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How Computer Generated Images have impacted movie making and viewing.

Introduction
This dissertation will be discussing Computer Generated Imagery (CGI) and Practical Effects in movies. It will explain what CGI and Practical Effects are and go on to discuss some of the advantages and disadvantages of both, looking at various aspects such as creativity, beauty/de- aging, photorealism etc. It will then move on to consider the effect of CGI usage on actors and the viewers and some of the ethics involved before reaching a conclusion.

CGI
CGI is the use of computers to create visual effects. It is used to produce images for many purposes which include movies, tv shows, games and architectural design and has revolutionised each of these industries as it becomes easier and easier to create realistic results. CGI can be seen in movies such as “The Jungle Book” (2016) and “Interstellar” (2014).
CGI can be used both as the primary source of footage for the movie, or in combination with real footage taken from a camera, with CGI superimposed on top of the footage.

Practical Effects
Practical effects are a type of visual effect recorded by a camera rather than being computer generated. They may be a prop, environment or character, a real life item produced using more traditional methods. Wind machines, pyrotechnics and animatronics are all examples as are the use of make up and prosthesis. 


Benefits of CGI
The use of CGI has allowed many more stories to be told and many advancements have been made over the last century to the art of movie making, from Georges Méliès,” A Trip to the “(1902), to the more recent CGI heavy movies such as, “Alita: Battle Angel” (2019) and “The Jungle Book” (2016). Both CGI and practical effects are used in a wide variety of films to this day.
There are many benefits to using CGI to create a movie. One of the more popular reasons are that it allows a lot more creative freedom when writing and directing a movie.
Even though special effects can be used in many creative ways to achieve the vision of the director, CGI can often be an easier way.
Director, actor and special effects artist, Tom Savini, who has worked on movies such as Dawn of the Dead (2004) and Friday the 13th (1980), said in an interview:
“My feeling is CGI makes it better. It used to be a challenge to try and create what was in the script. Now anything you can imagine can be created on the screen. I love CGI when it’s done well” (Renée, 2014)
Now this quote opens more questions, the term “done well”, what does that mean?
The director of “Dawn of the Planet of the Apes”, Matt Reeves once said in an interview that: “The last film was an emotional victory, but in Dawn, the physical manifestation (of computer-generated characters) is a quantum leap forward. It’s photorealism.” (Tarlach, 2019)
“Dawn of the Planet of the Apes” is seen as the pinnacle of photorealism as everyone is constantly fascinated by the extent of the realism. An article about the “greatest CGI moments of all time” stated:
“Dawn of the Planet of the Apes” as number two because of how amazing the VFX are saying “Watch it for the incredibly lifelike apes, of course. We could have included any of the three films, but with War for the Planet of the Apes, Weta Digital really nailed it, taking the levels of realism to new heights." (Staff, 2019)
So it would seem as though great CGI is created through making the VFX look as real as possible. However there is an issue when aiming for realism, especially when it comes to making CGI humans.

Uncanny Valley
Uncanny valley is a term that is used when an artificial being is almost perfect. 
People have been seeing humans ever since birth. Studies have shown that newborns are predisposed to perceiving faces and prefer looking at faces to other stimuli (Fantz, 1963). They also preferred images where the features of the face were in the correct position rather than similar images with the features in random positions. This effect increases as we age. An experiment was performed with MRI scans on 21 (adult) individuals and were shown images of humans and robots, while measuring activity in the prefrontal cortex "With stronger responses to more human-like agents but then showing a dip in activity close to the human/non-human boundary – the characteristic 'valley'." says Neuroscientist Fabian Grabenhorst, from the University of Cambridge. (Nield, 2019). This means that humans have become fantastic at spotting when something doesn't look quite right. This happens all subconsciously. 
The downside of this is that it is incredibly difficult to make a perfect CGI human, as everyone in the audience is subconsciously constantly looking for discrepancies in the CGI`d human and when you get the sense that something is “off”, it becomes really distracting when trying to enjoy the plot of a movie.
There are very few movies that have managed to pull off a completely CGI human without falling into the uncanny valley. This is known from an article called “Hugh Jackman Had a CGI Double in LOGAN and You Would've Never Noticed” that “Logan” (2017) was one of these movies where the human digital double was so good, many people didn't even know that Hugh Jackman wasn't real. The article stated that:
 “...when we see close-up shots of Jackman's Wolverine in a high-speed chase behind the wheel of his limo, that's really a stunt driver whose face was replaced with a digital version of Jackman. As you all saw in the movie, it's shockingly realistic!”. (Paur, 2016)
Logan is one of the best examples of a VFX company pushing passed uncanny valley to a completely believable character. However there are many other movies with characters that come across creepy and uncomfortable because they fall into the uncanny valley.
One of the most well known movie`s for falling into the uncanny valley is “The Polar Express” (2004).
There is a blog by Laura Wikens in which she says:
 “As a 15-year-old (who was also a total film nerd and knew about the performance capture process) when I first saw the film, I could not understand why the faces of the children were so disturbing ...This is where an overarching scientific theory comes into play, known as The Uncanny Valley. ”(Watkins, 2015)
The characters in “The Polar Express” are almost perfect, but there is something about them that doesn't seem quite right. This demonstrates that aiming for photorealism is very difficult and sometimes the desired result may not be achieved. Maybe them being more obviously not “real” would have made the characters less disturbing?
Another form of uncanny valley is when actors/actresses get digitally enhanced, that may be for reasons in the story or also to make them look younger. This happens a lot more often than a person would expect, we know this from a quote by Claus Hansen, who works specifically in video retouching ““Nobody looks like what you see on TV and in the movies. Everybody is altered” (Dickey, 2014)
An example of this happening is when Henry Cavill, who plays Superman in “Justice League” (2017), was called back to get some extra footage but had already started growing a moustache for another movie. This shot in the movie has a very bad reputation and many people are even surprised that it ended up in the movie at all. A VFX artist that worked on the movie once said that “I'm not sure which other studio did that opening shot on the cell phone, but it's dreadful.” (Reporters, 2019). This is an example of digitally changing the appearance of an actor for narrative reasons. If superman went the whole movie with no moustache then it would have appeared strange for him to suddenly have a moustache. However the question has to be asked, what would have been less disturbing for the viewer? Terrible CGI, or a moustache on the character? It may not have made sense in the story to keep the moustache in, but would it have taken the viewers out of the experience less than the terrible CGI? And if it had, would it have been better for the writers to quickly add in a throwaway line to explain a moustache?
The moustache was a very small change, done very badly, however there are other examples of incredible work has been carried out in order to make a big change to a character. 
In the movie “Captain America: The First Avenger” (2011) the main actor Chris Evans had to be big and muscular for the main role as “Captain America” however the film begins with him being small and skinny, before going under experiments to make him into a superhuman. However they did not make Chris Evans lose all of the weight and become small and skinny for the role, instead they shot the scenes with a replacement actor with the body shape needed and then again with Chris Evans and then again with neither of them. This allowed VFX artists to completely change the smaller actor into Chris Evans. The VFX supervisor Edson Williams said that “digitally attaching Evans' face and/or head to a body double was only used for 15 percent of the shots. For the rest, Lola digitally shrunk Evans' face and body.” (Smallwood and Martin, n.d.)
This took a long time to achieve but is still considered Marvel’s best use of CGI nearly 9 years after the movie was released.
This method of adjusting actors physique allows for a healthier method for actors to look like a specific character without going through extreme weight loss such as in the case of Christian Bale who lost sixty pounds for a role in “The Machinist” (2004) to get to a weight of 120 pounds. Unfortunately “Batman Begins” (2005) was due to be filmed right afterwards, in which he was playing Batman. This meant he had to go through another extreme weight change, which is not healthy for anyone. If CGI had been where it was today back in 2005, would methods of digitally changing Christian Bale's appearance have been used to help him not go through such a drastic and unhealthy change?

Beauty/ De-aging CGI/ ethics
De-aging can be part of a narrative in films such as “The Curious Case of Benjamin Button" (2008) or to enable an actor to appear as themselves “now” and “then” “Tron: Legacy" (2010).
There are however, examples of digitally adjusting the look of an actor/actress in ways that are not related to the plot of the story. There are cases where people are adjusted simply to look younger and flawless. This is supported by the quote “VFX is being applied right to an actress's face for nothing more than the sake of making it look "better," like hiding cigarette lines around a known-smoker's mouth, fixing red eyes that come from long days on set... and reducing age spots in an effort to keep talent looking "young."” (Friedlander, 2017).

This “enhancing” however also raises ethical questions. Is it giving the audience, who may be impressionable, an unrealistic body-image. After all the audience is not aware of how much enhancement has happened. Is this a form of manipulation? Do filmmakers have a responsibility or a “duty of care towards their audience?
How does this affect the actor? Do they mind that they are not considered “attractive”or “young” enough as they are? 


Posthumous CGI
A step further from changing a person's appearance is using their image after they have died. This could be considered a benefit as it means a film can continue to be produced. In 2010 Oliver Reed died while filming “Gladiator”. A body double was used with Oliver Reed`s face digitally added. It cost $3.2 million for 2 minutes of footage (Cronin, 2012). However digitally resurrecting an actors image in order to complete a film they have consented to perform in is one aspect but to have your image used many years after has its own ethical questions.
Peter Cushing who died in 1994 was resurrected via CGI for “Rogue One”. Motion capture and a facial expression tracker were used on a stand in actor. Photographs and footage of Peter Cushing was then digitally added. This again has ethical implications as Peter Cushing for obvious reasons could not give his consent. Knoll (Chief Creative Officer for FX house Industrial Light & Magic) said:
 “We weren’t doing anything that I think Peter Cushing would have objected to. I think this work was done with a great deal of affection and care. We know that Peter Cushing was very proud of his involvement in Star Wars and had said as much, and that he regretted that he never got a chance to be in another Star Wars film because George [Lucas] had killed off his character…….This was done in consultation and cooperation with his estate. So we wouldn’t do this if the estate had objected or didn’t feel comfortable with this idea.”(Pulver, 2017).
Incidents like this have however caused many celebrities to protect their images from being used after their death. Robin WIlliams was the first celebrity to ensure that there was a ban on anyone using his images until 2039. (Teodorescu and Jacobsen, 2019).

Photorealism
Creating something photorealistically takes a lot of time which is something that not all movie studios have.
Being able to achieve photorealism has become even more difficult now that the viewing quality of the final video is increasing. As viewers start watching in 4K the issues with CGI become more and more clear e.g. where a CGI artist may have been rushed to finish some texturing or rotoscoping, it becomes very clear to the audience and almost distracting. 
“CGI is far from perfect. But when the delivery format was celluloid and SD, it masked the imperfections of CGI and made everything look more realistic. Filmmakers furthered the illusion by purposely compositing CGI into poorly lit scenes and behind elements like smoke and rain. Now with the stunning clarity of 2K and 4K, we’re starting to see the cracks in the pavement. As resolution increases, CGI is becoming less convincing.” (James, 2019)

Pipeline
What makes photorealism more difficult to achieve is that it is not uncommon for the CGI industry to be pushed for time. The CG pipeline is complex with many people involved but can often be held up by small inconveniences causing delays and problems further down in the pipeline. This problem grows exponentially when paired with the short amount of time that VFX studios have to produce finished CGI ready for movies which usually causes CGI to look rushed and unfinished.
Black Panther (2018) is the perfect case of rushed CGI causing the finished look of parts of the movie to be distracting from the actual story. 
Thirteen VFX studios worked on making the CGI for Black Panther and shared all of the 2500 VFX shots in Black Panther. However one scene in particular where the CGI isn't as good as it could have been was created by Double Negative. The scene is towards the end of the movie in the final fight. The reason for this is simply that Double Negative didn't have enough time to properly flush out the CGI. The final scene was being refilmed in October, giving Double Negative only four months to do all of the CGI for the entire scene.
Even though Double Negative has won Oscars for amazing VFX work such as Ex Machina (2014) and Blade Runner 2048 (2017), not even one of the best VFX studios can produce good work on a strict time frame.
That being said, the CGI in movies isn't the only part of movie production that can fall behind and sometimes CGI can come to the rescue. This can be seen in Marvel’s “Avengers: Endgame” (2019) where the main time travel suits were not actually real. The Visual effects supervisor for “Avengers: Endgame”, Stuart Penn, who as worked on other movies such as “Gravity” and “Guardians of the Galaxy” said “Because they filmed everything back-to-back with Infinity War, it was shot quite a long time ago and at that point they didn't really know what they would be wearing. So when they shot them, they just shot the actors in whatever costumes they were going to be wearing in the locations they were going to. Ant-Man had his Ant-Man costume, Thor had his bathrobe, Cap had his normal costume. It was pretty much... they just shot it and then decided later on, much later on, what they were going to be wearing. It wasn't until quite a way into post that the actual design was formalised.” (Failes, 2019)
This is an example where CGI actually enabled the cast and crew to save a lot of time and money. If the filmmakers had waited for the suits to be designed and made they would have had to recall all of the cast/crew at a cost to remake the set and film again. 
Endgame was filmed right after its prior film, Infinity War which allowed the actors to have a much easier time acting as they were already used to playing that character, and allowed a much easier transition into filming the next movie.
However, some people would consider this to be lazy and unplanned. Someone with this view is Michael James, who wrote, “CGI has put filmmakers in the ‘we’ll fix it in post’ mindset. It has made them incredibly lazy. There’s no dedication to the craft when you can endlessly fix imperfections on a computer screen... Take Jurassic World for instance… There are so many opportunities to use animatronics in this scene, but they didn’t. Even the closeup shots were CGI. Where’s the passion? Where’s the commitment to realism? It’s a shame, and it’s so lazy.”(James, 2015).

Passion and commitment to realism?
The quote above raises another question, can a CGI heavy movie have passion and commitment to realism? 
Something amazing happened when creating the effects for “Interstellar” (2014), their commitment to realism actually confused American theoretical physicist “Kip Thorn”, who helped create the black hole effects from the movie and said “Why, of course. That's what it would do.” (Rogers, n.d.). This may seem confusing, however, what happened was, Kip Thorn gave all of the information of a black hole to the VFX team. They used this information and created a simulation based off the exact mathematics involved creating a completely realistic black hole, which no one had ever seen before. Is this the type of passion and commitment that Michael James said was lacking from using CGI in movies rather than practical effects?
Another instance of a movie embracing realism in their effects was in “The Jungle Book” (2016).
This movie was 100% CGI except for the main actor of Mowgli.
“99% of the animals and environments you see in that trailer were created with CG. The film was all shot in a studio in downtown Los Angeles. Mowgli, the human boy, is the only live-action character”. (Sciretta, 2015)
Because the movie was completely CGI, it allowed the creators to bring a much loved classic Disney movie to life, allowing a whole new generation to enjoy “The Jungle Book”. This could only have been done using CGI for many reasons, firstly it allows for much more realistic movements of all 224 individual animals as you are able to have complete control over each one of them using CGI.
Another reason is that a film crew simply wouldn't be able to film effectively in a Jungle. By using CGI they are able to get any shot they could imagine without being confined to the limits of the real world Jungle. When getting a short clip of a landscape, there has to be location scouts to search for the ideal place to get a specific shot. Once they have a place they like they will have to sort out the legal requirements to film in that location, if there are any, and then there will have to be a crew to get all of the required equipment to the shooting location. 
Sometimes structures have to be built at the location before shooting which takes a long time and can have a high cost, especially for the length of the shot.
After all of that some things may still have to be edited in post, removing a building or object etc.
This is where CGI can be used instead to get these landscape shots as they are quick to create and a lot more cost efficient.
“CGI also comes in handy for specific types of shots, such as long, aerial, and pan shots. Viewers may not necessarily be able to see or discern fine scene details in these shots, so CGI can be used to quickly create visibly accurate scenes at a lower cost compared to creating an actual, physical scene from scratch.” (The Los Angeles Film School, 2019)
When working in a real set workarounds have to be made to get specific shots. If you want to get a shot from a specific angle and there is a wall there, not a lot can be done. This can be avoided by location scouts planning out everything before hand. However this takes up a lot of time and the shots have to be preplanned for the location scouts to know what to look for, and oftentimes the shots are not planned out fully at the stage of location scouts. 
However if you were to film on a greenscreen and use a CGI environment, you could get any shot you wanted, even if objects, walls or buildings needed to be temporarily removed to do so.

WETA Effect
Even though they were going for photorealism when filming “Jungle Book”, they had to be careful to not go too far into the realms of unbelievability. The Director, Jon Favreau’s goal was to make sure the audience never goes “oh wait, this isn't real”. This meant that even though they could get any shot they wanted, it wasn't the best option for them to do so, as anything too crazy would break the realism. To combat this there were subtle hints in the movie that say “this is real”. An example of this would be a simple camera shake, and lens distortion. 
“Disney agreed to go whole hog with realism, said Legato...“We went through to design the shots — so you can hear a tiger shake an imaginary camera on the ground and kick dirt into the lens...We made it up and put it in on purpose just to remind the audience, we’d purposely screw up the shot to let everyone know the camera was there, a piece of glass hit with mud.”” (Thompson, 2017)
There is a term called “The WETA Effect” that is often used when talking about CGI heavy movies. The effect is quite similar to the uncanny valley, except where as the uncanny valley refers to weird looking people, the WETA Effect talks about everything, and most prominently occurs when movie VFX go for beauty over believability. “"CGI now is too perfect. Even if the films are grimy, it's not really real. A human knows what real dirt is and it's very easy to see fakery," Mr Lycette says.
"A lot of what you're seeing is the machine starting to dominate the creative process."”
(Bowden, 2015). This quote says that using real life footage is much better than using CGI to create the images, as humans can tell and they will stop suspending their disbelief, making the movie less enjoyable. However there is another side to this argument, which is that as long as the story is good and enjoyable people will look over mediocre, even bad CGI.

Narrative or Looks?
In an article called “Is there too much CGI” Drew Turney mentions that:
“psychologists will tell you humans respond to stories with unique emotional investment
regardless of the quality of the tools. We’ll respond to crude shadow puppets against a wall if the story compels us… an audience is doing half the work for you.” (Turney, 2019)
This opens up some more questions. Which is more important when it comes to a movie. The narrative involved or the way the movie looks? 
To answer this, another question has to be asked, why do people go to see movies and enjoy them?
Georges Méliès created “A Trip to the Moon” in 1902, the first ever science fiction movie to be made, and contained very early uses of effects. It was an incredibly popular movie and popularized cinema like nothing else. but why did people see this movie?
There is a story that its first audience applauded for hours after seeing the film however this cannot be confirmed. However, what is confirmed is the incredible demand to see the movie. Stephan Schwan and Sermin Ildirar were two people who wanted to find out why the movie was so popular. They found people who had never seen a movie before and learnt what they thought of a movie, and then showed the same movie to people who had watched movies before.
What they learnt was that even though both groups were watching the movie for the first time, the people who had prior experience in watching movies, understood and enjoyed the movie much greater than those who had never seen a movie, who ended up being confused and misunderstood a lot of the movie.
This gives us an insight into why people actually like and understand the movies that they watch. Another reason why people enjoyed “A Trip to the Moon” was that the movie was inspired by Jules Verne’s book, “From the Earth to the Moon” that was released 37 years earlier. It was popular and so many were already comfortable with the idea of science fiction and recognised the story.
“To sum it up, the only way to fully understand a visual story is by either watching a lot of television and movies or being very familiar with the ideas in the story.” (Mattu, 2014)
This whole idea demonstrates that story is very involved when discussing the idea of practical effects or CGI effects influencing the viewer. As those people who dislike the plot are much more likely to pick up on the CGI if it isn't amazing.
This hypothesis is supported by a quote by the Matte Painter, Mike Terpstra, in which he says:
“If we get hooked on the story early in the film, we’re more willing to overlook older-looking practical effects like puppets to enjoy ourselves,” he says. “Look at ET.” (Turney, 2019).
Another cause of something similar happening is with “Jurassic Park” (1993). Even if the CGI was not the best, the whole concept was so creative that viewers were willing to look past it. Especially as surprisingly, there are only 14 minutes of dinosaur on screen, only 4 of those minutes being CGI dinosaurs. This supports the idea that even though the CGI was amazing for the time, the story is what gripped the audience and made the film the huge success that it is.

Acting and CGI
One of the downsides of using CGI, especially when a large amount is being used, is that in the process it makes the actors job a lot harder to achieve a real performance, unlike when they have a real object/environment to work with. Not using CGI also gives the actors a greater understanding of the movie they are acting in, allowing them to provide their own comments and thoughts that could change the movie for the better.
Rick Baker, who has worked on special effects in movies such as Men in Black (1997) and Planet of the Apes (2001) said in an interview:
“There’s a magic that happens when you have a really great actor in great make-up. He’s there on the set, he can improvise and do things. If he’s on a motion capture stage with a bunch of markers on his face, even great actors have a hard time in an empty room…You get something out of it I don’t think you can get any other way.” (Konow, 2019)
Not acting as well as they could isn't the only problem however, many actors just don't like working on a greenscreen. This can lead to them being miserable while working, which just makes their performance even more lackluster. One example of this happening is with Ian McKellen acting alone on a greenscreen for the first Hobbit. Because McKellen's character is much taller than the other characters in the movie, it's simply easier for him to act alone and composite him in afterwards. However even though it was better for the movie producers, it caused McKellen to be unhappy for the filming of the movie. While talking about filming the first Hobbit movie he said:
“I felt pretty miserable … and thought perhaps, has the time come for me to stop acting altogether if I can't cope with these difficulties?" (Pulver, 2013) later adding that “'I don't want to make this film if this is what I'm going to have to do” (Pulver, 2013)
This is not the same for everyone however. When Suraj Sharma, the main actor from “Life of Pi” (2012) was asked if acting against a blue tiger pillow was difficult he replied with “It was, but Ang makes things real. It's not really about what you're acting opposite, or what you're seeing, it's really about what you're feeling. That's what he makes very clear." (Saner, 2012)
This indicates that it really depends on the individual actor and/or Director whether a greenscreen is good for them when deciding how much CGI will be used. As the actors performance is one of the most important aspects in the final movie.

One of the cons of CGI that seems to get a lot of attention is that there just isn't any more “wow” when you see something unbelievable, which makes sense to a degree. However these same people that use this argument only care for practical effects because now there is an alternative and people always seem to pick a side and fight for it. The “wow” factor for practical effects would probably also be dead if it weren't for the use of more frequent CGI in modern day movies. The same discussion may have taken place in the early days of Practical effects.

Benefits of Practical Effects
Practical effects have many uses and can sometimes be easier to make. One of the many benefits of using practical effects is that in most situations it's just simpler, quicker and cheaper. One of the downsides of using practical effects is that it could take weeks or months to make a set or a prop ect. Just to have it not look as good as intended, or the script has changed causing it to no longer be of use. This wastes a lot of time, so a lot of pre-planning has to be done before hand to ensure that the item that gets made will be useful. However if the props/set were done on a computer it would be a lot quicker to change things around. 

One of the benefits of practical effects, is that if they are done correctly, no matter how far technology advances, it will always look fantastic. The transformation scene in “An American Werewolf in London” (1981), is still thought of today as one of the best scenes with only practical effects and the miniatures used in movies such as Star Wars (1977) and Blade Runner (1982) still hold up compared to CGI heavy movies today. 
“Even on repeat viewings, even 20 years later, even if you hated the end result of the movie itself, it’s hard not to be impressed when the massive alien crafts of Independence Day break through the clouds to impose themselves on an unsuspecting urban populace.” (Andress, 2019)

Even though poor practical effects can be as distracting as poor CGI (eg zips showing in monster costumes), CGI has to be perfect to be passable, this is not the case with practical effects, for example “The Terminator” (1984) where Arnold Schwarzenegger looks in a mirror to reveal his robotic eye. The robot is very clearly not Arnold Schwarzenegger and does not look real, the impact of seeing the robotic eye is not lost and is not as distracting from the story of the movie. This is also a perfect example of where the uncanny valley can be used on purpose, it makes the audience feel uncomfortable, as it should and is intended to be. 

Evaluation
The examination of what makes a movie enjoyable could have been supplemented by further investigations into the human psychology to consider whether previous experiences influence the way that a person perceives and enjoys a movie in order to discover more of to what extent the story has on influencing the audience on their preference on the CGI.

The scope of research about using a combination of both CGI and practical effects could benefit from a more indepth look at which movies have used both and the outcome of the movie. Looking at if it was received well and maybe better than others which used only one or the other of the specific techniques? However the insight in both of these topics as individuals provides enough insight to have an understanding of what could be done if a combination of CGI and practical effects were used. Often there is a great divide between using CGI or practical effects but both of these are just tools. They can both be used separately or together. In the end all that matters is that the end result looks interesting with a good finish.
“Neither, or rather, both. Instead of contrasting them, today’s directors have to combine them, to make the most of both worlds: creating a real effect on the set and then improving it further with the computer. Only in this way can special and visual effects be exploited to their full potential and thus achieve the most convincing result.” (Nuts Computer Graphics, 2019)
There will always be an argument between CGI and practical effects as there are many benefits to both. However it could be thought to be more risky to use CGI in movies as there are many problems that can occur from it, for example with the uncanny valley and the WETA effect. The issue is that more problems that you have in CGI, the more that viewers become distracted and get taken out of the movie experience. However, that being said, the story is really the driving factor between the audience suspending disbelief or breaking the immersion.

Conclusion
This dissertation starts by explaining what is meant by CGI and Practical effects. It then goes on to discuss the uses of CGI along with advantages and disadvantages to using this technique, looking in particular at creativity, “Uncanny Valley “, beauty/ de-aging, posthumous CGI and some of the ethical issues, “WETA”, photorealism and timelines. It also examines the impact on realism and the passion to keep things looking real along with the impact on how actors morale and work satisfaction may be affected. How the audience perceives CGI is looked at from two viewpoints: those used to CGI movies/ unused to CGI movies and those who are familiar/ unfamiliar with the material. The dissertation then contemplates briefly the pros and cons of Practical Effects before reaching its conclusion that both CGI and Practical Effects have their uses and limitations and perhaps the main driving force behind an audiences viewing enjoyment is the narrative.
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