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CHAPTER

Introduction

OR centuries, mankind has been creating paintings to portray real or

imagined scenes. The oldest paintings in the world, found in a cave
in the Ardeche Valley of France, are estimated to go back to about 30,000
years ago. Paintings rather than text written in characters were the first
means of communication, and as an old Chinese proverb ‘a picture is
worth ten thousand words’ indicates, an efficient one. It is, therefore, not
surprising that man is highly interested in looking at pictures. It took
centuries for the next step to be taken; motion pictures. The first movie
pictures shown to the public, by the Lumiere brothers, date from 1895 in
the Grand Cafe in Paris (France). The early years of the film industry
was a time of exploration. Of course no preconceived idea about how to
make films yet existed, so filmmakers had to learn by trial and error.

The idea of ‘“vision at a distance’, i.e. scenes reproduced far from
their origin, can be traced back to the 19th century, and it is not unlikely
it originated from an even earlier time. However, it took till the late
thirties before television (TV), as a first realization of this concept was
introduced to the public, which took place at the World’s Fair in 1939.
However, from that time onwards, the television industry did not take
long to grow to a multi-billion dollars industry.

The penetration of the TVs in U.S. households was about 9% in 1950
[1]. Within five years the percentage went up to 64.5%. The 1999 pene-
tration is at a level of 98.2%. The U.S. television households with two or



