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The Teletubbies controversy
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The Teletubbies are back with a new 2015 revamp - but fans of the original can breathe easy
http://www.digitalspy.com/tv/news/a773242/teletubbies-2015-cbeebies-revival-wont-destroy-your-childhood/
November 7, 2015 
The new Teletubbies kicks off on Monday morning at 7.25am on CBeebies.
Watch a trailer for the new​Teletubbies series:
https://youtu.be/amdryXYybcs 

http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0142055/reviews:
This is the most frighteningly disturbing show on television
Gar-6 from Calgary, Canada, October 30, 1998
The Teletubbies is a UK show about four stubby aliens who live on a giant miniature golf course. They walk around the course doing simpletonic tasks and eating alien toast. Their only means of communication is nonsensical jabbering and slight English-sounding words. Every once in a while a talking shower head rises out of the turf and gives them instructions to please the sun which is really a giant baby's head inside of a sun. Then a giant pinwheel beams messages directly into their cerebral cortexes and their abdominal area becomes a projector. Their stomachs usually show small films about children going on adventures, or less exciting things. One time it showed five kids jumping. Just jumping, for five minutes.

Chibi Riza, August 9, 2000

The "Teletubbies" has to be one of the most Nightmare-inducing TV shows ever (save for Barney and the New Nick JR).
Four creepy-looking "creatures" with television sets in their torsos, doing some strange, nonsensical things that don't make sense and probably give you head aches and trippy nightmares.
I know this is a children's show,but I even know some little kids who are afraid to watch these monsters (yes,I'm serious).
Now, the Skeksis from the "Dark Crystal" on the other hand, are even more lovable than the "Teletubbie" things, and they are pretty frighting enough!

Simply not good for children
Hastor-2 (hastor@dragoncon.net) from Anderson, South Carolina, December 1, 2000

This show, if anything, will slow down the development of a child. When the Teletubbies watch a little film clip in their stomach, that’s fine... but then they do it "again!" Ask just about any child psychologist... repetition does nothing for a child except bore it. Children learn many times faster than adults, and they take in all that they are going to on one viewing, during the second one, they are just waiting for the show to get on with it. Maybe if you show it to them another day it might do some good, but not 5 seconds later. Also, this show is aimed at children that are still learning to talk, and the Teletubbies speak in a gibberish. Children are listening for words, trying to figure out what they mean and sound like so they can talk as well. Teletubbies will simply confuse them and slow down that learning process. The scenes are all dragged out too long and make the same point too many times. If you want your child to actually learn from what he sees, show him Sesame Street or something. Even letting the child sit in a room while you watch a soap opera is going to give them a better idea of the English language than this show.

Pure, distilled evil in its meanest form!
PlanecrazyIkarus from Wales, UK, September14, 2002

There are few things on TV that upset me more than the Teletubbies. Yes, the newest generations of horrendously stupid talk shows and soaps are bad enough, but the Teletubbies really take the crown.
Why? Because they are aimed at the smallest children. Because their only identifiable purpose is to grab them while they're young and insert them into TV society. What need does a 2-year-old have for Teletubbie merchandise?
If you think about other shows aimed at kids, they usually have at least some pseudo-educational value (Sesame street teaches to read and count), even if it's only morality and "be nice to your friends" in some (uuurgh! That's what parents are supposed to teach their kids, not the TV!). But, teletubbies is worst of all. It exists merely to make TV a part of the lives of toddlers as early as possible, and teach them merchandised - consumerist society thinking before they can walk.
Evil, absolutely the peak of evil. The equivalent of what sweets and chocolate do to their forming teeth, for their brains.

HuggyBear1 from Sydney, Australia, January 15, 2003

The Teletubbies live in a Nazi-style bunker where everything is "lovely". Genetically modified rabbits are their only living companions. A voice from nowhere tells them what to do, or tells them what is about to happen to them. They show a small film from one of their bellies and then repeat the film - this was another Nazi trick - repetition being used to brain-wash. All of this weird nonsense is watched over by a baby in the sun. All the Teletubbies are named after slang for genitalia: Tinky Winky (obviously the male organ), La La (female), Po (bottom in German) and Dipsy (Russian slang for the male organ.

Tsubahi from Sacramento, CA, January 1, 2004
This is simply the WEIRDEST kiddie show I have ever seen...just looky at all those phone-poles that pop up from everywhere. Reminds me of my old humidifier that sat on my dresser when I was a toddler. It looked just like a little UFO in the dark and it scared the living daylights out of me even at such a young age. The same thing goes for "Noo-Noo", that bizarre-looking vacuum-cleaner with wriggling light-up eyes and a long sucking trunk. That thing would frighten the poor little tots half to death!
The aliens themselves are curiously portrayed as parentless kitten-faced infants with hare lips and monkey ears that bodily fell from the outer space and forever lost in a rustic paradise with all the hopping bunnies and plastic flowers. They squeak, wriggle, and hug each other for all eternity to come...they certainly act like they don't have any brains in their skulls. And the baby sun...such BRIGHT blue eyes...would giggle and look around as if it doesn't have anything better to do. The big pink pinwheel spins, sprinkling shiny pink stars to stupefy the pot-bellied creatures into delirious submission.
The worse thing of all is how the clippings of tykes doing everyday stuff are forever repeated in the aliens' fat tummies as if the watchers don't know any better...whether they just got off their mother's breasts or not.

Utterly awful crap
harrychapman from UK, March 26, 2004

I'm surprised the 'Teletubbies' has lasted as long as it has. This really is the worst children's show ever made for several reasons. Firstly the dialogue used by the Teletubbies is so banal and so stupid that it is totally uneducational and teaches children nothing useful. And also the way the Teletubbies prance around and roll about is really absurd and is also totally uneducational to children. Also the way they repeat those awful shows that appears on these creatures’ bellies is like sitting in a Nazi concentration camp, utter torture. The music too is totally hideous. So parents if you're looking for a good programme for your children don't use this whatever you do.

Worst Kid's Show Ever
JennyGump from California, USA, April 16, 2004

First of all, I know that most kid's shows arent that great but, teletubbies just doesnt do anything for them. It isn't educational in the least. I know that they are aiming at kids between the ages of 6 months to 2 years but, what are kids that age doing watching TV in the first place? They won't even know what's going on, and won't really get anything out of it. Any kid over 3 probably won't be entertained by it because it’s a very boring show, and nothing much happens. I can't understand how people can complain about Barney, either. At least he speaks English! And at least we know what he is. He is a purple dinosuar. Sure, those don't exist but, what the hell is a teletubby? This show should seriously be taken off the air.

A generation of speech impediment starts here
23skidoo-4 from Calgary, Canada, June 18, 2004

When I was a child, I had a speech impediment. Due to my father having a Scots accent and my mom a prairie Canadian accent, it was discovered that I couldn't pronounce certain words properly. After several years of speech therapy I finally managed to speak like everyone else.
Watching Teletubbies, I fear we're setting up a whole generation of kids who can't speak properly. The show's content itself is neither here nor there. I've come to accept that pre-school television is now supposed to be banal, stupid, and uneducational (just look at what has happened to Sesame Street in recent years). 
And there is no denying that the show's production is among the most unique I have ever seen. Full marks there.
But my problem with this show is that everyone uses baby talk, and worse yet, baby talk with a British accent. I have no trouble with a generation of latchkey kids who will probably end up with British accents as Teletubbies is the show that teaches them to speak ... but at least let's get them speaking properly.
If you have young children, and they are still developing language skills, I urge you to not let them watch Teletubbies. You'd be better off letting them watch Barney. It's just as stupid and mindless, but at least you can understand what they're saying. Better still, lobby someone to release DVDs of classic shows like Mr Dressup, Mister Rogers, pre-1990s Sesame Street (before Elmo ruined it) -- or even Barney. Anything but this potentially dangerous series.

Nonscence
Bob Henson (md300sd@yahoo.com) June 19, 2004

OK. Just watching of this horrible show is like living in a heck-hole. If I watch anymore than 10 minutes of this show, I would go hysterical. Anyways. This show is exactly like 'Barney'. They make this show for the merchandise. If you are looking for an educated show. This is the wrong show for you. I still do not have a clue how "Teletubbies" is educational. They barely teach you anything from this. This show is irritating. The show has hideous music, and not to mention; ugly characters. People do not realize what they're watching is a piece of trash that shall be discarded.

Worst Children's Television Show to Date
(nivrehs) from United States, December 13, 2006

This show is just plain stupid. It doesn't teach anything. Well, actually it does, and that is to act immature and make annoying sounds out of yourself (baby talk)! Don't watch it. It's pointless, the characters are empty, and the show takes place in some grassy land with a baby acting as the sun. I mean, even first graders hate this show. I was five years old when it came out. I never liked it. I don't know of anyone else who ever liked the show either. Did I also mention that the Teletubbies interact using "Big Hug"s, "Eh-oh"s, and "Lala"s? How stupid is that? Watching a rock for an hour is even more exciting than this awful, awful show. I'm serious, this show sucks. In fact it's so pointless that if you go up to a random kindergartener, they would say they hate the show. And if you are curious enough to go watch it, go ahead. But don't say you weren't warned!

No value for parents or children
shellbell200301 from USA, May 3, 2007

With all the programming on TV these days, there are many other more educational options for your children. These days many parents are blamed for letting the TV babysit their kids. If you are going to sit your children down in front of the TV for a couple hours, for whatever reason, and this show is on, CHANGE THE CHANNEL. There is absolutely no educational value to this show. I have a two year old and although many would think that this show is strictly to "entertain" a toddler or keep them occupied for a half hour, it's simply not true. Change it to Dora or Diago or Sesame Street. Babies and toddlers will actually be entertained and they may even learn something. My two year old can count to 50 and say her ABC's. She knows these things by my teaching her in combination with shows like Sesame Street and Dora the Explorer. The only thing that toddlers learn from such a pointless show as this is how to repeat the words "again, again" and "Time for Teletubbies". Doctors as well as others trained in the field of child development urge parents not to jabber in baby talk to children who are ready to learn to talk, or who are already talking. This show is nothing but gibberish and baby talk and has no educational value at all. My friends two year old now calls all cereal, soup and pudding "Tele-Tusturd"...something he picked up on this worthless "childrens" show. Do your kids a favor and change the station to something that will at least educate them and teach them to speak correctly.

music232 from United States, November 4, 2007

The last comment I read said that this show should be put under horror. Well you're right! This stupid show scares me. My little sister convinced me to watch it and I regret it ever since. I watched it and it was a drag. You can't understand what they're saying. It's stupid! This does not help little children learn in anyway. But it will teach parents one more thing, DON'T WATCH TELETUBIES. I'm actually scared of these stupid little teletubies. This is probably the scariest thing I've seen next to Saw 1, 2, and 3. Yo just don't see good children's shows these days. It's so sad. But I'm not surprised. Most PBS {Public Broadcasting Service} shows are usually crappy and not educational to children. I don't see how anybody can like this show. The stupid baby talk does not help little toddlers with their steps in trying to speak. To be honest, a good parent would keep their children away from this show at all costs. My little sister is 10 and she just got this to make fun of it. It was pretty much pointless for her to even get it. If I could, I'd give this show a 1/10. I refuse to let my son watch this garbage!
galahadfairlight from United Kingdom, December 28, 2007

Couldn't care less about the 'gay' undertones of the programme, what I really object to is its absolute uselessness as a learning tool for children.
There is nothing of ANY merit to this program whatsoever, and quite how it became so successful around the world mystifies me.

The Teletubbies make it their MISSION it would seem to mispronounce everything, just what you don't want your child to be doing. During their younger years is the most fertile time for kids to pick up speech and good habits, nothing that the Teletubbies can provide.
Each show repeats things ad nauseum, is this for some kind of teaching aid (repetition can be good for learning) or simply for cheapness? Just about everything the Teletubbies do is utterly pointless, I fail to see or grasp how a child can learn anything from it.
And that is why he's not allowed to watch it, horrendous waste of time.

What The Teletubbies Get Up To Behind The Scenes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=f_dT4uDnZUA
Role models: The Teletubbies?
http://www.theory.org.uk/ctr-rol3.htm
In the United States of America, the conservative religious leader Rev. Jerry Falwell suggested that the bag-carrying purple Teletubby, Tinky Winky, was promoting a gay lifestyle to children. The argument was made in the February 1999 issue of Falwell's monthly magazine, National Liberty Journal.

The article, entitled 'Tinky Winky Comes Out of the Closet', claims: "The sexual preference of Tinky Winky, the largest of the four Teletubbies characters on the series that airs in America on PBS stations, has been the subject of debate since the series premiered in England in 1997.

"The character, whose voice is obviously that of a boy, has been found carrying a red purse in many episodes and has become a favorite character among gay groups worldwide."

Fearless in their pursuit of the truth, theNLJ reporters have, er, discovered what colour Tinky Winky is, amongst other soaraway revelations: "Further evidence that the creators of the series intend for Tinky Winky to be a gay role model have surfaced. He is purple -- the gay-pride color; and his antenna is shaped like a triangle -- the gay-pride symbol"

Obviously, no-one is safe from the sordid homosexual antics of the Teletubbies: "These subtle depictions are no doubt intentional and parents are warned to be alert to these elements of the series. However, many families are allowing the series to entertain their children."

Reuters News (10 February 99) reported that Laurie Fry, director of broadcast promotion at PBS, called the insinuations "mindboggling", and noted that the show's characters are toddlers and are not intended to have sexual orientations of any kind. She pointed out that the offending handbag was Tinky Winky's magic bag, adding, "This is a children's show, for goodness sake".

Dan Whitcomb, for Reuters News (12 February 99), reported that the mayor of West Hollywood had said the Rev. Jerry Falwell's charge that the big purple Teletubby was gay was "outrageous" and said children everywhere would have their hearts broken by the controversy Falwell has sparked. [Exactly why this would be heartbreaking was not specified].
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Barney with a pink toothbrush -- Could Barney be gay too?

"West Hollywood Mayor Steve Martin, whose city boasts the nation's only majority-gay city council," Whitcomb reported, "called Falwell's remarks 'irrational' and stood staunchly by Tinky Winky. 'Jerry Falwell has single-handedly crushed the hearts of many children by viciously casting Tinky Winky into a sexual controversy', he said. 'It's embarrassing that Falwell is so obsessed with gay issues that he forced the discussion of Tinky Winky's sexuality upon parents and their children... We are offended by [Falwell's] preoccupation with sexual orientation and his outrageous attack on Tinky Winky... Now, every purple children's character may be a victim of his vicious hate -- watch out, Barney, he may be coming after you next!'" [Barney is that big purple dinosaur from U.S. educational TV].

CNN reported that Steve Rice, a spokesman for Itsy Bitsy Entertainment Co., which licenses the Teletubbies in the United States, noted that "The fact that [Tinky Winky] carries a magic bag doesn't make him gay. It's a children's show, folks. To think we would be putting sexual innuendo in a children's show is kind of outlandish."

But the Rev. Jerry Falwell maintained that the "subtle depictions" are intentional and issued a statement that said, "As a Christian I feel that role modeling the gay lifestyle is damaging to the moral lives of children."

Steve Rice countered that Falwell was attacking "something sweet and innocent" to further his conservative political agenda.

The controversy even stole attention from 300 new Star Wars toys at the New York Toy Fair (also on 10 Febtuary 1999). 

Variety reported that "the Toy Fair briefly became the center of an unlikely brawl as Teletubby marketer Kenn Viselman called televangelist the Rev. Jerry Falwell 'stupid' for claiming the kids' television show promotes a gay agenda. 'He's just some politician with a political agenda that he's trying to achieve', Viselman said to an SRO crowd of journalists. Although Viselman found it curious the issue of Tinky Winky's sexual orientation has yet to surface in any of the other 50 countries exposed to the series, he claimed to have braced theTeletubbies' English creators to expect just such a controversy on negotiating the American rights two years ago."

Hereafter in chronological order
To Teletubby or not to Teletubby...

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/media/to-teletubby-or-not-to-teletubby-1235645.html 
Paul McCann, October 13, 1997

If you believe what you read in some papers you might think that Stratford-on-Avon, home of the Teletubbies, was doing better out of the blobby ones than the Bard, and that their strange language was of no educational value to its young audience. Paul McCann pays a visit, meets the linguist who writes it, and sets the record straight
You can spot Ragdoll Productions' shop in Stratford-on-Avon by the mini-traffic jam of pushchairs surrounding the doorway. As you get closer you can see little children waving to models of the Teletubbies in the shop window. The models have a camera hidden at their feet which plays pictures of the street on one of their stomachs. At first I thought this was a waste of time because it was just playing back pictures of my knees. But then I realised. It's not for adults.

And that is the ethos of Teletubbies.

When Teletubbies first crept on to early-morning television few people noticed it. The producer's PR man had a terrible time trying to place a story about something newspapers consider as "only" a children's show. But then the Daily Mail and the Daily Telegraph seized on a few letters from concerned parents sent to the Radio Times complaining that supposed gibberish had replaced the popular pre-school programme Playdays.

Both newspapers spotted a potential "traditional teaching vs trendy teaching" story that conveniently came with some very strange-looking creatures you could use to illustrate the story. They helped spark a debate about whether Teletubbies is dangerous nonsense or a highly sophisticated programme that helps the language learning and thinking processes of the youngest television audience in history. It is now much more than "only" a children's television programme.

The programme was created after watching and filming very young children at play in seven nurseries in different parts of the country and in the special play area of the Ragdoll's shop in Stratford. From this observation its co-creator and writer Andy Davenport established that the toddlers it is aimed at are too young to receive formal instruction. Instead he wants the programme to provoke and stimulate them into learning the rules of communication.

"There is so much more to communication than just speech," says Mr Davenport, who studied speech sciences and has been angered by some of the reaction to the programme. "But even so, it is a genuine language the Tubbies have. It has a proper grammatical structure and what they say is meaningful to the children.

"And the idea of it damaging their speech development is nonsense. Children learn to speak from the continuous real world and real people around them; a half-hour TV programme is not going to affect that."

Despite the apparent madness to grown-ups, the programme has its own internal grammar and rules so that children know what to expect. When the windmill moves they know something is going to happen; when one of the Tubbies says "eh-oo" it means something bad has happened or is going to happen. When they say "again, again" children watching know everything will repeat.

Andy Davenport's research has also shown that young children rarely listen and watch at the same time, so the programme has a speaking trumpet which the Tubbies will turn and watch, so that the children know to expect speaking and will listen to it.

Meanwhile the baby in the sun is there at the beginning because a gurgling baby is one of the easiest ways of getting a response out of anyone, even another baby. By laughing the baby also lets the children know when they are supposed to be laughing along with the show.

The repetition that so baffles and infuriates adults, Davenport says, is there because children like the security of repetition. "I noticed children watching Tots TV [another Ragdoll programme] who would fix on one concept and come back to it over and over again. It is because there is such a mass of stimulus to understand when they are young that repetition keeps things simple and familiar."

Repetition also allows children to predict what is likely to happen again next, thereby training cognitive functions like deduction. And if that sounds too high-minded, the kids in the shop show Davenport how to keep it fun.

"I watched children watching a sequence where one of the Tubbies stepped in a puddle. One of the children shouted `Ugh!' when a Teletubby first did it. Next time he did it more of them shouted `Ugh!'. In the end a game came from them shouting `Ugh!' at the TV. I incorporated that in the programme by having each of the Tubbies step in a puddle and them all end up shouting `Ugh!' at each other.'

In this way Teletubbies become a group of friends for the children sitting at home on their own watching. With their big heads and round bodies they even look like their audience and that identification with the Tubbies is key: "One reporter described it as quite Brechtian," says Mr Davenport. "Because they are actors, but they are also part of the audience. When the narrator tells them to do something they don't want to do they run away."
"It has caused a rumpus because it does not look like an ordinary educational programme," says Davenport. "But that is because it approaches children in a way that is going to be of value to them.

"We had a sequence where animals marched through Tubbyland two by two with repetitive background music. But people asked why didn't we name the animals as they went past, which is to completely misunderstand what we're doing.

"The sequence was about rhythm, which is essential for children's language learning, turn-taking and even simple mathematics later in life.

"We also wanted to provoke them to ask where the animals had come from or where they are going, or whether they were happy animals or sad animals. You have to give them enough space to develop their thinking processes, which is what the pre-school years are about."

Teletubbies upsets those who automatically assume that progressive and creative learning is trendy nonsense. Those who believe that education should be strictly disciplined and functional, even when you're 18 months old.

Thankfully Teletubbies isn't for them. It's for kids.
The U.K.'s answer to Barney: It's 'Teletubbies' time

Show is widely popular, despite linguistic controversy

http://edition.cnn.com/SHOWBIZ/9712/24/teletubbies/
December 24, 1997, London (CNN) 
Tinky Winky, who speaks with a male voice and carries a red purse, has become a gay icon
At the same time every morning, toddlers at the Hyde Park Nursery School eagerly gather in front of the telly, bubbling with excitement and rocking with glee. Although they're only 2 years old, they know it's time for "Teletubbies." 

Tinky Winky, Dipsy, Laa Laa and Po, giant alien techno-babies with television screens on their bellies, are the featured players in this simplistic children's show. They live in Teletubby land, spending their days eating tubby custard and playing with their pet vacuum cleaner, Nu Nu. 

The Teletubbies are all the rage, not just among toddlers, but among college students -- many of whom wear "Teletubbies" T-shirts when they go out clubbing -- and among stressed-out stockbrokers in London's financial district. Many of the latter, perhaps searching for their inner child, seem to have found solace in the show. 

"It's for grown-ups who are still kids at the same time," said one businessman. "Most of the people who work here are probably quite mad. Sort of thing they are into."

The Teletubbies also have a following among the gay community. Tinky Winky, who carts around a red handbag but speaks with a male voice, has become something of a gay icon. 

Despite extensive interviews with the core audience, it is difficult to pinpoint the Teletubbies' true youth appeal. One toddler, who said she liked Tinky Winky best, answered the question "Why?" with "I just do." 

Yet not all is smooth sailing for the tubby friends. Some parents are accusing the hit program of using dumbed-down, baby language that keeps their children from developing linguistically. 

Adding to their complaints is the fact that the program replaced another BBC children's show acknowledged for its educational value. 

Yet the Teletubbies' creator, former English teacher Anne Wood, denies the charges, saying the show is educational, although not in the traditional way. 

"It's gentle, it's happy, it's joyous, it's positive, it's life-affirming," Wood said. "Who wouldn't watch it?" 

Whether the show is educational or soporific, its popularity seems destined to spread outside British boundaries. "Teletubbies" is scheduled for U.S. release in the near future.

Tubbies bring new charges of commercialism to PBS

http://current.org/files/archive-site/ch/ch808t.HTML 
Originally published in Current, May 4, 1998
It didn't take long for the media frenzy over four alien "technological babies" to generate criticism that PBS erred gravely by acquiring Teletubbies.

The American Academy of Pediatrics, children's TV experts, and the New York Times have questioned whether PBS's decision to bring the popular British TV series to its airwaves was driven by commercial considerations, rather than the best interests of babes and toddlers.

"The AAP is concerned about the language and developmental impact of television programming intended for children younger than age two," the academy said in a news release. "The AAP strongly opposes programming that targets children younger than age two, which also may be designed to market products." [Similar views were expressed by some European broadcasters; a PBS executive's quip in response made headlines.]

"There is no excuse for targeting children under two," said Victor Strasburger, a professor of pediatrics and a member of AAP's communications committee. "They should not be watching television, and to target them with a show is immoral."

"[T]he prospect of a marketing windfall may have gotten in the way of cool, unfettered judgment about the value of what they are certifying as wholesome goods," commented Walter Goodman in the New York Times on April 23. "[T]his project exudes so powerful an odor of commercialism that PBS may come out smelling just a little."

The Times has run several reports on Teletubbies since mid-April, including a report that quoted a product licensing executive praising the brand as the first to serve the "one-to-two-year old niche" on a "very large scale."

"I know from talking to some people within public TV that there's an increasing need for product tie-ins" to children's programs, said Kathryn Montgomery, president of the Center for Media Education, a public-interest group based in Washington. She values public TV's role in serving children and fears it will find itself on a "slippery slope" to becoming more like commercial networks.

Commercialism was "not a factor whatsoever" in PBS's editorial decision on Teletubbies, said Tom Epstein, spokesman. PBS determines whether to acquire a program "based on the merits of the show and how it fits into our schedule." Business details are not discussed until after a project gets the green light.

The last time PBS introduced a fantastically popular children's TV show, Barney & Friends, public TV was attacked in Congress for not negotiating a big enough share of ancillary revenues. Without offering specifics, Epstein said PBS's share of Teletubbies home video revenues will be "important." PBS has "modest participation" in some other products. He summed up the dilemma: "We're damned if we do and damned if we don't, and that's the reality."

[image: image5]
Alice in Blunderland

Originally published in Current, March 16, 1998
When Teletubbies came under heavy attack at the World Summit on Children's Television in London last week, PBS kidvid director Alice Cahn, who acquired the show for public TV, responded to the criticism with her trademark humor. And proved that humor doesn't travel reliably.

Broadcasters from several countries criticized Teletubbies, a BBC series that debuts on PBS next month, during the opening days of the summit last week. Patricia Edgar, an esteemed children's TV programmer from Australia, said the show was "regressive for children who are beyond the babbling stage," according to London's Evening Standard. Others called the show "regressive, uneducational and uninspired."

But the most "withering attack" came from Ada Haug, head of children's programming for Norway's NRK, who called Teletubbies a blatant attempt to force merchandise on toddlers, according to the Standard. Haug said the show is beautifully designed, but has no educational value because it has no storyline.

In replying, Cahn called her "an ignorant slut"--presumably a joking reference to a 1970s Saturday Night Live catch-phrase apparently not widely known in Europe. But the words "astounded delegates," the Standard reported. Cahn tried to explain herself, but reporters at least misunderstood. The Standard had Cahn explaining that "slut" was not an offensive word in America. According to Agence France-Presse, Cahn said she was "referring to a U.S. television series of the same name."

"It was an attempt at humor gone awry," said Stu Kantor, PBS spokesman. Cahn apologized to Haug, and later, over tea, discussed potential projects to work together on.

Teletubbies Live Outside the Realm of Culture Critics
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1998-12-07/news/9812070028_1_teletubbies-tubbytronic-superdome-laa-laa
By Eric Zorn, December 7, 1998
Much of what smart, grown-up people say about the Teletubbies is true: They're bizarre, inane, maddeningly repetitive, unsophisticated, banal and cloying. They make Barney look like Bill Moyers.

What the Tubby trashers seem to fail to appreciate, though, is that most of these same descriptions apply to the Teletubbies' fan base: children under 2.

Not to knock toddlers. We have a pair ourselves--nearly 18 months old now--and their generally cheerful inanity is an appropriate part of their charm. "Teletubbies," a half-hour daily public television programme (I spell it that way because it comes from England) starring the creatures of the same name, mirrors toddlers' inner lives and provides jolts of recognition just as "Seinfeld" did for ironically detached adults and "The Jerry Springer Show" does for stupid people.

If you possess the language skills to utter an unkind sentence about "Teletubbies," then, by definition, you're overqualified to critique it. Just change the channel, spare us your clever expressions of contempt (indeed the characters do have "loathsome rat-baby visages," and are "vacuous and surreal" as a Salon essayist declared. So?) and face the truth: This is probably the most perfectly realized show, day in and day out, in TV history.

Background: The Teletubbies are stout, brightly colored bipeds who behave and talk like toddlers. Their highly popular show debuted on PBS in April and airs here weekdays at 7:45 a.m., 8:20 a.m. and 11:50 a.m. on WTTW-Ch. 11. The four of them live in the Tubbytronic Superdome somewhere in Teletubbyland, a rolling paradise that in real life is built upon a rented farm field near Stratford-on-Avon.

They eat only toast and custard, and their sole companion (aside from real-life rabbits that hop through the set) is a vacuum cleaner.

Fun fact: Though the Teletubbies are meant to represent babies, they are actually enormous--the biggest one is close to 10-feet tall in costume.

Typical Show: A voice trumpet emerges from the ground and four times announces "Time for Teletubbies" (the second "e" is long) in a tinny, adult female voice. The theme song introduces Tinky Winky (the purple one, whose reedy voice and fondness for carrying a handbag has made him an icon in the gay community), Dipsy (the green one with the darker facial complexion), Laa-Laa (the yellow one) and Po (the red one).

They have television screens embedded in their stomachs and antennae protruding from their heads.

A skit follows, not one of those wry, multilayered, quick, culturally-aware, sassy "Sesame Street" romps, but an exquisitely stupefying, interminable set piece. One that our twins adore begins with Dipsy spilling Tubby Custard on his Tubby Seat. "Uh oh!" He now has no place to sit at the table!

After much consternation, Laa-Laa yields her seat to Dipsy. Then Laa-Laa has no place to sit and the consternation repeats. Po yields to Laa-Laa. Po then is flummoxed until (you guessed it!) Tinky Winky yields to her.

Then Laa-Laa and Dipsy simultaneously offer a seat to Tinky Winky, and, well, you more than get the idea. Further variations on cooperative musical chairs--punctuated by hugging, giggling and a singing of "Nowhere to Sit,"--go on for nearly 10 minutes, ending just as adult viewers are about to fall into a coma.

[image: image6.png]


It's brilliant. Shakespeare for shorties. If you're still in Huggies, the custard crisis gives you tragedy, comedy, music, math (of a sort) and object lessons in self-sacrifice, manners and cooperation.

Next a three-minute video of real children at real play shows on one of the belly TVs. When it concludes, the Teletubbies demand and receive a full instant replay: "Again! Again!"

More extremely minor "adventures" ensue, some involving the worst choreographed dancing ever broadcast. Then the voice trumpet reappears and begins the lengthy sign-off ritual by announcing "Time for Tubby bye-bye!" three times.

The observation that there has never been a more infantile show than "Teletubbies" is, in fact, high praise.

If you hate it and the characters drive you crazy, then you've outgrown the stage in which you enjoy hearing the same story over and over again; in which pratfalls are all you need for plot and bright colors alone can excite you. You're not a tiny kid anymore.

Congratulations. Now shut up.

Tinky Winky - the Gay Teletubby?
http://www.rightgrrl.com/carolyn/teletubbies.html 
By Carolyn Gargaro, Rightgrrl Co-Founder {A prolife site}, February 11, 1999 
Teletubbies. Love 'em or hate 'em, they are currently in the news. Why? Because it was suggested in The National Liberty Journal that one of the Teletubbies named "Tinky Winky" could be gay. 
Let me first make it clear that this article is not about homosexuality itself. This is about obvious overreaction and biased reporting from the media. 
The February edition of The National Liberty Journal, edited and published by the Reverend Jerry Falwell, contained an article warning parents the Teletubby "Tinky Winky" may be a gay role model. The publication says Tinky Winky has the voice of a boy but carries a purse. It says: "He is purple the gay-pride color; and his antenna is shaped like a triangle -- the gay-pride symbol." 
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When I first heard this, my immediate reaction was, "Oh come on!! No one would think that! This is really reaching....just because Tinky Winky is purple...?" 
I then found out that the possible "gayness" of Tinky Winky was far from a new observation. The Reverend Falwell was not the first person to mention this. That's right. Other media outlets have previously reported, since 1997, that Tinky Winky is or could be gay. In fact, there were rumors that the character would be pulled because of the possible sexual orientation, but it obviously wasn't. 

Some Facts
On the 24th of December, 1997 CNN reported that Tinky Winky was gay. 
"The Teletubbies also have a following among the gay community. Tinky Winky, who carts around a red handbag but speaks with a male voice, has become something of a gay icon."  
On April 17, 1998, the Village Voice praised the Teletubbies series for their gay Tinky Winky character. 
On January 1, 1999, in its New Year's IN/OUT list, The Washington Post anointed "Tinky Winky, the gay Teletubby," as next year's Ellen DeGeneres. 
In 1997, when the BBC, which produces the show, wanted to fire the human who plays Tinky for dancing in the streets wearing only a balloon, gay groups protested. It has also been reported that some gay groups have "claimed Tinky Winky as their own". (Washington Post, February 11, 1999, Page C01) 
So why the sudden media frenzy? It's pretty simple. Publications such as the Village Voice praised the Teletubbies; Jerry Falwell criticized them. The former is obviously more politically correct. The reason the Teletubbies have become the latest hot topic is because a publication reported that the character could be gay and criticized it. It was the criticism that caused this to become a story - not the fact that someone suggested that Tinky Winky could be gay. But to hear the media reports, you'd think that The Liberty Journal was the first and only publication or media outlet to suggest such a thing. 
Perhaps the people at The Liberty Journal would not have published this new...wait, this OLD, information about Tinky Winky if it hadn't been reported here and there since 1997. Where was all this investigative reporting when the Washington Post carried the information in January 1999? Did all the news stations carry the statements made by the Village Voice back in 1998? This is a perfect example of how the media twists such a situation. The Teletubbies are ALL OVER the news, and all the news programs are acting as if this is the FIRST TIME anyone had suggested such a "ridiculous" thing. The impression people are left with is that the Reverend Falwell just thought up some outlandish thing and applied it to a children's show. No matter what one's view is on homosexuality, this should be seen as totally unfair. Somehow a "scandal" erupts when a publication which doesn't condone homosexuality reports what has already been published elsewhere. Is the media that hard up for newsworthy items? 
The Trouble with Teletubbies
http://prospect.org/article/trouble-teletubbies 

By Susan E. Linn and Alvin F. Poussaint, May-June 1999
"If Public Television doesn't do it, who will?" —PBS motto

Public television's pithy tag line is meant to have positive connotations—innovating, filling a void, performing a vital public service. But the slogan took on ironic overtones last year when it appeared on advertisements heralding the arrival of Teletubbies, the first television program ever broadcast in the United States for a target audience of children as young as 12 months.

Teletubbies features a huggable band of four alien toddlers who have televisions in their tummies. Their heads are topped by antennae conveniently sized to fit in a baby's grasp—kind of like plush rattles. As the Teletubbies babble in a language sounding a lot like toddler talk, they frolic in a lush, fairy tale–like landscape. Under the watch ful eyes of a blue-eyed, giggling baby ensconced in a glowing sun, they interact with things of great interest to young children—a butterfly, a giant ball, or a toaster. One of the program's main characters is a vacuum cleaner. The Teletubbies' TV-tummies show films of real toddlers and caring adults playing games or fixing bicycles.

The combination of space twaddle, endless repetition, and toddler antics gives the show a kind of fey, otherworldly aura, but it's a mistake to dismiss Teletubbies as a weird, frivolous bit of entertainment. The program is extremely popular among both children and parents.

PBS imported Teletubbies from the BBC last year and is aggressively marketing the program as educational for "children as young as one." Teletubbies took a slot in the PBS Ready to Learn service, a block of programming created to help preschool children acquire skills that will enable them to get ready for school. The Ready to Learn service works with day care providers to enhance the educational value of its programs. Providers are encouraged to show PBS programs to the children in their charge and engage in constructive post-viewing activities related to each program.

Created by a speech pathologist and a former schoolteacher turned television producer, Teletubbies is supposed to, among other things, help preverbal children develop language and become comfortable with technology. Publicity materials for the program claim that it stimulates toddlers' imaginations and facilitates their motor development.

Teletubbies recently achieved brief notoriety when the Reverend Jerry Falwell insisted that Tinky Winky, the purple Tubby with a triangle-shaped antenna who frequently carries a purse, is damaging children's morals by modeling a gay life style. Unfort unately, Falwell's preposterous, homophobic attack fuels the wrong controversy.

What's worrisome about Teletubbies is that, to date, there is no evidence to support its producers' claims that the program is educational for one-year-olds. There is no research showing that the program helps babies learn to talk. There's none to suggest that it facilitates motor development in 12-month-olds. There is no data to substantiate the claim that young children need to learn to become comfortable with technology. In fact, there is no documented evidence that Teletubbies has any educational value at all. When asked about research, people associated withTeletubbies respond that studies show how much children and parents like the program. That may be so. The fact that children like something, or parents think they do, does not mean that it is educational, or even good for them. Children like candy, too. Given the lack of research, why would PBS import a television program for one-year-olds that has no proven educational value?

 

PBS Under Siege
In 1995, when PBS survived the near-fatal attack on its funding by congressional Re pub li cans, fans of educational, noncommercial television heaved a sigh of relief. PBS officials, facing immediate cutbacks in federal funds and looking at the likelihood of even less government funding in the future, decided to seek other sources of revenue. Four years later, PBS, a consortium of local public television stations, seems to be flourishing. But at what cost? The effects of diminished and ever-threatened government funding are taking their toll on PBS as a noncommercial broadcasting service, and are affecting its educational mission as well.

Since its inception in 1967, PBS has been fraught with struggles for funding that have made it continually vulnerable to commercial exploitation. When the Carnegie Commission on Educational Television drafted what became the blueprint for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB)—the conduit through which federal funds flow to PBS—Congress rejected the commission's suggestions that a substantial, ongoing source of funds be made available to CPB.

As a result, PBS has always walked a fine line regarding corporate underwriting. By the mid-1970s, public television was receiving over $7 million a year from oil companies alone. During this time, although PBS had its critics on the right and the left, it did a good job building a reputation for providing thoughtful, high-quality, noncommercial television. Its children's programming, including educational innovations such as Mister Rogers' Neighborhood, Sesame Street, and Reading Rainbow, was justifiably lauded by parents and educators as a trusted oasis in a desert of commercial hype.

Cable stations—which provide a wide range of options for viewers, including programs designed to be educational—are not a viable alternative to public television because consumers are required to buy access to the programming. PBS is available to homes regardless of income and, contrary to charges by those who would destroy public television, its audience is broad and diverse, especially in children's programming. According to statistics from the CPB, 88 percent of all preschoolers and 80 percent of kindergartners watch public television. Viewing PBS children's programs is only slightly less common among children whose parents have less than a high school education and poverty-level or near-poverty-level incomes than among children whose parents have more education and higher incomes. Young children who live in communities with high concentrations of child poverty are as likely to be viewers of PBS programming as preschoolers and kindergartners living in areas with less child poverty. Given that poor children watch more television than middle-class children and are more likely to use it as a primary means of learning about the world, access to free educational programming can serve a powerful, essential function in their lives.

After 1995, PBS officials hopped on a fast track toward reinventing the Public Broadcasting Service as a kinder, gentler version of its commercial siblings. Exactly a year later, PBS announced that Masterpiece Theatre, the acclaimed drama series, would be called Mobil Masterpiece Theatre. Promotional spots that look an awful lot like commercials began to appear at the beginning and end of programs. PBS, which had already begun forming partnerships with for-profit companies, intensified its efforts in that direction. Microsoft, Devillier Donegan Enterprises (a part of Disney/ABC Television), and the Turner Broad casting System are a few of the companies commercially linked to PBS. In a 1998 memo to station managers, PBS notified personnel that "corporate sponsorship" could, in some cases, be an acceptable acknowledgment for major corporate underwriters.

PBS executives now refer to the Public Broad casting Service as "the new PBS." Their 1998 annual report, with the theme, "Doing good while doing well," reflects an organization defining itself in the language of the marketplace. Potential corporate investors are pitched the concept of PBS as a "brand." Meanwhile, PBS officials continue to encourage the American public to think of the Public Broadcasting Service as a purveyor of noncommercial broadcasting.

PBS officials take the position that loosening restrictions on corporate underwriting, actively seeking corporate funding, and engaging in commercial, revenue-generating partnerships, is the only way PBS can survive in a climate of diminished government support, escalating production costs, and a cutthroat media marketplace. They may be right. Most proponents of public television feel that corporate underwriting messages at the end of programs are a small price to pay for the quality broadcasting they have come to expect from PBS. But Teletubbiesrepresents a major programming decision that has the potential to negatively affect the lives of millions of young children.

 

The Impact of Teletubbies
According to reliable sources, PBS has commissioned research on Teletubbies, but conducting such research is likely to be problematic. Because a 12-month-old's speech is rudimentary at best, it will be extremely difficult for researchers to determine exactly what meaning Teletubbies has for them, or what, if anything, they are learning from the show. According to Dorothy Singer, codirector of the Yale University Family Television Research and Con sultation Center, the center does not usually conduct research with children much younger than two and a half.

In fact, there is very little research on babies and television at all. There is some evidence that they attend, at least intermittently, to television. There is some data that they can imitate vocalizations produced on television, and that children as young as 14 months can imitate simple actions. Research also suggests that children as old as two, unlike their three-year-old counterparts, have significant difficulty applying televised information to reality. We are only beginning to understand what television really means to the very young.

What is known about how children under two learn and develop suggests that they should spend most of their time actively engaged in exploring the world using all of their senses. Because we don't know what, if anything, very young children gain from viewing television, and because it has been demonstrated that watching television can be habituating, it is irresponsible for PBS to encourage parents to expose their children to it at such an early age. 
Studies also show that excessive television viewing is correlated with poor school performance and childhood obesity. Citing the importance of early brain development in the lives of children, the potential negative effects of television, and the lack of research about its impact on babies, the American Academy of Pediatrics has issued a strong recommendation that children under two should not watch television.

PBS officials argue that children under two are watching television anyway, and that it's better for them to have a program created especially for them. A host of child development experts disagree, including Singer and Dan Anderson, a professor of psychology at the University of Massachusetts who has done extensive research on children's television. According to Anderson, it's not quite true that one-year-olds are already watching television. Anderson states that "children under two don't watch television in a sustained way and current research suggests that they may understand it differently from older children. In fact, we don't know very much at all about how babies and toddlers understand television."

It may be that one-year-olds spend time in front of the television, and may sometimes even be engaged by it. But babies are not turning it on themselves out of some inherent need. Nor are they likely to be clamoring for a favorite program. Babies, unlike older children, are not subject to peer pressure to buy into popular culture. Even if all of their day care buddies are watching the tube, one-year-olds don't discuss programs around the juice table. In fact, the first two years of life are about the only time that parents can easily avoid struggles with their children about television and tie-in toy marketing.

One-year-olds are subjected to television because their parents, day care providers, or older siblings turn it on in their presence. Before Teletubbies, this happened when siblings were watching, when parents were watching the news or other adult programming, or when harried parents used TV as a way of getting a break. If a baby's exposure to television were limited to one half-hour program a day, it's unlikely that the experience would be harmful. But now that one-year-olds have a program "designed especially" for them, it is likely that they will be exposed to it in addition to, not instead of, whatever they were exposed to before. And because, as PBS publicity materials state, parents trust PBS to provide age-appropriate educational programming, it's very possible that parents who don't realize that age-appropriate television for one-year-olds might well be an oxymoron are now actively encouraging their youngest children to watch it. The success of Teletubbiesmeans that, in an industry known for copycat programming, we can look forward to a whole raft of other programs geared toward babies.

It’s easy to see how PBS officials could be tempted by a program like Teletubbies.The series is an enormous hit in Britain. In 1997, Teletubbies were the hottest-selling toys in the United Kingdom, and merchandising around the program generated 23 million pounds for the BBC.

At the 1995 congressional debates, Republicans chided PBS for not benefiting from the huge amount of money Barney, the popular purple dinosaur, was making for its parent company. Nor did PBS initially get money from licensing of Sesame Streetmerchandise. PBS will not make that mistake again. It has renegotiated deals with the Children's Television Workshop and with the Lyons Group, the producers ofBarney. And product sales from Sesame Street alone added $14 million to PBS coffers in 1997.

Given the enormous popularity of programs like Arthur and Barney, it's not surprising that corporate interest in children's programming on PBS has been growing. American children influence about $50 billion of spending a year and spend $9 billion of their own money. They account for 70 percent of retail sales for licensed properties. Brand loyalty begins early and children are seen increasingly as a legitimate and lucrative target for marketing.

According to Peter Downey, PBS senior vice president for program business affairs, guidelines for corporate underwriting of children's programs were changed two years ago, when Libby's Juicy Juice began underwriting Arthur. Up until then, there had been little corporate interest in underwriting PBS children's shows.

At present, PBS has relatively few product licensing and merchandising policies—although PBS does now require that copyright owners share whatever financial benefits are created from these deals. According to Downey, PBS has learned from experience that its interests and copyright owners' interests are usually in line, since no one wants to offend parents or viewers.

Downey's viewpoint is worrisome. It is true that as long as copyright holders and PBS officials share a goal of not offending parents or viewers, their interests will be in line. But the primary interest of a public, educational children's television pro gram should always be to educate children and promote their well-being. While copyright owners may share that goal, their interest in a particular program might extend only as far as making money without offending viewers, and not to careful scrutiny of the actual educational value of the show's content.

In 1999, most new children's programming on PBS is funded, at least in part, by corporate sponsors or product licensing. An officer of the Children's Television Workshop has been heard to say that the critically acclaimed program Ghostwriterwent off the air because it was built around an invisible main character and therefore didn't have much to sell.

Given that PBS provides a block of programming for children that consistently promotes diversity and nonviolence, and given the very real threat that Congress will cut off its funds, it may seem counterproductive for people who care about children to publicly criticize PBS. Therefore, when the Child ren's Television Workshop began aggressively marketing Sesame Street products, there was not much outcry. When Lancit Media, producers of The Puzzle Place, a program created to promote diversity, signed deals with Toys "R" Us and Payless Shoes, no one balked. Even when Sesame Street characters began to turn up in commercials for Kmart and Ford Windstar, responses were mostly muted. Public television was doing what it needed to do to survive, and popular PBS shows like Sesame Streetand Arthur provided prosocial programming alternatives to network television fare. 
The advent of commercials before and after children's programs created more grumbles, but vigilant parents could tape the shows and eliminate the commercials. Most felt that PBS programs had both integrity and demonstrable educational content and allowed children to watch television while avoiding the frequent commercial breaks and violence that characterized most commercial broadcasting.

But Teletubbies steps over an important line. It violates a fundamental tenet of PBS's noncommercial mission. When Mister Rogers' Neighbor hood and Sesame Streetfirst appeared on PBS in the late 1960s, there were already programs on commercial stations that were aimed at preschool children. PBS was providing an alternative for children by airing prosocial, nonviolent programming based on sound educational and developmental theory. In targeting one-year-olds,Teletubbies is not luring children away from commercial television. It is creating a new market.

 

Selling the Tubbies
Teletubbies arrived in the United States in a swirl of publicity that Kenn Viselman, president and chief executive officer of itsy bitsy Entertainment, which holds the American licensing rights on the program, described as "more advance press thanTitanic." Advertisements appeared on city buses. Magazines geared toward parents also carried ads. Television talk shows like Good Morning America and major newspapers and news magazines carried interviews with Viselman, Alice Cahn (who was then the director of PBS Children's Programming), and Anne Wood, the show's creator and head of Ragdoll Productions, the producer of the program.

Teletubbies landed here with some baggage from Britain. The show had created a swirl of controversy, mostly about whether the made-up language used by the Teletubbies was actually beneficial to children. Teletubbies represents a first-time collaboration between BBC Children's Programs, BBC Education, and BBC Worldwide, the corporation's commercial branch. From the beginning, it was intended for the world market, and is now distributed in over 50 countries.

Supported by an annual licensing fee on television sets, the BBC has long been held up as a model of public television success and integrity. In recent years, however, the BBC has been subject to commercial competition from satellite and cable companies, a dwindling audience share, and pressure to revoke the licensing fee. They are also funneling a great deal of their funding into new digital broadcasting technology. Reports from Britain indicate that the BBC intends to use Teletubbies as a model for raising money. They are hoping for another megahit in a new program about dinosaurs, featuring animatronic figures with lots of licensing possibilities.

Teletubbies was also the center of great debate at the Second World Summit on Television for Children in London, where Ada Haug, the head of preschool television programming in Norway, called the program the most commercial she had ever seen, and announced that it would not be shown on Norwegian public television. At that session, in March 1998, Cahn and Wood staunchly defendedTeletubbies. When asked directly about the target audience for Teletubbies, Wood replied that the program was for two-year-olds. Given that PBS was already marketing the program to an audience of one-year-olds, it is interesting that neither she nor Cahn corrected this misstatement.

From a marketing standpoint, PBS is an ideal venue for Teletubbies. In a climate of apparent concern over the effect of media on children following passage of the Children's Television Act, President Clinton's recent conference on children and television, and concern about content ratings and the V-chip, it would be hard for a commercial station to convince American parents that their motives for producing a program for one-year-olds were in any way altruistic.

Viselman once likened PBS to "the Good House keeping Seal of Approval." It's an analogy PBS would do well to steer clear of. The publishers of Good Housekeepingwere once sued by the Federal Trade Commission for selling the seal to corporations eager to boost sales. Now the seal is limited to products advertised in the magazine. In an interview in the New York Times, Viselman predicted, "If this [Teletubbies] isn't the most important toy at Christmas this year, then something desperately wrong will have happened."

Viselman has also opined that Teletubbies was designed to recognize and provide programming for an underserved audience of very young children. To say that one-year-olds are "underserved," a term usually associated with people needing and not getting adequate health care or social services, implies that Teletubbies is serving a need—that babies need to watch television. He carries this almost missionary zeal to the whole arena of product licensing: "The idea of creating an extension of the viewing experience for the child is very important," he said in the Los Angeles Times. "When you don't put out any product at all, you're doing as great a disservice to your audience as putting too much product out into the market."

Viselman waxed enthusiastic about the predicted popularity of Teletubbiesmerchandise: "You're looking at a major multimillion-dollar property," he toldTime. Meanwhile, Cahn was quoted in Current as saying, "Merchandising was never, ever a consideration in choosing that show. Educational content was always first and foremost in our minds." This statement is puzzling, given Teletubbies' proven commercial track record in Great Britain and the lack of research about the program's educational value. In addition, while many of the program's stated educational goals sound promising, they do not stand up to close scrutiny:

Teletubbies offers a new generation of television viewers—the youngest and most impressionable—the opportunity to feel safe in and enjoy the ever-changing world. —PBS

 We're especially excited about the Teletubbies website because the television series is designed to help young children become comfortable with technology. —Alice Cahn

[Children watching Teletubbies] . . . will feel more confident, I think, to play, and more reassured to play. —Anne Wood

 

These three statements are reminiscent of the advertising technique that suggests to potential buyers that they have a defect they can cure by buying a product. Each implies that children begin life with a deficit—a deficit that, in fact, doesn't exist. There is no evidence to show that children raised in a technological world are uncomfortable with technology. There is no evidence that children raised with what the psychoanalyst D. W. Winnicott would call "good enough parenting" do not feel confident in a changing, evolving world. Nor is there evidence that these same children do not feel confident to play. In fact, play comes naturally to children as their form of exploration and learning about the world. The capacity to play can be squelched by a child's environment, and it can be reinforced, but it does not have to be taught.

We don't know what PBS's cut of Teletubbies merchandising is, but toy industry analysts predict that Teletubbies toys will generate $2 billion this year. Teletubbies were the top-selling plush toy over Christ mas, and among the best-selling toys overall. Teletubbies had a half-hour slot on QVC, the home shopping channel, which completely sold out of its products. Teletubbies books, published by Scholastic, have been at the top of several children's best-seller lists, including Scholastic and Barnes & Noble. Teletubbies videos are also at the top of various charts.

Meanwhile, the Teletubby phenomenon is only just beginning. Teletubbies has a deal with Microsoft to develop interactive toys that relate to the television program.Teletubbies software also has implications for the controversy over lapware—computer software for babies to use while sitting on their parent's lap. Again, while the product's link to PBS will encourage parents to believe that it is safe and educational, there is no evidence to show that this is the case.

While Teletubbies is aimed at one-year-olds, even younger children are "watching" it. Viselman claims that younger babies will learn from it is as well. Indeed, theTeletubbies marketing strategy includes newborns. On September first last year, PBS Kids, itsy bitsy Entertainment, Ragdoll Productions, and Warner Home Video celebrated the release of Teletubbies videos by making "Teletubby Gift Packs" available to babies born on that day. Hospitals all over the country distributed the packs, including a copy of the two videos, Here Come the Teletubbies and Dance With the Teletubbies, and a mini-Teletubby plush toy from Hasbro. No doubt many new parents were grateful for the gift, but are these "gift packs" beneficial to newborns? Or is this an example of extremely successful niche marketing aimed at the commercial exploitation of infants? That PBS would engage in this kind of unfettered marketing strategy compromises its mission to put educational benefits and public interest first. Compromising that mission would do a terrible disservice to children and parents who trust PBS and turn to its programming as a much needed alternative to commercial television.

 

Commercial Lite
Given the power of television to persuade and educate, and given its ubiquitous presence in our lives, Americans need a public broadcasting system that is not driven by commercial interests. Unless public television becomes a priority for the federal government, PBS officials will, of necessity, intensify their pursuit of commercial partnerships.

The government needs to find ways to fund public television that free it and its viewers from commercial exploitation. Ironically, while it has been funding public television inadequately, the federal government has always given financial support to its commercial counterpart. James Ledbetter, in Made Possible By . . . The Death of Public Broadcasting in the United States, describes one significant federal subsidy to commercial stations:

When the FCC . . . came up with rules for "digitizing" the broadcast spectrum in April 1997, consumer advocates charged that the holders of broadcast licenses received a 10-year, interest-free loan worth as much as $70 billion—an amount that dwarfs the sum that the feder al government has spent on public broadcasting since its 1967 inception. FCC chairman Reed Hundt . . . called it "the biggest single gift of public property to any industry in this century." Congressional supporters of the "free market" in communications did not complain.

Ledbetter also mentions the subsidy the federal government provides to Radio Free Europe and Voice of America, relics of the Cold War that bring American culture to foreign countries. In addition, he notes that advertising is tax-deductible for commercial industries. He and several other media writers suggest taxing commercial television and radio advertising as one method to raise money for public television. In a 1994 piece in the New York Times, PBS producer Alvin Perlmutter estimated that a 1 percent tax on the gross annual revenues of commercial television stations would just about match the money the government gave to support public broadcasting that year.

Other options Ledbetter suggests are: levying an excise tax on television sets, which is now the way many European countries fund public television

Susan E. Linn is associate director of the Media Center of the Judge Baker Children's Center as well as an instructor in psychiatry at Harvard Medical School.

Alvin F. Poussaint is clinical professor of psychiatry at Harvard Medical School and director of the Media Center of the Judge Baker Children's Center. He is co-author of Raising Black Children and a former Cosby Showconsultant.

'Teletubbies' maker disputes criticism of pediatricians
https://www.highbeam.com/doc/1P2-23138912.html 

August 9, 1999 
There are bad vibes in the world of the "Teletubbies." Pediatricians want to take Tinky Winky, Dipsy, Laa-Laa and Po's audience away.
The American Academy of Pediatrics is advising parents to keep children younger than 2 away from television, which the distributor of the only television show aimed at that audience called unrealistic for today's parents.

"It's a bunch of malarkey," said Kenn Viselman, president of the itsy bitsy Entertainment Co., which distributes the British series on PBS stations.

The academy said research shows babies need direct interaction with adults for healthy brain growth, and said watching TV may interfere with activities that help develop social, emotional and cognitive skills. …

To read the full text of this article and others like it, subscribe today!
Under fire from American programme criticism

http://www.br-online.de/jugend/izi/english/e-stipp.htm 
By Dr. Horst Stipp, December 1999
In the USA, too, the evaluation of the Teletubbies suffers from a lack of research data and premature negative criticism.

The Teletubbies are really having a hard time. Not only are their toast and pudding machines not working half the time, but their journey to the USA has not gone off very smoothly either:

-In 1998 the British series was taken over into the programme of PBS, the "educational" Public Broadcasting Service. Even before it became a hit with the very young (and some older ones as well), the critics made themselves heard. Much the same as in Germany, it was asked whether there should be any series at all for young children and, if so, whether the Teletubbies was the right one. Unlike Sesame Street, in which the educational objectives were quite clear, most critics asked what the "value" of a series was in which tubby figures waddle around, apparently have a lot of fun, but who cannot even speak correct English.

-Hardly had the first one million Teletubby figures been sold, when the fundamentalist televangelist Jerry Falwell made the headlines with his criticism of the Teletubbies. He outed Tinky-Winky. Falwell, who often co-operates with conservative political groups, surprised the nation (and alarmed not a few Christian parents) with the assertion that Tinky-Winky showed all the signs of extremely serious homosexual tendencies: he is violet, has a gay power symbol on his head, and – who can still have doubts? – often carries a handbag.

-The third blow for the Teletubbies came in August 1999: the Association of American Pediatrics announced that children under the age of two should not watch television and that all programmes for young children were harmful. Some weeks later, incidentally, there were similar warnings from German paediatricians (see article by von Hofacker, p xxx).

This outing by Jerry Falwell seems to have done more damage to the evangelist than the Teletubbies; to a large extent he was ridiculed. In contrast, the public took the statement from the paediatricians very seriously, and both the British production company and the PBS Network in the USA published statements in defence of the series.

Press reports and discussions about the paediatricians' statement mostly assumed that the doctors had determined that the Teletubbies and other children's programmes were harmful because they stunted the physical and mental development of young children. It was rarely asked how the doctors had arrived at this conclusion and why television should have these negative affects.

How does television influence small children?
In discussions about the effects of television on children it is often overlooked how very difficult it is to prove these effects indisputably and that much of what is taken for proven fact is only opinions and conjectures. Assessments of this kind are also made by "experts", such as the above-mentioned paediatricians. In fact, it took about five years and cost millions of dollars to find out whether and in which way, for example, watching Sesame Street had positive effects on children. And even then there were still discussions among the researchers on the validity of the findings. Anyone who carefully read up on the matter ascertained that the American paediatricians had not carried out a study of their own on the Teletubbies – nor a study on the influence of television generally on young children. They had only inferred from available studies that babies and young children need personal affection and interaction and that this kind of contact is better than television alone. So the doctors stated that television should not be misused as a substitute for parents spending time with their babies. And they warned that television can induce parents to use television interactions of this kind. But the doctors do not know whether playing with their parents in front of the Teletubbies on television is harmful. For it cannot be ruled out that this playing can be just the same as other kinds of child-parent contact.

Do the Teletubbies have a positive influence?
If it is accepted that watching television for half an hour a day under supervision of parents who interact with the young child is not harmful - and there is no sound evidence to the contrary – the question still remains as to whether the contents of the Teletubbies series are suitable for helping young children in their development. Press announcements and, of course, the American Teletubbieswebsite as well provide detailed arguments for the value of the Teletubbies and describe the research work on which the concept and the assumption that the programme is useful for children is based. (There, by the way – www.pbs.org/Teletubbies - you will also find an explanation for Tinky-Winky's handbag.) To sum up that means:

It is assumed that children grow up in households in which television is watched, and that it is also better to have a series conceived specially for one- to four-year-olds. The concept of the series is based on observations of young children and structured on their games and language forms. The frequent repetitions are meant to make learning easier, to allow the children to recognise things and thus strengthen their self-esteem. The movements of the Teletubbies (dances etc) are meant to be imitated; the young viewers are not supposed to sit passively in front of the television.

Although there is frequent counting from one to four, the Teletubbies are not intended to be a direct preparation for school subjects (like Sesame Street). Instead, they are meant to help develop emotional needs, like enjoyment (the Teletubbies are very happy), affection (they like one another) and individuality (they look different and often do things on their own). As far as the much-discussed language is concerned, the Teletubbie babytalk, it is pointed out that over 80% of what is said in the programmes is the language of adults. The rest, the Teletubbies' "play language", is intended to strengthen the bonding with the Tubbies, thus making positive effects possible.

Do the Teletubbies fulfil their educational objectives? The producers of the series have drawn attention to a study in which a teacher who used the Teletubbies in the lessons discovers that this popular pre-school programme even promotes reading and writing (see p xxx Jackie Marsh: Learning to Speak, Read and Write with the Teletubbies).

Children's Television and its critics
The omnipresence of the media, especially television, and the concern for children who grow up with the media guarantee an open ear for criticism of television programmes for children. Here it is easy to overlook the fact that many who criticise are only expressing their personal opinion and that all of us can hardly understand what children do in fact perceive and understand when they view such a programme.

My personal opinion is that critics should be judged more critically and that we must not forget either how difficult it is to measure the influence of a programme like the Teletubbies. There are certainly negative influences when parents use television as a babysitter. But we should not automatically fear the worst when such a programme becomes popular (and turns someone into a multimillionaire). Isn't it also possible that the fact that toddlers are so fond of the Teletubbies indicates positive influences? Do we really have to be so mistrustful all the time when something is enjoyed? I believe that the concept of the Teletubbies is sound and the success of the series shows that it is in line with young children's level of development. It is quite probable that the Teletubbies have relatively little influence compared with the parents and other factors. In 20 years they will certainly also have a cult following, like the Sendung mit der Maus and Maya, the Bee, and then maybe critics will be getting upset about a new computer for two-year-olds.

Horst Stipp, PhD, is Director of the Department for Social and Developmental Research at the National Broadcasting Company (NBC), in New York, USA.
Poland’s conservative government is to investigate if the Teletubbies are gay
http://metro.co.uk/2007/05/28/poland-to-investigate-gay-teletubbies-394569/
May 28, 2007
Ewa Sowinska, government-appointed children rights watchdog, told a local magazine published she was concerned the popular BBC children’s show promoted homosexuality.

She said she would ask psychologists to advise if this was the case.

In comments reminiscent of criticism by the late U.S. evangelist Jerry Falwell, she was quoted as saying: “I noticed (Tinky Winky) has a lady’s purse, but I didn’t realize he’s a boy.”

“At first I thought the purse would be a burden for this Teletubby … Later I learned that this may have a homosexual undertone.”

Poland’s rightist government has upset human rights groups and drawn criticism within the European Union by apparent discrimination against homosexuals.

Polish Education Minister Roman Giertych has proposed laws sacking teachers who promote “homosexual lifestyle” and banning “homo-agitation” in schools.

But in a sign that the government wants to distance itself from Sowinska’s comments, Parliamentary Speaker Ludwig Dorn said he had warned her against making public comments “that may turn her department into a laughing stock.”

The 10-year-old Teletubbies, which features four rotund, brightly coloured characters loved by children around the world, became a target of religious conservatives after Falwell suggested Tinky Winky could be homosexual.

A pray for Rev Jerry Falwell (1933-2007)
May 17, 2007 {He died May 15} 

Reflections from a former fundamentalist 
http://www.bustedhalo.com/features/DeathofJerryFalwellbyJohnSpalding.htm
By John D. Spalding
The Rev. Jerry Falwell—founder of the Moral Majority and the leader of the religious right in the '80s—died Tuesday after he was discovered unconscious in his office. We at BustedHalo offer our prayers for Falwell's family, friends, and flock. Our prayers also go out to Falwell himself. 

Now that the evangelist has finally met his maker, we pray for his sake that God is an amiable old white guy with a long grey beard, and is not, say, a big purple Teletubby with a triangle above his head and a magic bag dangling from his arm. Tinky Winky as Divine Judge might have a beef with Falwell. Having outed Tink as gay, Falwell denounced the beloved children's TV character as "damaging to the moral lives of children." That had to hurt, considering TW's line of work.

The Outing of Tinky Winky
http://priceonomics.com/the-outing-of-tinky-winky/ 
By Zachary Crockett, October 6, 2014

“We're talking about a show for 1- to 4-year-olds; if we had homosexuals in it, they wouldn't even know it. Tinky Winky is simply a sweet, technological baby with a magic bag.” ~ Teletubbies producer, Kenn Viselman
When Teletubbies debuted on the BBC in March 1997, it almost immediately polarized viewers. Some thought the show was a work of genius -- an unprecedented effort to create educational content for one-year-olds; others found the plot repetitive and the characters horrifying (“These spacemen will frighten our children,” one concerned German toldThe Independent). 

But there was one thing everybody could agreed on: The series was incredibly strange.

Four rotund, baby-faced, asexual aliens -- Po, Laa-Laa, Dipsy, and Tinky Winky -- spent the vast majority of each 25-minute episode waddling about in a pristine country landscape, speaking in high-pitched gibberish and interacting with talking flowers. On occasion, they’d slide down into the “Tubbytronic Superdome” (a high-tech underground cavern) and carouse with an anthropomorphic vacuum cleaner. Other times, they’d awkwardly slurp on tubs of pink custard while reveling in their mutual buffoonery. Fitted with interactive screens on their stomachs and antenna-like communication devices, the characters would often broadcast the repetitive, mundane lives of human children, then applaud their efforts enthusiastically, as if they’d just cracked some age-old mathematical code.

The show’s producers (Ragdoll Productions) and distributors (BBC in the UK; PBS in the US) shared the characters’ elation: Teletubbies was a runaway financial success. After just one season on air, the show had attracted two million viewers per episode, grossed $800 million in merchandise sales, and launched a best-selling preschool book series. Even the program’s theme song, “Teletubbies say ‘Eh-Oh,’” saw explosive dividends -- it sold over a million copies and topped the UK Singles Chart for 32 weeks. BBC proudly touted the show as a “case study” for making money. “The potential on this one is limitless,” the network’s head of sales told a room full of international distributors; within two years, Teletubbies was being broadcast in 120 countries in 45 languages.

But all wasn’t well in Teletubbyland: With instant success came bountiful controversy: Did the meandering plot hold any educational value? Should children under the age of two even be watching television? Stranger, non-scientific accusations were also made: Did the colorful, repetitive nature of the show provide an ideal experience for college kids tripping on psychedelic drugs? 

And then, sparked by the grumbles of parents and pundits, the strangest accusation emerged: Tinky Winky, the purple teletubby, was gay. Despite the character’s asexuality, and the fact that he was fictional, the story snowballed into a media sensation. The “outing of Tinky Winky” would become, in the words of the show’s producers, the second biggest news story after “Monica Lewinsky and her blue dress.”

This is the true story of how Tinky Winky, the purple Teletubby, incited a decade-long homophobic panic.

The Rise and Fall of Tinky Winky
When a casting call for Teletubbies went out in the Spring of 1996, more than 600 actors auditioned for the role of Tinky Winky. Among the hopefuls was Dave Thompson, an English stand-up comedian and all-around “nutcase.”

Weeks earlier, a casting director for the show had come across Thompson on the set of another television program, Harry Hill’s Fruit Fancies, where he’d portrayed a fully-wrapped Egyptian mummy. “He was impressed that I wasn’t claustrophobic,” recalls the actor, “and he figured that was a good trait to have in the Teletubbyland, where you’re inside a costume all day.”

Despite being an hour and half late to his call-back, Thompson was given an opportunity to prove his worth: He was swiftly led into a small room, asked to perform an impromptu comedy sketch about childhood, then was paired off with other wanna-be ‘tubbies in a series of “unusual” group workshops. Miraculously, he landed the job. “There are a whole load of people who specialize in wearing costumes -- what they call in the trade ‘suit performing’,” he clarified in an English podcast, “but they wanted a person who had something else to offer. I guess I was the guy.”

Thompson, with the rest of the cast, was whisked away to a remote countryside farm in Stratford-upon-Avon (the coincidental birthplace of Shakespeare), and filming for the series commenced. Though he towered above his fellow cast members at 6’3” -- nearly 8 feet tall with his costume on -- crafty camera angles made him appear much smaller, so as not the scare infantile viewers.

As temperatures rose through the summer, portraying the purple Teletubby soon became taxing for the big man. “It was very, very hot in the costume,” Thompson says. “By lunchtime, I could actually ring a pint and half of sweat from my clothes underneath.” The suits, which cost about $57,000 each, were as difficult to maneuver in as they were stifling; an intricate system of bicycle brake levers in the hands controlled the eye and hand movements, wriggling into the get-up required a small village of production assistants, and the head was nearly impossible to see out of:

“It was all, ‘this many steps this way, that many steps this way, turn your head this way.’ You couldn't actually see and you didn't actually know what was going on and what people were doing around you. We were all being sort of controlled.”
Despite these difficulties, Thompson’s rendition of Tinky Winky initially dazzled the show’s director. For the actor, it was a “dream Summer” -- full of praise, pats on the back, and positive encouragement. Then, things began to turn sour.
When it came to narrating the character’s giggles and squeals in the studio, Thompson’svoice was suddenly “too high-pitched;” a voice-over actor was swiftly brought in to do a “proper job,” giving the actor little chance to correct his tone. As production wrapped up for the first season, Thompson received a letter, seemingly out of the blue: “Your interpretation of the role of Tinky Winky” has not been accepted.” With that, he was terminated from the show’s cast before it even aired.

"I wasn't given any clues as to what I was doing wrong," he recalls. "I was officially asked to leave in a letter from an accountant just before everyone else went off to the end-of-shooting wrap party.”


"I am proud of my work for them,” the mustachioed actor later ceded. “I was always the one to test out the limitations of the costume. I was the first to fall off my chair and roll over. I took all the risks." It was likely these “risks” that resulted in his departure: According to a few of his old co-workers, Thompson had a penchant for “romping around naked” between takes -- a quirk that had once earned him the nickname “Kinky Winky” on set. 

The purple teletubby subsequently seemed plagued: Over the next five years, two more actors portrayed the role (the other three teletubbies each had only one actor for the duration of the entire series). Though “most of the program is made up of generic shots” which feature Thompson (even in later episodes), he sees no dividends. “When they brought the new guy in, that was just for a couple of the dances and for the little sketches,” he says. “So even in the ones with him, I am actually in the show more -- though I don't get paid a penny for it!”

Thompson eventually returned to comedy, and became known for his “naked balloon dancing” -- particularly the routines he acted out in public parks in Bath, Somerset. He also penned a book, “The Sex Life of a Comedian,” which tells a familiar story: A Stand-up comic gets a job wearing a furry costume on a kids’ television show and then gets fired.

Tubbygate: How Tinky Winky Incited a Homophobic Panic
On March 31, 1997, Teletubbies made it’s public debut on England’s BBC Television. Before long, the show’s purple character began to fall under scrutiny.

It began in July, with a letter to British popular culture magazine, The Face. “Tinky Winky,”wrote Sussex University lecturer Andy Medhurst, “may be the first queer role model for toddlers.” A few days later, The Guardian, trumpeted the purple Teletubby as “a gay icon who prances around in a particularly campy way” (“campy” being British slang for “blatantly homosexual”). The British media opened its floodgates: Over the ensuing months, dozens of talk shows, radio programs, and newspapers hotly debated the sexuality of the children’s show character. As Thompson’s firing became public information, the media gave it a sensational spin: The actor had been let go for “acting too gay.”

At the same time, the show’s popularity soared. By the end of the first season, nearly $800 million in merchandise -- pajamas, toys, and videos -- had been sold, garnering the interest of networks across the world. Distributor PBS recognized its potential, bought the American rights, and, in the Spring of 1998, began airing the program in the United States. Soon enough, the Tinky Winky controversy crossed international lines.

With news of the Teletubbies’ US arrival, The Washington Post swiftly declared that “the gay Tinky Winky” was the “new Ellen Degeneres” (implying that Degeneres’ time as the “chief national gay symbol” was over, and that the Teletubby was taking her place). “Tinky Winky comes across as a big fabulous fag,” declared LGBT magazine, The Advocate. “He’s become as gay icon… [and] the same fundamentalists that boycott Disney are going to flip when they see him.”

By the 1990s, Reverend Jerry Falwell was running out of people to pick on. The evangelicalSouthern Baptist pastor had spent his life championing the values of the extreme Christian right: He’d caroused with shady politicians, crusaded against secular curriculums in the classroom, and, most notably, established himself as "the founder of the anti-gay industry." 
When the news finally came around to him that a children’s show character was purportedly gay, he wasted no time opining. In the February 1998 issue of National Liberty Journal (a promotional publication for the university he’d founded), he wrote a scathing critique of “Teletubby culture.” The pundit’s one-paragraph diatribe, titled “Parents Alert: Tinky Winky Comes Out of the Closet,” fittingly began in all-caps -- “PARENT ALERT...PARENT ALERT” -- before expounding on the dangers of asexual fuzzy creatures.

"He is purple – the gay pride color; and his antenna is shaped like a triangle – the gay-pride symbol; he flaunts a red purse," the pundit furiously declared. "As a Christian, I feel that [Tinky Winky’s] role modelling of the gay lifestyle is damaging to the moral lives of children."

A few days later, he was given an opportunity to wax his theory on NBC’s “Today” show. “To have little boys running around with purses and acting effeminate, and leaving the idea that the masculine male, the feminine female is out, and gay is O.K. -- that’s something Christians do not agree with,” he gruffly told host Katie Couric.

“We're talking about a show for 1- to 4-year-olds,” countered Teletubbies producer Kenn Viselman, also on the show. “If we had homosexuals in it, they wouldn't even know it -- but for the record, we don't. Tinky Winky is simply a sweet, technological baby with a magic bag.”

Aired on national television, this “debate” catapulted Tinky Winky’s sexual status into the limelight. "This ridiculous question -- ‘Is Tinky Winky a heterosexual or a homosexual?’ -- became the second largest story in the world," the show’s producer later stated. "Literally the only story that got more global [attention] was Monica Lewinsky and her blue dress.” Similarly, the TInky Winky controversy became political: While ultra-conservative pundits sided with Falwell, and agreed that the show was “sexually edgy,” Democrats maintained that attacking a children’s show character was “simply mystifying.”

The more reasonable sector of the media pointed to the absurdity of the entire debacle: Teletubbies, as non-gendered, non-sexual creatures, could be neither gay nor straight. As one journalist commented, "The Teletubbies have no genitalia -- how could they have any sexuality?" Steve Rice, the show’s spokesman, was quick to share these viewpoints:
"The fact that he carries a magic bag (which isn’t a purse, by the way) doesn't make him gay. It's a children's show, folks. To think we would be putting sexual innuendo in a children's show is kind of outlandish. To out a Teletubby in a preschool show is kind of sad on his part. I really find it absurd and kind of offensive."

Meanwhile, at the New York Toy Fair, Tinky Winky plush dolls sold like hot cakes. “All [Falwell] has done is make a mockery of himself,” said Jim Silver, a toy industry insider, told the New York Times. “If anything, it put more attention on Teletubbies and increased sales.” The controversy also started a new trend among the city’s “gay hipsters:” Tinky Winky backpacks, t-shirts, and keychains became unofficial badges of solidarity in the community. 



Representatives of the gay community responded to the character’s outing, and the media storm surrounding it, with humor. "We haven't spoken to Tinky Winky directly, and so we don't presume to know what his orientation may be," a spokeswoman for the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force told the Chicago Tribune. "However, we think it's a great thing that the Teletubbies portray human diversity and that children love the Teletubbies and appreciate the diversity of expression that the Teletubbies represent."

Like most tittle-tattle, Tinky Winky’s perceived orientation didn’t die away: For years, what started out as mere speculation became an accepted truth.
Poland’s Anti-Tinky-Winky Crusade
By 2001, Tinky Winky rumors were still in circulation (the character’s sexuality became an everlasting topic of discussion at dinner tables and schoolyards), but Teletubbies controversy began to transition to a more pressing concern: Did the show actually have any educational merit? Though its creators -- a speech pathologist and a former schoolteacher -- seemed gung-ho about “stimulating toddlers’ imaginations and developing their motor skills,” experts pointed out the lack of evidence behind these claims. Susan Linn, a psychiatry chair at Harvard Medical School, voiced these concerns in a column for The American Prospect:

“There is no research showing that the program helps babies learn to talk. There's none to suggest that it facilitates motor development in 12-month-olds. There is no data to substantiate the claim that young children need to learn to become comfortable with technology. In fact, there is no documented evidence that Teletubbies has any educational value at all.”
With mounting pressure from education specialists, BBC discontinued the show in 2001; in the United States, new episodes were pulled in 2005 -- though reruns continued to air until 2008. By this time, the show had spread to 120 countries and was being aired in 45 languages: Right after the United States discontinued Teletubbies, government officials in Poland resurrected the ten-year-old Tinky Winky debate -- this time, with the mission to “scientifically prove” that the character was, indeed, a “homosexual.”

Ewa Sowinska, as the country’s child rights ombudsman, was tasked with investigating complaints against faulty administration. In lieu of the the many pressing issues awaiting her response, Sowinska instead decided to hone in on the purple Teletubby.

“I noticed [Tinky Winky] has a lady's purse -- but I didn't realize he's a boy," she told a local magazine. "At first I thought the purse would be a burden for this Teletubby...Later I learned that this may have a homosexual undertone."

Sowinska then embarked on a voyage to recruit the country’s “top child psychologists” to determine whether or not merely watching the program could encourage children to engage in homosexual acts. After pursuing the idea for a week, Sowinska announced her findings to the media, as if revealing some groundbreaking study: "The opinion of a leading sexologist, who maintained that this series has no negative effects on a child's psychology, is perfectly credible; as a result I have decided that it is no longer necessary to seek the opinion of other psychologists."

With these “findings,” Sowinska came under heavy criticism and began to backpedal. "They are fictional characters, they have nothing to do with reality,” she ceded days later. “The bag...and other props the fictional characters use are there to create a fictional world that speaks to children.” Concerned that the politician was “turning the department into a laughing stock,” Speaker Bronislaw Komorowski ordered her termination from office just months later.

Poland wasn’t the only country to reignite a stir over Tinky Winky: In Kazakhstan, the character -- and the show in its entirety -- was banned by personal order of the president on the grounds that “he was a sexual pervert.”

A Burden to Carry
Looking back, Dave Thompson isn’t exactly sure why the purple character’s sexuality was ever in question. “The mistake was that adults projected adult sexuality onto these pre-sexual creatures,” he reflects. “They’re aimed at children under 5, so they don’t want them to have sexuality for very obvious reasons.”

Nikki Smedley, the actress who played the yellow-hued Laa-Laa, finds the controversy equally absurd. "What kind of person can take the obvious innocence and turn it into something else?” she asks. “We were hardly sexual beings." When the 49-year-old was first exposed to the show, she thought it was a work a genius; she appreciated that it “came from a place of love,” and that it strived to wholesomely engage young children. “Somewhere in the world,” says the actress, “a child is looking at Laa-Laa and laughing -- that’s beautiful.”

For the better part of a decade, Tinky Winky also evoked laughter -- often under the wrong circumstances -- though, he’ll soon have a shot at redemption: Two months ago, the BBC announced a 60-episode renewal of Teletubbies -- the first new production in nearly a decade. The characters, says the network, will be “revamped” and modernized, though it’s unclear whether he will sport his trademark accessory.

It would be difficult to imagine the exuberant creature without his red magic handbag. Season after season, it brought him joy, excitement, friendship -- in many ways, it defined who he was. But a scenario in a later episode paints a sad picture.

Tinky Winky hobbles on screen and looks around: He’s alone. Gingerly, he removes the red handbag from his shoulder, places it on the ground, and stuffs it with everything he can find: a patterned hat, a scooter, a giant bouncy ball, a piece of toast -- it's soon full to the brim. He shuts the latches, and proudly shuffles a dance. He bends to pick up the bag, but is unable to lift its weight.

He pauses, as if uncertain how to proceed, his triangular aerial lightly flopping in the breeze. And then, with a defeated squeal, he voices his dilemma: “Uh-oh!”

His bag had become too big of a burden to carry.

NEW AGE TOYS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NEW_AGE_TOYS.doc
NEW AGE GAMES-POKEMON, POWER RANGERS, YU-GI-OH, ETC 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NEW_AGE_GAMES-POKEMON_POWER_RANGERS_YU-GI-OH_ETC.doc
NEW AGE MOVIES-THE STAR WARS TRILOGY, ETC  

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NEW_AGE_MOVIES-THE_STAR_WARS_TRILOGY_ETC.doc
