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Abstract

As a practice, archiving preserves and protects information that would otherwise be lost,
offering important resources to researchers to interpret, chart and define what the archives
represent, allowing the public to reflect on records held within them. Archiving is open to
many disciplines, organisations and institutions with distinctions made in the care and

organisation of records maintained under these disciplines.

In terms of animation, archiving finished films on various formats is an established practice,
and researchers interpret those films within their own research, but the animation production
materials, used in the creation of the films are not privy to an established form of archival
practice. Whilst these archives — or collections of materials do exist, they are archived without
any unified, peer reviewed specialist interpretation of the care and organisation of the
collections using a taxonomy that reflects the unique aspects of animation production. There
is a clear need to establish the archiving of animation production materials as a distinct
practice with its own taxonomy and philosophy. Examining the current practices from other
forms of archiving that are applied to animation production collections and developing a
distinct model of practice from these models can achieve this. Once archiving animation
materials is an established practice and data is managed in a way that reflects the
acknowledges the distinctive aspects of animation as a form, data and records created from

the collections can then be used as empirical evidence to enhance the study of animation.

This thesis begins that work by developing and applying a model of practice, using a
collection of previously uncatalogued materials to explore the possible ways in which an
animation production archive would best be used as primary research material. The collection
is used to conduct an investigation into British children’s television animation. As a form,
animation is often neglected and often lost in semantics as a children’s genre and within that
neglect is a disregard even within the study of children’s programming itself, a body which
would claim to take children’s televisual content seriously. Even bodies such as the Office of
Communications (Ofcom) and the British Audience Research Board (BARB) have no
definition of what an animated television show for children is, and yet continues to provide

data with this absent definition present in their research.

By using a collection of animation materials to create a taxonomy and studying the records
created whilst using this taxonomy it is possible to define the form of children’s television
animation and in doing so prove the use of a collection of animation materials as a model of
research and the practice of animation archiving as worthy of its own district identity,

philosophy and practice which can continue to be developed for all types of animation.
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Introduction



Though once a disparaged form, animation is now an established field of study which affords
academics the opportunity to research the art form in great detail (Furniss 1998; Cholodenko
1991; Solomon 1987b). At the point of writing there has been little submitted to this field that
addresses animation production material as a collection and the subsequent organisation and
use of collections to create a resource to study animation. This practice led investigation will
address this oversight, studying the practice of archiving animation materials and use the
material created during practice to present this paradigm of animation research as a viable
research method. Transforming this method from an arbitrarily used one into one that benefits
from a system of data management that responds to the animation process will introduce the
benefits of this paradigm allowing further researchers to develop and benefit from this method

of study.

Whilst animation isn’t a form that is exclusive or restricted to screens, as it precedes film
(Wells 1998; Bendazzi 2016), the main focus of this study will concentrate on the
contributions animation has made to television with a focus on what is arguably its most
commonly associated form - children’s television (Berry 1987; Crawford 1991; Wells 1998).
Whilst the form of animation has been widely examined in its own academic field the
distinctive qualities that define a British children’s animated television series have not been
properly articulated through an academic assessment. Within the larger context of children’s
television animation they are often referred to as cartoons, this description fails to
acknowledge the variety that children’s animated television series as a whole present and is
deleterious to its study. Abandoning any need to detail the idiosyncrasies found within the
variety of animated television that is made available for all ages stifles the opportunity to
regard these animated programmes as artistic contributions in their own right open to further
investigation on various levels academically. The absence of recognition is present both
academically in texts that study children’s reactions to television (Van Evra 1990; Gunter et
al. 1991; Gunter & McAleer 1997) and in documents and studies conducted by television

regulators such as Ofcom (Atwal et al. 2003) where this oversight is accepted terminology.

Given the variation presented in all children’s animated television series, from preschool
onwards?, this thesis studies the British children’s animated television series and by using a
collection of animation materials as primary research material it will define an example of this
genre. The collection used in this study will be the Loughborough Animation Academy
Collection (LAAC), an assortment of materials from the animation industry that has been
gathered to avoid its destruction and preserve animation heritage, but also to use the
materials saved in animation research. As practice, a method of categorisation for the

unorganised collection has been constructed to meet the particularities of an animation

% The Ofcom Broadcasting Code defines children as under the age of 15 (Ofcom 2013).



production whilst adhering to archiving standards. Due to the way animation production is
currently valued as a process, collecting used animation materials for study isn’t widely
practiced so the practice of animation archiving and its specific needs have also been

identified and explored during the course of this thesis.

As the practice of collection management for animation materials isn’t clearly defined there
are concerns that grow from this lack of definition that directly affect both the study of
animation and the professional practice of animation. If we are to imagine a collection in a
traditional archive from a cultural aspect, the items held within it are regarded with the upmost

importance.

“...archives are, next to and beyond their functional aspect, an embodiment of cultural
heritage.” (Dan & Kiraly 2006)

Preserving this cultural heritage is something that the academic and professional fields of
animation should begin to take very seriously in order to protect and promote the legacy of
the art form. As such the practice of archiving and its crossover with animation is paramount

in this investigation and will be addressed.

To visually represent the crossover between the areas under study in this investigation a

Venn diagram has been prepared (overleaf).



Figure 1: Archiving, Animation and Children's Television (Steve Henderson 2016)

Figure 1 shows the overlap between the areas of study where the literature of both animation
and archiving can inform the underrepresented area of animation archiving. The same
principle can be applied to the overlaps between children’s television and animation and
children’s television and archiving. Central to this, the blank section in white, is this thesis in

practice that addresses all three using a collection of animation pre-production materials.

This thesis will examine the uses for a collection of animation production materials and define
a model of archiving that incorporates the specificities of animation, with this model the

collection has been used to interpret and define a children’s animated television series.

Though animation studies has developed into it is own field there are still fundamental
debates and questions that remain unanswered in this comparatively young field of
discussion, the principles and practices of animation collections and the cultural heritage of
children’s animated television are two critical areas of study that this thesis addresses and

introduces to the field.



Aims and Objectives

Understanding archiving and managing collections and applying that knowledge to the
Loughborough Animation Academy Collection (LAAC) is central to this investigation. As a
practice based PhD the practice of archiving has been studied and practiced to aid in the
creation of a working collection of animation production materials to be used as primary
research materials. The primary research material used in this collection began as a literal
pile of boxes direct from actual animation productions with little organisation. Although the
boxes had been subject to some organisation in the past, historic moving of the boxes has
resulted in the loss of whatever databases or written records of the box contents existed
before the start of this study. All that remained was a quantity of boxes with no knowledge of

what was inside them.

Transforming this mass of material from the LAAC into a collection that can be used as
reference, and then using that reference material, succinctly describes the practical element
of this work. In order to turn this assortment of boxes into a working collection required the
creation of a database so the items could be managed. Whilst creating the database,
consideration for the material had to be taken into account in a way that would respect
archival standards and practice, as well as addressing previously unaddressed
considerations for the animation production material’s unique set of particularities to

document them efficiently, and store them properly.

This discussion establishes that there are major issues facing animation collections and
demonstrates the usefulness of purposing a collection of animation materials as a method of
research by way of establishing a resource paradigm and methodology thereby supporting

the further study of animation.

Using the collection it is possible to take the data generated from its organisation and present
a timeline of the production represented by items that have been catalogued and dated. By
considering the context of these items and by identifying the evolution of the production,
changes and influences that define a method of production specific to a British children’s

television production can be established.



Cultural Contribution

Establishing a collection of animation production materials and organising them so the
contents are accessible as primary research material offers an intramural look at the process
and a perspective on the subject that could not be revealed by evaluating the animated
subject based on interpretation of the completed film. Whilst this thesis does not seek to
disparage this tried and tested method, the use of a collection provides complimentary way of
interpreting film, debunking myths and providing clear evidence of objectives or

methodologies in the film making process.

The study of animated films is usually reliant on the finished form, with meanings pondered
from the work of directors, with little attention paid towards the construction of a film.
Animation is, by its very construction a process that requires the creation of numerous
materials in order to see a finished product accomplished. Such materials can provide
qualitative answers to questions. Darley (2007) identified a gap in the study of animation
which he believed to be derived from an over abundant enthusiasm for those studying
animation to answer ontological questions using post structuralism theory, leaving the field

open to different approaches.

“One can't help thinking that all too frequently such approaches produce not only highly
tendentious argumentation (not to mention torturous, self parodic writing styles), but
further, the disappearance of anything resembling animation per se (its practices,
forms, techniques, production and reception contexts, let alone films and their possible
significance and meanings) as this gets assimilated into endless (futile) searches for
ontological/metaphysical legitimation or as grist for some overarching ‘theoretical’ claim
or other.” (Darley, 2007)

Darley’s essay points the finger at those who use a finished animated film to their own ends,
abandoning any consideration of the process of animation itself to support theories of their
own. By using animation production materials as primary research in this study, the link
between understanding films as a product of a specific applied process is maintained allowing

a better understanding of practice so it can be contextualised with clarity.



Given the misunderstandings that academics occasionally share with practitioners
understanding the source material first and foremost has to be paramount to this

investigation.

“Surely The Magic Roundabout was drug- fuelled? "Here we go again. We've been
through this every time," Wood says a tad impatiently. "It's a load of rubbish. It's not
true." He claims it was academics with too much time to do too little work who made

this ridiculous suggestion.” (Hattenstone 2001)

Animator Ivor Wood’s retort towards academic interpretations of his work demonstrates the
fragile understanding that academics can sometimes develop when interpreting work based
on the finished film or at the very least the image that academics have found themselves
lumbered with based on similar misunderstandings. Though there is no direct reference to an
academic paper interpreting The Magic Roundabout (1965) as a veiled reference to drug
culture, this example still stands as a testament to how interpretations can often be retold as
fact, even if the creator refutes it. Oliver Postgate, a contemporary of Wood reportedly hated

his work being analysed by academics too°.

Using primary research material such as scripts, storyboards, meeting minutes and notes on
production can work towards a definition of a film in the creators own words as opposed to an
interpretation. Though Darley insists that his retort against “ontological/metaphysical
legitimation” is not a call for instrumentalism, the basic gaps in our knowledge of animated
forms and genres and their specificities can, in the opinion of myself be introduced by the use
of a collection of animation production materials to establish the pragmatic differences

between forms of animation which inform further debates.

With the research paradigm established a subject was chosen as a response to the collection
and as a response to current literature on animation. The majority of the collection represents
British children’s animation television production, an under represented area in Animation
Studies. With this wealth of materials it was possible to address issues relating to the
representation of children’s animated television production, specifically the lack of distinction

of the form within reports and research.

In the latter stages of this investigation Rachel Moseley published Hand Made Television:
Stop Frame Animation for Children in Britain 1961-74 (Moseley 2015) a text that claims to be
introductory in the study of British children’s animated television series. It’s claims are ill

founded as it suggests that Animation Studies scholars have not considered this area before

% |. Warburton “Loaf” (personal communication with the author, Aug 18, 2015)



and explicitly notes Prof Wells absence from studying this area of animation, claiming
Animation Studies has a predilection to study the more avant-garde forms of animation.
Within this study that concerns itself with British children’s animation as a product of an
animation collection, it didn’t take long to discover Wells went so far as to introduce the idea
of British children’s animated television series as a form distinct from others (Wells 2008)
even so far as noting the pastoral nature of the shorts which is a defining theme in Moseley’s
study. Though Moseley’s work delivers a much-needed academic review of this area it was

published too late to be included in this study.

Children’s television has an important influence as both an entertainer and in most cases an
educator to its audience (Home 1993: 9). Throughout the years there has been a clear
definition of what children’s television is by way of channels broadcasting children’s
programing at certain times of the day or within channels dedicated to children’s shows in the
United Kingdom (UK) such as Cartoon Network and Nickelodeon (Atwal et al. 2003) and
more recent examples such as CBeebies and CITV’s channels. Children’s television is not
just shaped by the intended audience but also by regulations and laws put in place to protect
young viewers under the potential influence of the programs that are broadcast. With years of
dedicated television programs created for children a cultural contribution has been deposited
in the collective consciousness of the viewers and parents who have seen them. This has
lead to children’s television being explored and investigated by academics and critics over the
years as television’s developmental role in the lives of children is scrutinised to ensure the
safety of young viewers. (Messenger Davies 1989; Gunter et al. 1991; Gunter & McAleer
1997)

How children interact with television, as a part of their own development is a fascinating area
of investigation. As children age they amass an understanding of the language of television.
Steadily, reality and fiction become separate as a child develops and understands the
difference between an actor in a story and real life (Messenger Davies 1989: 14). Before this
distinction can be made when an infant begins its relationship with television it must develop

an understanding of the language of television such as cuts and transitions between scenes.

Although a lot of work has been done in the field there is little distinction between live action
productions and animated productions within the studies. This is an unusual omission, if a
child’s developmental relationship with live action television can be investigated the apparent
lack of investigation for a similar relationship with animation appears to represent an
underdeveloped area of research that may begin with the classification of a children animated
television series identifying the particularity of such a series. As live action and animated
programs are often shown in television schedules side by side surely one has an effect on the

other? Would a child’s understanding of fiction come first after watching an animated talking



tractor or with an actor? There has been very little reception study work completed on
children’s animated television per se so this question has not been addressed. It is not the
intention of this study to present a reception study on British children’s animated television but
it can be noted, through a collection of primary research materials that efforts have been
conducted by the authors of such shows to appeal to the sensibilities and sensitivities of their

audience.

When animation is mentioned within the field of children’s television research, it is often done
S0 as a cartoon or plainly as animation. Such blanket terminologies do not display the variety
children’s animation delivers and findings investigating children’s television that use the
sweeping term animation, or cartoons fail to differentiate between different genres of a form
and so the final result cannot be justified. Gunter and McAleer fall short of defining the genres

of animation when discussing violence on British television,

In terms of a strict mechanical count of acts per hour, cartoons were notably violent,

with American cartoons being twice as likely to be violent as British ones. (1997: 99)

There is no definition in the text of what constitutes as an American cartoon or a British one,
but the notable difference shows that there is a knowledge gap that requires exploration. This
result demonstrates a shortfall in the way animation is represented in wider conversations
about television and its developmental role. The term “cartoon” is specific to a particular form
of animation and when used as a vague term to cover all animation it hinders the study of
both. The widely accepted term of animation would have been better placed here in lieu of a
more defined terminology. Though work has been done to define the various forms of
animation nationally and internationally (American animation is not limited to the cartoon
form) and this investigation contributes to the further definition of British children’s television

animation.

The lack of distinction between different animated forms is something that can continue to be
added to using a collection of materials as primary research material. In using this collection
to add to the definition of a children’s animated television production a cultural contribution
will be made to the fields of animation and archiving that can go on to inform television

studies.



British Children’s Television Animation

Children’s television in the UK has a long history (See: Home 1993; Inglis 2003) and in spite
of having made a cultural contribution domestically and abroad, due credit being is rarely
received by its animated form. To discuss the history of children’s television as a whole would
be an enormous task and assuming “children’s television” to be a genre or set category would
be an inaccuracy. Children’s television consists of many styles and genres, children’s
television drama, factual, entertainment, educational and many other categories each with
their own history and place within the wider story of children’s television. This thesis serves
perhaps the most ill defined of those genres — children’s television animation, and focuses on
contributions made in the UK. Animation may be recognised as a form in some areas of study

but within the public sphere animation isn’t measured as its own entity.

When The Office of Communications (Ofcom) published a report into how children consume
television and what devices they consume them on (Atwal et al. 2003) the programming

watched by children was classified by the report as into the following genres;

e children’s drama

e children’s factual

e children’s animation

e children’s light entertainment

e children’s preschool

The genres were set by BARB (Broadcasters Audience Research Board) genre
classifications. These classifications divide programming up into genres but manage to gather
all animated programming into the same category with no consideration into the fact that all of
the categories can in fact be applied to animation i.e. “children’s preschool animation”. What
are BARB defining as animation? BARB do not define genre classifications, this list of genres
is populated by the broadcasters but maintained by BARB. If a broadcaster believes that a
programme does not fit an existing genre type they can request the creation of a new one that
would be considered by BARB®. BARB has not defined “children’s animation” in this instance
it has been defined by the broadcaster and therefor broadcasters are showing animation
without definition in their genres. When animation is considered in this way, from the
aggressive drama of shows aimed at teenagers such as Samurai Jack (2001) to the gentle
character comedy of preschool programmes such as Bill and Ben (2001), results regarding
animation consumption are not going to be delivered with any clarity as they have audiences

as different as the live action audiences for factual, drama, light entertainment and preschool.

® C. Martin Personal communication with author 19" January 2016
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Instances such as this highlight the need for further classification for animation in television

for the benefit of research.

Classifying animation in such a way is quite surprising given the long history animated
television has in the UK. To discuss the history of children’s television animation one must
look at how it emerged in television schedules. This thesis focuses on work created in Britain
and so to contextualise the arrival of animation a history of children’s television will be
discussed. Broadcasting entertainment for children is something that has existed before
television in radio productions. The British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) began
broadcasting radio programming in 1922 and immediately dedicated programming to children
with Children’s Hour. With the advent of a regular television schedule a series of programmes
under the same banner title began broadcasting on television in 1946 (1993: 15). Animation
has always had its place in UK children’s television animation, the Walt Disney short Mickey’s
Gala Premiere starring the eponymous Mickey Mouse was the last item broadcast on
television in September 1939 before the television service shut down completely for the
duration of the Second World War (1939-1945). The same cartoon was the first thing
broadcast in June 1946 when the service restarted (1993: 15; McGown 2004). Broadcasting
the imported Hollywood short animations intended for a general audience of cinemagoers
were indeed a hit with children but in order to tell children’s stories produced by themselves
broadcasters would have to employ the use of string puppets instead of the costly process of
animation. Programmes designed specifically for a children’s audience (as opposed to the
general, cinema going audience Hollywood cartoons catered for) employed the use of
puppets such as Muffin the Mule, and later The Flowerpot Men to tell original stories for
children. By 1950 children’s television has established itself within the Lime Grove studio
alongside other BBC programming. Amongst the dramas and news programmes broadcast
for children the earliest animation, or at least the earliest mention of what would be called
animation happened in 1957 with the broadcast of Captain Pugwash. The process involved
painted cardboard sets which, instead of being filmed one frame at a time were recorded live
as magnets and levers, hidden from the view of the camera would manipulate the characters
and scenery (McGown 2011). Though there is no formal, universal definition of animation it
would still be difficult to interpret this process as animation today as many definitions insist
that animation is created one frame at a time. (see: Evidence Through Production Methods).
In 1957 ITV commissioned Peter Firmin and Oliver Postgate’s Smallfilms to produce
Alexander the Mouse which they filmed under the same “magnets and levers” process but

Firmin and Postgate named it “Visimotion” (Trunk & Embray 2014: 18).

The first animated programme created for television to be commissioned and created in the
UK was Smallfiims Ivor the Engine (1959). The show was created for Associated Rediffusion,

which would later become Thames Television and London Weekend Television. For the first
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time, animation was used for a children’s television programme created in the UK. The series
was later remade in colour for the BBC. In 1961 Smallfiims produced the first stop motion
puppet show for British television The Pingwings (1961). The simple characters were filmed
using a camera that was rigged to automatically take a new frame every minute, allowing the
animator to move the characters between each frame that was shot (2014: 41). Smallfilms
would later go on to produce The Pogles (1965), Pogles’ Wood (1966-68) The Clangers
(1969-74) and Bagpuss (1974) to name their most popular commissioned creations. Another
creator of note that made a transition from live-puppeteer programming to animated
programming was Gordon Murray, who left Lime Grove in 1964 and teamed up with
animators Bob Bura and John Hardwick to create and deliver Camberwick Green (1966),
Trumpton (1999) and Chigley (1919) for the BBC. These programmes held a simplicity to
them that was stood them apart from the imported American theatrical shorts such as the
Disney and Warner Bros cartoons that were broadcast alongside them as well as
programming from other nations that had carried their own cultural uniqueness into British
homes such as Zdenek Miler’'s Mole (1957). Whilst the American theatrical shorts were not
created for the express purpose of being broadcast in a time slot specifically designed for
children, the commissioned films of Postgate and Firmin’s Short Films and others were, and
they had a notable difference in tone. Whilst distinctions have been made between animation
created for television and animation shown on television but created for cinema (Crawford
1991) to date there is no comparative work done on the work created for British children’s
animated television and the cinematic work it was televised alongside. The frenetic pace of a
cinematic Disney short, driven by quick gags and slapstick actions is created for a different
audience than the work of Smallfilms, which was commissioned for the separate medium of
television. And some notion of ‘British Children’. 