own insecurities—“because no matter how good a designer you may be,” in Edith Head’s words, “until you actually see something on the screen you are not sure.”16 And as Westmore had pointed to, in the classical era everything on the screen had to satisfy Code requirements in relation to violence as well as sexuality. Following the rules in the latter category meant inventiveness in the management of women’s cleavage and the movement of breasts, careful assessments of the tightness of sweaters and the amount of skin showing in the upper leg area, and the covering of adult belly buttons with mousseline de soie. Some genres, such as backstage stories or musicals, allowed certain kinds of more revealing costumes in dance or show numbers, but never in the narrative (color plate 1).

The topic of this volume is thus three separate but interconnected professions, each of them an art form in its own right, that comprise a range of creative and practical activities and processes that center on performers, human or otherwise, and their bodies and faces (when they have them).17 Like any other film-related craft, they are collaborative but also evolved to be hierarchical, with laborers working under a department head or, now, a lead designer. In the classical era each division employed huge numbers of people whose tasks included everything from research and purchasing or renting, to design and invention, to manufacture and application and styling as well as maintenance (at times, in post-studio or low-budget independent films, one person may have to cover the jobs formerly performed by hosts of people). The fields have ridden waves of technological, industrial, and social change that always engendered innovation, sometimes desperately so; World War II caused “shortages in almost everything the movies use,” from the imported hair with which wigs were made to silk and even makeup sponges.18 The methods and locations of some of the labor in each craft have perforce changed in the digital era—when an algorithm might replace the draping of fabric on a dressmaker’s dummy or the aging of a character’s face and body, or even composite one actor’s face onto another—but all three remain central to the appeal of commercial cinema.19

That said, as concepts costume, makeup, and hair are easy enough to understand; they are “personal,” are all around us, every day, which itself likely underpinned the Academy’s dismissal of them as professions for so many years. A gown or a shirt may be more lavish in a Hollywood film, but it is still a gown or a shirt. Hair, whether growing from the scalp or as a “beaver” on an actor’s face, or supplied in a form of a wig or toupee (“chest toupees” were also available), is hair. And as an Eastman Kodak “color demonstrator” put it in 1942, “There is no great mystery about straight make-up—just get some good cosmetics and practice a little.”20 “Straight” makeup was one of the three codified categories that craftspeople developed and employed in the studio era for descriptive, scheduling, and budgeting purposes. According to Perc Westmore, who headed the makeup and hair department at Warner Bros, from the 1930s through the 1950s, straight makeup should simply look “natural” and “pleasing.”21 Corrective makeup attempted to make every female face as “perfect” as possible, according to what Alicia Annas calls Westmore’s “pseudo-scientific” but widely adopted theory—based on a “classical Greek ideal of beauty”—that the “oval shape” was the “most ideal” for faces (there were six other non-oval facial types that necessarily required “correcting,” on or off the screen).22 Corrective makeup also was needed for what Westmore describes as “lesser defects of contour—sunken or protuberant eyes, hollow or too-full cheeks, etc.” (color plate 2).23

Straight makeup oscillated between responding to and creating images of the normal and natural on and off the screen, manufacturing ideals of beauty that were at once special or innate but also potentialities for all (if you were white) because the ideals relied on products, like Max Factor’s Pan-Cake or makeup from the “House of Westmore” and other retail companies, that anyone could purchase and apply. Following industry practice, makeup artists were also assumed to be hair designers, and Max Factor and the Westmore brothers (especially Perc and Wally) offered “expert” advice in newspapers and magazines about personal hygiene, hairdressing, and cosmetics use, and even whether cigarette smoking was good for the face or how to raise young girls to be “ladylike.” They also opened their own salons in Los Angeles and other major cities, and manufactured or trademarked products under their own names that stars’ images could be used to endorse through studio licensing agreements.

As Mel Archer states in the final paragraph of an article on the makeup artist in Hollywood for the National Board of Review Magazine in 1939, “You may have noticed that I have laid great emphasis on similarities between the screen player and the plain citizen. This is because the aim of every good make-up artist should be to make the star look as natural and as normal as the girl in the street. I cannot emphasize enough that our aim is naturalness and individuality, and that the only real difference between the star and her sister is that the former has an expert to handle her make-up and a highly sensitive camera to record the results.”24 There are comparatively few promotional or publicity stories about straight makeup used on male stars, however, nor on “correcting” their faces to suit some imagined perfection of shape or contour. And that Variety liked to call makeup artists “lily gilders” suggests that, despite the fact that studio heads of makeup and hairdressing were almost without exception male (as opposed to the prominence of women such as Helena Rubinstein, Elizabeth Arden, and Madam C. J. Walker in the designing and retailing of beauty products off the screen in the first half of the twentieth century), there was still an assumption that straight












































Published in 2017 by I.B.Tauris & Co. Ltd

London • New York

www.ibtauris.com

Copyright Editorial Selection © 2017 Adrienne L. McLean

Copyright Individual Chapters © 2017 Prudence Black, Robin Blaetz, James Castonguay, Karen de Perthuis, Mary Desjardins, Tamar Jeffers McDonald, Adrienne L. McLean, Drake Stutesman

The right of Adrienne L. McLean to be identified as the editor of this work has been asserted by her in accordance with the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. Except for brief quotations in a review, this book, or any part thereof, may not be reproduced, stored in or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher.

Every attempt has been made to gain permission for the use of the images in this book.

Any omissions will be rectified in future editions.

ISBN: 978 1 78453 755 5 (HB)

ISBN: 978 1 83860 823 1 (ePDF)

ISBN: 978 1 83860 822 4 (ebook)

A full CIP record for this book is available from the British Library

OEBPS/html/images/5_1.jpg
GOSTUME, MAKEUP,
AND HAIR

Edited by Adrienne L. McLean

I.B.TAURIS

oooooo .





OEBPS/nav.xhtml






		Cover 



		Behind The Silver Screen



		Title Page



		Dedication



		Contents



		Acknowledgments



		Introduction



		1. The Silent Screen, 1895-1927



		2. Classical Hollywood, 1928-1946



		3. Postwar Hollywood, 1947-1967



		4. The Auteur Renaissance, 1968-1980



		5. The New Hollywood, 1981-1999



		6. The Modern Entertainment Marketplace, 2000-Present



		Academy Awards for Costume Design



		Academy Awards for Makeup and Hairstyling



		Notes



		Selected Bibliography



		Notes on Contributors



		Index



		Plates



		eCopyright













		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		219



		220



		221



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237











OEBPS/html/images/1_1.jpg
EHIND
HE SILVER






OEBPS/html/images/cover.jpg
COSTUME, MAKEUP
AND HAIR






