








lishing a way to reconcile both expectations and desires with the expectations and
desires of investors who own private broadcast establishments and have a legal and
social rights to expect profitable returns. Because of the usual lack of sympathy to
the cause of the underprivileged, there has been few, if any, serious attempt at rec-
onciling the expectation and aspiration differences. For most broadcasters, meeting
the desires of the elite and influential is fulfilling the demands of Public Interest.
Hence the unending debate that has earned the public interest concept the unenvi-
able appellation of “the battle ground for broadcasting’s regulatory debate,” and has
created a lot of dissatisfaction among broadcasting professionals who assert that
based on available resources, enough is being done already for the common people
through programming. No doubt, the public interest concept provides broadcasters
the opportunity to accomplish community goals that cannot be accomplished in any
other way, to wit: surveillance of the community, correlation, educational program-
ming, etc. But the correct and more effective execution of public interest demands
that broadcasting involves “going beyond programming, and beyond public service
announcement, to becoming vital and integral contributors - indeed partners - in
community efforts to support and improve the local quality of life.” (Powell & Gair,
1988).

There are very few, if any, broadcast organizations that will not claim they
perfectly fit into this model of “‘effective execution of public interest” demands. Each
one believes it 1s sufficiently serving the interest of public. But an examination of
their programme type, schedule, content and format often proves otherwise. The idea
of being “vital and integral contributors and partners” beyond the environments of
the educated and urban elite which fthe Trusteeship Model specifically demands is
treated almost always with near-scorn.

The discomfort of broadcaster with the Trusteéship Model (Public Interest,
Convenience and Necessity) and conspicuously reflected in the demand for deregu-
lation or the Marketplace Approach to broadcasting under which tl e right of the
broadcaster to speak and predominates, and the broadcast imedia are weated as pri-
vate and commercially-based. This model uses market forces rather than regulatory
injunctions to determine where public interest lies in broadcasting.

In praise of the mode, Zaragoza et al (1988) said: It is premised upon the view
that to profit, entrepreneurs must provide to consumers goods of value and quality.
In doing so, each entrepreneur is led toward maximal fulfilllment of societal needs.
He is “led by an invisible hand” to promote an end which was not part of his inten-
tion but which, in the course of pursuing his own interest, frequently, promotes that
of the society more effectually than when he really intends to promote it.
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regional media (‘big’ media). In addition, there is even the more nmportant moral
oblig=tion factor appropriately raised by the Scottish Broadcasting Council (1974).

“is our view that the needs of the people living in remote areas are very much
greater than those with the multiple facilities of towns and cities available to them.
The provision of adequate viewing and listening for such communities should be
2iven high priority coming before nther more exciting, but in our opinion, less
sssential broadcasting developmen  Jeregulation creates decentralization, not only
of media control but also of media infrastructure. But in many instances, in the
developing world, deregulation finds expression only in the act of governments giv-
ing up their monopoly and control of the broadcast industry; and in dispersal of sta-
tions within urban and city settings. Such dispersal hardly ever finds its way into the
rural communities. It is true that the “common man” ( and of course, “the common
woman’’) can be found both n cities and towns. But more than 90% of them are in
the rural communities. Therefore, while urban and city-based broadcasting stations,
with careful details to relevance and need, can serve the urban poor, they can, at best
provide only passive access to the rural population. But this population has a right to
be served as efficiently and effectively as other segments of the nation. It is strong-
ly argued that such a required service can best be provided through local broad-
casting.

Deregulation should redirect, if not lessen, the burden of broadcasting on the

government. It invariably creates an abundance of broadcast facilities for cities and

towns. So the government can conveniently redirect its efforts, vis-a-vis provision of
broadcast facilities, to the rural and urban-poor populations. The local stations estab-
lished should coordinate their activities with the nearest and/or appropriate urban-
based stations, whether public or private, for the benefit of the communities which
they serve. In their cooperation in, and coordination of, activities both the small-
scale and large-scale media should act on the basis of two tenets of the theory-
Democratic-Participant Media. (McQuail, 1993):

(a) that citizens have right to be served by media according to their own
(citizens) determination of need, and

(b) that media should exist primarily for their audiences and not for media
organizations, media professionals or the clients of the media.

A Final Thought:

Observers of the broadcasting world would agree that deregulation is, generally
speaking, seen as a necessary evil by governments, especially in the developing
world. The reasons for this, which we do not want to go into, are obvious , and some-
times justified. Deregulation enhances the democratization of information and
knowledge, both of which are badly needed for human and material development in
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