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Storytelling is a very important part of, not any singular culture, but human culture as a whole. Ever since humans first started to become the dominant species on the planet, stories have been dreamt up, told and shared as a way of both teaching lessons and entertaining the mind. The concepts and contents of storytelling has changed considerably as our understanding of the world has changed which has led to fantastical films of outer space adventures as opposed to the constant, grounded stories around the campfire that would have no doubt been told in the early years of humanity. 

However, despite how far society has evolved since the early days of ‘cavemen’ and cave drawings, there has been a shift in perception when it comes to storytelling. It is argued by some movie enthusiasts that storytelling has reached a place now where the mainstream stories being told are not worthy of being told. That they lack the ‘teaching’ depths of older stories, and can even lack the entertainment aspect due to how stories are told now, especially now because of the modern pattern of taking old films and just remaking them for profit, which some believe is the primary reason for mainstream stories. Finance over Artistry. 

This write up is an investigation into whether this latest trend is a worrying display of corporate greed or if it is just a phase of audience interest that will give way to another further down the line. 

In the year of 2019, there is one particular company that comes to mind when the concept of a conglomerate ‘overlord’ is brought up or joked about, Disney. In the past 5 years, especially with recent business decisions, Disney have elevated themselves from a company looked down upon for making children's movies to a company that owns more than half of the global film industry. This has left alarm bells ringing in the minds of a lot of commentators in the industry, mostly due to the fear of the industry being suffocated by movies all coming from Marvel, Star Wars and Remakes of Disney Classics, Disney’s flagship franchises’. In an article written by website FilmDaily, Disney is said to own at least 33% of the market, the largest share out of all five major film studios named in the article. This is an astounding figure, a third of a whole industry owned by one party. It’s more than understandable how critics and filmmakers are concerned by this, especially as Disney’s focus is on making art suitable for everyone, meaning it’s more accessible to a larger part of the general public. This is a massive obstacle for filmmakers who want to make art for a more specific audience, that wouldn’t be suitable for everyone. And filmmakers is kept to a general sense in this context, not just indie creators, as cinema legends like Martin Scorsese have even struggled with financing their recent films.

In an interview with IndieWire.com, Indie film director James Gray goes into how he’s struggling financially, explaining that people assume he’s wealthy because he’s a director with successful films but he actually just lives in an apartment and struggles to pay his bills, even at the age of 47. While he doesn’t blame Marvel/Disney films specifically, stating that “I don’t even have a problem with Marvel” but that “It becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy: If the audience only gets to see Marvel, then they only want Marvel, and then if they only want Marvel, only Marvel is made.” It’s hard to miss what he means by this. In the year 2019, more than 10 of the most popular blockbusters of the year were by Disney, 5 of them earning over £1 billion dollars each. They had a very similar year in 2018, with the same kind of films. Two Marvel, Star Wars and remake-led years. Over the course of those two years, Marvel Studios has grossed over 9 billion dollars. In only 2 years, with only 6 films, the general public paid enough money to rival the total worth of Fiji. This is an astounding figure, and just one part of Disney’s presence. It’s no surprise that they would try to keep up this pattern with more films in the future, but many like Gray say that, while these films aren’t intentionally killing their craft, “when it’s the only game in town, you’re looking at the beginning of the death throes of an art form.” Gray is right to be concerned. With a growing economic concern by the public, most casual moviegoers won’t see everything that comes out in their local cinema, and having big franchises like Marvel, Star Wars and Disney constantly releasing films means that smaller more independent filmmakers often aren’t even considered when people decide to go to the cinema, meaning that these smaller films face a bigger challenge trying to get a budget, because companies now just want things that can compete with these easy to watch, all compatible franchises.

In 2018, Actress and Director Jodie Foster likened the recent superhero trend to “fracking — you get the best return right now but you wreck the earth. It’s ruining the viewing habits of the American population and then ultimately the rest of the world.” She declined any interest in putting out her own superhero movie, with her own voice, claiming instead that she would rather focus on putting out art that helps her figure out “who she is” and “her place in the world.” Her sentiments are shared by many industry legends, including Martin Scorsese who, in the autumn of 2019, faced backlash against his comments that “Marvel is not cinema.” This comment blew up on the internet as clickbait article after clickbait article put up the same article condemning him for his stating his opinion. Scorsese clarified his comments in a New York times article released in November 2019. He argues that Marvel films have “no risk” and that he doesn’t personally hate them, even saying that if he were younger and hadn’t grown up when he did, then he would probably want to make one of his own. But again, he raises the concern that superhero films, or any Franchise films, are now the primary choice in any multiplex, and that there are less and less independent theatres out there. “Streaming has become the primary delivery system” and while he is very thankful to Netflix for allowing him to make his 2019 film The Irishman (Martin Scorsese, 2019) and he does recognise that streaming allows people to view what they want when they want, he “don’t know a single filmmaker who doesn’t want to design films for the big screen, to be projected before audiences in theaters.” This is a very understandable viewpoint, especially for someone more interested in telling their own stories than adapting others. The cinema has been held up as the goal for many filmmakers by both the industry and society, with the concept of “making it” going hand in hand with showing your own film up on the big screen, and it’s extremely telling how concerning how limited the industry is when a legendary Academy Award winner can’t even compete with franchise films that draw in audiences for films that they won’t even talk about months later. He ends his article on a very downbeat note; “For anyone who dreams of making movies or who is just starting out, the situation at this moment is brutal and inhospitable to art. And the act of simply writing those words fills me with terrible sadness.” This closing statement seems like more of a plea to the world to change this habit as opposed to a pessimistic condemnation of the industry.  

Perhaps a marketing strategy, or perhaps merely coincidental timing, but it is convenient that Disney have begun developing more and more of these remakes after 2015, a time where the children who loved and hold special places in their hearts for Disney’s old classics have now grown up and most likely have their own incomes. It’s not difficult to see the sheer amount of brand loyalty that can be found in Generation Z, people born in between 1995 and 2015. And with the release of their new streaming service, Disney+, it seems that they really are relying on the nostalgia of this generation, as well as their predecessors Generation Y, people born between 1980 and 1995, otherwise known as Millennials, who also would have also grown up at the release of a lot of the classics. The reason that Disney+ would appeal to the young adults of these generations would be the simple fact that Disney have decided to upload an extraordinarily large list of films and tv shows, some of which have even been forgotten by many. A lot of these young adults will flock to this streaming service because of all these old shows they remember from childhood, and Disney knows that. In fact, there have been studies into the effects of nostalgia and how humans react to it and research suggests feeling nostalgic actually makes people want to spend money. Capitalizing on this “Nostalgia Effect” isn’t a surprising move for Disney, as tens of millions of people around the world can owe their childhood fun to Disney and their art. But again, this is an example of Disney, a corporation that could just do whatever they wanted and still never lose money, purely making decisions purely on the financial aspect and not the artistic aspect.

Instead of creating and exploring their own new universes, they have built their brand on already established stories and only expanding on those universes. Even their announced slate of films, not mentioning other studios like Marvel and Lucasarts, are just dives into already explored territories that not many would have asked to be explored anyway. While building upon a world isn’t necessarily a bad thing, it can really change the perception of a film with a simple premise that wasn’t created to be explored. A good way to see an example of possibly oversaturating a storyline to the point of harming a film considered a classic, would be to look at the Alien and Terminator franchises. Alien (Ridley Scott, 1979)  was a film all about the horror of being stalked by a creature in a confined space. The terror came from not seeing the creature until the end of the film, and even then it wasn’t too much exposure. Fast forward to 2019, where the franchise now has 8 films, including the Alien vs Predator spin offs and the monster that audiences fear now have lost their horror. The same thing can be said for Terminator (James Cameron, 1984). While the sequel has received critical acclaim from both critics and audiences alike, the newer films that have attempted to capitalise on top of these first successful entries have only led the franchise into a downward spiral, arguably even ruining the viewing experience of these older films. For example, the newest entry to the franchise, Terminator: Dark Fate (Tim Miller, 2019), opens with a plot point that thematically cripples the entire viewing experience and theme of Terminator 2: Judgement Day (James Cameron, 1991), therefore making that film redundant.

While these franchises are not involved with Disney, they both have been viewed as IP’s controlled by their corporate bosses into making needless entries, to the point of effecting the beloved ones. This is a major concern that Disney could very easily make a reality. In fact, a large portion of the Star Wars fan base would argue that they already have with 2017’s Star Wars: The Last Jedi (Rian Johnson, 2017). Despite the series’ brush with controversial films, The Last Jedi is absolutely the most divisive. While a lot of fans enjoyed it and consider it one of the best, there are a lot of fans who claim that it has killed the legacy of the original trilogy that George Lucas crafted in the 1980s, as it makes risky decisions with the face of the franchise, Luke Skywalker. Is reopening a finished story to make more films worth risking the reputation of a classic hero character? Many fans would argue that it is not, and they fear what else may follow with Disney insistence on going back and fleshing out old stories, especially with Disney’s recent acquisition of 20th Century Fox, which ironically does include the rights to the Aliens Franchise. Disney CEO, Bob Iger, himself reflects on how the creator of Star Wars, George Lucas felt betrayed by Disney’s first Star Wars film, Star Wars: The Force Awakens (J.J Abrahms, 2015), in his book The Ride of a Lifetime; 
“Just prior to the global release, Kathy screened The Force Awakens for George. He didn’t hide his disappointment. “There’s nothing new,” he said.” Iger states that regrets how his interactions with Lucas but goes on to solidify that he believes J.J Abrahms “achieved the near-impossible, creating a perfect bridge between what had been and what was to come.” This is a clear indication of the sentiment that the CEO of the corporation itself holds; “We went against the artistic wants of the original artist but it’s ok because what we did was successful, even if there was nothing new explored” and can be used by critics to sum up Disney’s recent filmography. 

Another concern that spectators share is that of the very formulaic storytelling. Disney as a whole is known for having a specific formula or pattern for storytelling, and in recent years, no other studio has caught more flack for formulaic storytelling, than the Disney owned Marvel Studios. The Marvel Cinematic Universe (MCU) has dominated the blockbuster landscape of the 2010s, and looks to show no sign of stopping, despite some people claiming that they have been hit with superhero fatigue. At the time of writing, the series has hit 23 films and, while some have undoubtedly stepped away from a formula in service of the overall series plot, others have followed a specific story pattern, especially the origin stories. The formula goes as follows:

· Powerful Artefact established.
· Hero call to action.
· Encounter with Villain (Hero loses.)
· Hero recuperates.
· Final Showdown.
· After Credit stinger teasing next film.

However, this is not a Marvel formula. This isn’t even a Disney formula. Not including the Powerful Artefact piece and the After Credit scene, this narrative formula is called ‘The Hero’s Journey’ can be traced back to Joseph Cambell, an American Professor of Literature who popularized this theory in 1949 and even further back than him to 1871 where an Anthropologist by the name of Edward Burnett Tylor had noticed patterns in most heroic plots. This means that there was a clear pattern in storytelling since before the 1870s, a whole 2 decades before the earliest fictional film was produced, L'Arroseur arrosé (Louis Lumière, 1895). The presence of this story telling pattern, before Disney’s conception, let alone their rise to be the juggernaut of the film industry, proves that storytelling has always had a recipe for satisfying it’s audience. While the existence of this theory doesn’t pardon Disney for a lack of creativity, can they truly be blamed for building their stories with a tried and proven structure? Is it better to secure a satisfying story with the potential of mediocrity or tell a risky one with the potential to fail? There are many examples of films that have broken the expected formula to tell a story that have worked and are considered to be among the best. But there are also examples of stories specifically going out of their way to take the audience by surprise that have ended up alienating and killing popular interest in the brand.

In 2019, worldwide fantasy phenomena Game of Thrones ended its 9 year run with a final eighth season made of six episodes. After taking a year out of it’s usual season every year plan so that they could give more time to the final season’s production, the show came back on the 14th of April, 2019 and for the next six weeks, audiences sat down to watch their favourite show conclude it’s incredibly complex plots and give endings to all of the characters they had grown to love and hate. When the final episode aired on the 19th of May, people took to social media to protest it. The season finale, and most of the season, was universally hated. One of the main issues with it that people had were how rushed the plot was, the show runners had tried to squeeze an ending to all the loose ends, 9 years worth of them, into just six, hour-long episodes.
But the biggest issue, without a doubt, was the writers method of plotting their story. They specifically wrote their story in a way that defied expectations, their main goals being to subvert any predictions. They told an original story that didn’t follow any patterns, in fact it was designed specifically to throw away all narrative patterns and it was universally hated for it, because while trying to shock the audience, they forgot to write a satisfying story. And because of this low quality finale, many audience members felt now that their favourite show was ruined, evening rewatching the first few seasons that are considered to be some of the best television by critics, now had no point to them because of this poor ending.
 
Despite all this evidence to the contrary, there is an argument that can be made to defend Disney’s apparent lack of creativity in the past decade. The counterargument dips more into philosophy than the criticism of Disney do. In a letter to his friend Hellen Keller, Writer and Humorist Mark Twain talks about the concept of originality, going as far to say that “The kernel, the soul—let us go further and say the substance, the bulk, the actual and valuable material of all human utterances—is plagiarism.” This is obviously a response to the controversy Keller faced for the similarities between her short story “The Frost King” and “Frost Fairies”, written by Margret Canby. His description of the whole situtaion is “owlishly idiotic and grotesque”. He displays a unique perception on ownership, implying that there can never truly be a concept of plagiarism because there is no real concept of originality. Everything that someone does or says, has had a long journey to get there, Every “great orator makes a great speech you are listening to ten centuries and ten thousand men—but we call it his speech” which is a really interesting viewpoint. It implies layers upon layers of history in what we do and say, and because of that history, there is no true way to completely own our thoughts or creations. We learn the past and build off of that knowledge. If applied to the modern issue of Filmmaking, Twain's words don’t explicitly excuse Disney's recent log of films, but a deeper look into his meaning opens up a whole new level of interpretation, especially when Disney’s older films are taken into account.

The ‘original’ Disney films that are often a source of nostalgia and looked back fondly on, particularly by the generation of people born in the 1990s, are most of the stories being retold in the recent remakes but many gloss over that they themselves are  remakes and retellings. Aladdin is just a westernised retelling of “Aladdin’s Wonderful Lamp”, a story from the ‘One Thousand and One Nights’, a collection of middle eastern folklore. Mulan is a westernised adaption of The Ballad of Mulan. Frozen, Disney’s recent hit, that at the time of writing is having a sequel released, is based off of the Danish fairytale, Snow Queen. If the originality of the new films is being so heavily criticised, then by the applying Twain’s thought process, how can the old films, that the remakes are based off of, be awarded a pass when they aren’t as original as some would say? The era, defined by these ‘classics’, is known as the Disney Renaissance, which is a very interesting phrase to label this time. Describing the era as a Renaissance, doesn’t suggest originality at all. It merely describes a time of revival, and that is what this era truly was. It was just a revival of these stories, a renewal of public interest in them. If anything, this was more a time of original mediums. Film making, especially animation, was still a young profession, and saw some extraordinary advancements in technology. Films began to evolve into something more digital with the development of Computer Generated Imagery (CGI), and allowed for greater creative control over production. This is what really allowed Disney to retell these stories efficiently. And the same argument can be made for the new films. Technology has advanced enough for the production teams to now make live action, photo real versions of these stories, in what could be seen as an attempt to ‘bring the magic to life’. They are often defended by fans who still believe in Disney as “retelling the story for a new generation” and while it isn’t a particularly strong defense on a surface level for Disney critics, people who disliked the 2D animation medium for whatever reason, or for anyone who would genuinely just rather see Live Action instead of animation, will still pay to see these movies, making the argument relevant.


With the constant criticism of Disney’s unoriginal films in recent years, it’s also important to take into account the ever changing and evolving nature of cinema. While we are currently traversing through the ‘age of the superhero movie’, with only a hint of fatigue creeping in after a decade, genres have always come and gone in waves and phases. The Western genre itself had an era that dominated much of the 20th century, some credit this to the low cost of producing these films, which allowed hollywood to flood the market with them easily. The Western era is also said to be a reflection of the general mood of the audience at the time and as the genre began to adapt in the 60s and 70s, they began to connect with the changing perspectives of the audience, securing relevance despite having decades of oversaturation before it. Beau L'Amour, son of American writer and novelist Louis L’Amour, in an interview with Esquire.com talks about the American obsession with the Western genre in different forms of media and how his father played a role in it in the 60s and 70s. “There was a point where the rebellion of the 1960s started seeing aspects of the West in itself. People wanted to get away from stifling, Victorian, East Coast culture and get out into the wilds where they could be free”. With insights like this exploring why the western genre has been so successful in Hollywood, is it such a surprise that Superhero movies have had the same impact?

Black Panther (Ryan Coogler, 2018) was massive cultural hit when it was released. No matter what critics or audiences thought of the actual quality of the film, the impact of a film featuring the first African superhero, set in the African culture, something very different to the 17 american-caucasian led films that came before it. It started to show a shift in representation, from the usual americanised settings to a more diverse and fresh backdrop. Not only did this give the members of the regular audience who weren’t caucasian a chance to see a hero that “looked like them” but it also reflects the change in public perspectives when it came to diversity. Many films had attempted diversity before Black Panther, but most had been mere remakes to appeal to different audiences, such as 2016’s gender swapped Ghostbusters (Paul Feig, 2016) which was met with poor reviews, the main criticism being that they were merely using an already established name to introduce ‘false diversity’, whereas Black Panther had an original premise that fit well with the already established world of the MCU. Not only did Black Panther introduce more representation into a more diverse audience, but it also tackled difficult political topics, such as the decision to introduce the nation of Wakanda to the world and to work with other countries or to lock itself off and remain in solitude. This is often a complex issue talked about when getting political. The issues of foregin aid and immigration. While not intended for a specific audience, this issue was especially relevant to the United Kingdom, who less than two years in 2016 before had voted to leave the European Union (EU). This landmark referendum, which is still such a high priority issue that it is influencing the minds of voters in a 2019 general election, adds an extra layer of relevancy to Black Panthers plot as the general audience had recently made a similar decision.

And it isn’t only Black Panther that remains relevant. Despite critical remarks calling them meaningless, Captain America: Civil War (The Russo Brothers, 2016), Avengers: Infinity War (The Russo Brothers, 2018) and even the more comical Guardians of the Galaxy 1 (James Gunn, 2014) and Guardians of the Galaxy vol 2 (James Gunn, 2017) are all examples from this series that tackle complex issues; Government privatisation, Overpopulation and the effects a negative paternal figure can have on a being versus a positive paternal figure respectively.
Granted, the plots of these movies over exaggerate and twist these issues into larger than life fantastical events, but these films have remained relevant, and have changed with their audience as they’ve grown up, so it is unsurprising how they have remained the current dominating force in hollywood.

Even the classic idea of the Disney Princess has become just as relevant, if not more so, in the 2010s than it was in the mid Twentieth Century. Along with all the progress made in the name of feminism in the past few decades, Disney Princesses have evolved from damsels in distress to the main protagonists of their stories. Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs (William Cottrell, Wilfred Jackson, Larry Morey, Perce Pearce, and Ben Sharpsteen, 1937), the first Disney princess film, where the female protagonist is saved from certain doom by the kiss of a handsome male hero, has now evolved into Moana (Ron Clements, John Musker, 2016), a film where the young female protagonist takes it upon herself to go out and save her people  from certain doom, and along the way, helps the handsome male hero come to terms with his own personal issues so that they can both save the day. This is a giant leap thematically between to the two films that are almost 80 years apart, and is really symbolic of where the society that the audience live in are heading. To a world where men and women are equal and both have their own ways to ‘save the day’, even going as far as to touch on the issue of the mental health of men, who are stereotypically expected to burden all without showing emotion, a growing issue that is starting to be debated and talked about by the people who pay to see these movies. These movies are not meaningless, they have a message to give but to avoid coming off as “Preachy” or “Political Correctness gone mad”, they sprinkle them in with their amazing visuals, and critics can’t seem to dig deep enough into them to appreciate the message, only the surface level that they think make up the entire film.

Continuing on with the Marvel discussion, one topic that keeps cropping up is the issue of creative freedom. There are varying and contradicting views from well known directors that Marvel have hired about their freedom when telling their own stories. James Gunn, director of Guardians of the Galaxy and Guardians of the Galaxy vol 2, has shared many times, in tweets and Facebook Live Streams, the amount of freedom he was given by the Marvel executives when making both of his films, even shattering assumptions that Marvel were one hundred percent in charge of the after credit teasers for future films. He has often expressed how lucky he feels to have his work be with Marvel and has even gone on record to say that he was encouraged by the executives to bring out more of his own personality into a particular scene for the first film. On Twitter, he stated in a thread; “While writing my 1st draft I had been a bit restrained; I wanted the film to be “commercial” but when showing it to Joss Whedon (Director of The Avengers and Avengers: Age of Ultron) and Kevin Feige, President of Marvel Studios, they both agreed that the script was missing Gunn’s own touch and told him to write up a second draft that brought more of him into the film. Gunn reflects on this, saying that they’re advice helped him to bring out the characters at the beginning of the third act. This is especially endearing given that, in the summer of 2018, Gunn was fired by Disney for old tweets that featured incredibly offensive jokes, so the fact that he would still defend this company after such an event, speaks volumes to his experiences and perceptions of the people that he worked for.

On the other hand, however, there are also stories of times where Marvel had fallen out with and fired directors over creative differences. In an interview on Variety’s Playback Podcast, Edgar Wright (Director of The Cornetto Trilogy and Baby Driver) revealed why he had left production of Antman (Peyton Reed, 2015). Originally set to write and direct, Wright summarised the situation as “I wanted to make a Marvel movie but I don’t think they really wanted to make an Edgar Wright movie.” He expresses sadness with the way the situation turned out, describing the decision to walk away as “Heartbreaking” as he had been working on the film part time for 8 years, with his own films taking more of a priority. This focus on his own films, where he was both writer and director led to him being disillusioned with Marvel’s plans to have a draft not written by him. This is a stark contrast with James Gunn’s own experiences, which is especially odd as Guardians of the Galaxy was released in 2014, and Antman came out a year later in 2015. So why did Marvel allow one director the freedom and personality that he deserved while later smothering the creativity of another? Marvel are also known to be particularly controlling over their action scenes. In an attempt to diversify their ‘hall of directors’, Marvel specifically looked for a female director to head up their film Black Widow (Cate Shortland, 2020). One of their invitations to direct ended up at the feet of Lucrecia Martel, an Argentinian Arthouse filmmaker. An odd choice, given her style and filmography, she comments in an article by The Pioneer about her interactions with Marvel. In the article, she says how Marvel explicitly told her that they wanted a female director who “is mostly concerned with the development of Scarlett Johansson's character.” adding also not to worry about the action scenes, as they would “take care of them” which many have criticized for being very restrictive to the directors role. Observations have also been made, even by Martel herself, that this is proof that studios don’t trust women to be able to create good action scenes, which, if true, would be a form of unacceptable prejudice and hypocritical for an industry that preaches a very liberal message.
 

CONCLUSION

Writing a conclusion, after looking at the above research, is a difficult task. The intent of this study was to try and find an absolute answer to the question; Is Disney bad for the Film Industry? But the findings paint issues in the industry in different places, and has good points in others, so they can’t merely be compared and decided upon. So the route to an answer lies in determining where the weight of the negatives and positives lie.

Marvel featured heavily in the research, as the Marvel Cinematic Universe has become Disney’s flagship franchise over the past decade. When it comes to creative input at Marvel, there are two different stories. Marvel has either shown faith in their directors, or wanted to keep parts of production closer to their chest. While Lucrecia Martel’s comments on Marvel have caused a few ripples in the film review pond, it’s easy to see why Marvel might want to keep some kind of control over the project, as her arthouse style is so very different to the kind of style Marvel usually goes for. She has also been pretty vocal against some of the things Marvel does in their films, especially Visual Effects and Soundtrack. Marvel action scenes have also become somewhat complex as more and more characters get introduced, evidence by Avengers: Endgame’s chaotic third act battle that featured every named super hero on screen at the same time, charging to battle. These production have become epic in scale and it’s understandable why they would want to handle them. The nature of her comments are also quite vague. She talks about how Marvel just said that they’d take care of it, but with no context, it’s just an assumption that they meant that they’d take it out of her control. They could have just meant “Don’t worry about the action scenes, you write them and we’ll take care of them.” 

However, Marvel's actions with Edgar Wright definitely speak against their interactions with James Gunn. This situation shows that while Marvel don’t have a problem with creative freedom, it still needs to fit into their ideals and plans, so perhaps they aren’t as allowing as Gunn claims. While this is definitely a knockdown for them, they did have a main story arc that they were trying to explore from 2008 to 2019, so in terms of the big picture, their concern is justified. However, the MCU is not a television series, it is a film series. Each film should have it’s own feel and flavour and not be hindered just because of where future films might go.

Martin Scorsese brings the most damning comments against Marvel, and Disney as a whole. His arguments that filmmakers are now struggling because they want to make something that isn’t a big franchise film are true. Most cinemas are now part of a big chain of cinemas, with the most advertised films being either comic book movies, Star Wars or Disney films. Trends are, of course, are always a thing that will happen in mainstream media as tastes evolve, but with the rise of technology and how accessible it all is now, the market has become very saturated, especially on the comic book adaptation front, and they are only rising to new records. Many online commentators who criticise Disney for the handling of properties they love, like Marvel and Star Wars, mostly claim that ‘woke’ culture and Political Correctness is killing the freedom to make great media in the 21st century. But they are wrong. Different perspectives from all walks of life must have their chance at being explored in films, but the thing that is killing the industry, is the stranglehold that the concept of money holds over it. There have been many examples in recent history of how artistic visions have been killed by greed, mostly through studio interference, but money has never mixed well with art. And the exponential growth of Disney, through its loyal fan base and absorption of whole sections of different corporations, whether it intends to release good content or not, is a very worrying concept. One corporation dominating over the landscape of film, controlling what the public get to see and getting to define what they might not want to see, is horrifying. Especially with the amounts of money that the public pay to see these releases. 9 Billion dollars, while not their profit, is still what the public has given to Disney in two years for just one branch of their output, and in a world where people are fighting for their rights, or fighting just to stay alive, it feels incredibly immoral to give a pass to this corporation.

Whether it’s believed that Disney is just a group of film studios, releasing good content, or just a power mad, money driven corporation, it is inescapable to acknowledge that Disney is in fact a negative impact, not just on the industry, but, arguably, the world as well. And they have positioned themselves in a place where it is now nearly impossible to be a fan of films and be able to avoid contributing to their growth.
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