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Thailand’s first community radio station signed on the air without a license in 2001. This station and some 7,000 others that have joined it since then, continue to broadcast programs even though threatened with closure by succeeding governments. In June 2009, the government finally prepared to launch a license-making process, offering an interim procedure that would provide community radio operators a temporary license valid for 300 days. At the present, these temporary licenses have been extended with no clear plan for issuance of valid permanent licenses. The new telecommunication and broadcasting law of December 20, 2010 will give birth to a new set of regulators—The National Broadcasting and Telecommunications Commission—that will supervise these community radio stations. Adding to the uncertainty, only a few hundred stations have maintained their nonprofit status. The rest have operated purely as commercial enterprises, and some have even been used as political tools. Such conditions are inconsistent with their roles as community radio stations. 

This study employs a frame analysis method to examine newspaper portrayals of controversies over community radio in Thailand. Frames provide a context for understanding media messages, and they make certain messages memorable and understandable. The way these broadcasters were depicted in newspaper accounts likely swayed public opinion and thereby affected policies adopted by officials in elected office. Two main research questions were posed: In what way was community radio as a whole presented to readers? And, what frames were employed frequently to characterize their operations?
 


How newspapers framed Thailand’s flourishing community radio industry
	Community radio has grown enormously in importance as a global phenomenon. The movement toward smaller, more localized media has been an important counter-trend to growing commercialization and reduction of media diversity, mostly brought about by neo-liberal economic trends around the world. In many countries, grassroots media, especially community radio stations, have become politically important, as these stations have become emblematic of democratic and diverse societies (Kasoma, 2002; Dagron, 2001; and Rodriguez, 2001). A community radio station can act as a tool to help a community manage its bottom-up democratization and to engage itself in the public sphere. Community radio stations (CRS) have acted to democratize media by eliminating or at least diminishing the influence of commercially and politically powerful elites while at the same time engaging ordinary citizens in the work of broadcasting. 
Despite their social contributions, not every government values CRS, particularly in Thailand where in normal times these stations act as local surveillance and entertainment media, but in crisis situations such as military coups they can act as resolute voices against authoritarianism. The advent of community radio in Thailand actually created a clash between traditional and modern media ideologies. Throughout its history, successive Thai governments have used mass communication as a tool to shape public perceptions on political matters. The emergence of community radio stations created a competing ideology in which media can serve as informational tools for ordinary grassroots citizens. When radio of this sort is operated and managed by members of local communities rather than political elites, it is almost certain to present a broader spectrum of political viewpoints. For this reason, CRS in Thailand have come to represent a progressive application of democratization promoting “the values of human liberty, equality, and community” (Tehranian & Tehranian, 1995, p. 39). The inception of Thai community radio in 2001 immediately created discomfort for the government, and this led to legal measures to suppress its expansion. Despite this, their numbers eventually exploded to over 6,600 nationwide in early 2010 (Jinakul, 2010)[footnoteRef:1] and over 7,000 stations in middle of 2010 (“Call to Regulate,” 2010). This occurred even before a formal regulatory system was in place. As a result, community radio in Thailand existed in a limbo state until 2010 when the government at last agreed to grant temporary licenses for their lawful operations.  [1:  Owing to the fact that mainstream radio stations are dominated by the state and by corporations, there is very little opportunity for individuals to establish commercial radio stations. One way of circumventing entry barriers was to build a low power radio station under the guise of a community radio station. However, such stations operated for profit like ordinary commercial stations. About 97 percent of Thailand’s existing CRS were initially established for this type of commercial purpose. These stations were opposed by grassroots CRSs and who accused them of undermining the principles that guide Thailand’s community radio system. Nuntaporn Techaprasertsakul estimated that only 200 CRSs were bona fide or grassroots stations in Thailand (“How can CRS Survive,” 2009).] 

Newspapers play a very important role in shaping public perceptions about trends and movements in modern societies. They not only help create awareness and knowledge of public policies, they also implicitly instruct their readers in what matters are important to think about. This agenda setting function makes it important to understand how reporting of significant developments such as community radio create an environment for shaping of public opinion. Because mass media have the capacity to affect knowledge and beliefs of an entire society they thus can have an impact on policy decisions regarding the media. This study proposed two research questions: 1) In what way was community radio as a whole presented to newspaper readers? And, 2) what frames were frequently employed by newspapers to characterize their operations?
A History of Radio in Thailand
Thailand was among the first countries in Southeast Asia to adopt radio when it initiated broadcasting in 1928 (Yusin, 2005, p. 58). However, from its beginning, a state monopoly in Thai broadcasting has enforced tight control over radio. Although in 1930 an amendment to the Post and Telegraph Act allowed Thai citizens to legally own and use radio receivers, government policy soon converted it into a tool to shape public opinion under supervision of the Propaganda Department (Yusin, 2005, pp. 57-59.) This remained in place for an additional four decades during which time the country was dominated by military authoritarianism (Hewison, 1997, pp. 76-77). 
In 1955, the first Radio and Television Broadcast Act was promulgated. In implementing this law, two state organizations—the Post and Telegraph Department (PTD) and the Public Relations Department (PRD)—were authorized to manage all radio and television services. This policy resulted in a system that granted radio licenses only to governmental agencies, mostly to the military, the PRD, and the Mass Communication Organization of Thailand (MCOT) (“Country Reports,” 2004; Wangvivatana, 2005, p. 2). 
In 1959, state agencies owning stations began to grant competitive radio concessions to the private sector (Siryuvasak, Wisarutpich, Warunyu, & Klunnurak, 1996, pp. 29-30). This practice brought the agencies substantial revenues and it opened the door to private broadcasting through a privileged patronage relationship with government. Thai mainstream radio policy thus became a mixture of market-driven and soft state-authoritarian schemes. After the nation restored democratic civilian government in the 1970s, the state continued to follow this policy justifying it on national security grounds. But as a result of this arrangement, a cozy relationship between the state and business sectors was locked in place, leaving no role for broad public participation in broadcasting. 
Community Radio and Media Reform
The current media reform and movement in Thailand stemmed from the civic uprising known as the Black May event of 1992. During this time of unrest, media were rigorously monitored and controlled by the government. The Thai public only learned of the civic movement through international media channels such as the BBC and CNN, because the Thai media had become mere mouthpieces of the government. Local media outlets did little more than relay press releases from government offices during the crisis. By the end of Black May, more than 3,000 citizens had lost their lives to the political turmoil. Subsequent public outrage over the barely disguised media manipulation led to a public call for media reform. The new government of Anan Punyarachun set out to review media policies and to revise regulations that impeded media freedom. This effort led to an ending of the 1975 Broadcasting Act and led to the implementation of the 1992 Broadcasting Act. However, this new legislation brought little change to Thailand’s media structures. 	
Media reform resurfaced again during the drafting of the 1997 Constitution in which Articles 39-41 addressed protection of media freedom and created an opening for media reform. The community radio concept was introduced to Thailand in 1998 but became more widely known in 1999 (Laohong & Wanichthanarak, 2002) or about two years after the constitution’s promulgation. Actually, at the time those three constitutional articles had not taken effect because there was no policy to implement them. A group of media scholars, media practitioners, NGOs, and others, particularly those in law and development sectors, helped launch a media movement. Community radio arose from the efforts of these groups of social activists. However, their innovation was enabled by Article 40 which stipulated that radio frequencies were a national resource, not just a resource belonging to government. 
	Through the efforts of these groups and activists, the first community radio station went on the air in December 2001 (Magpanthong, 2007, p. 15). Although the public celebrated the accomplishment of community radio, successive governments had not fully supported the media reform. The first stations operated without authorization and without a formal license. At present over 7,000 stations have been established (“Call to Regulate,” 2010). Along the decade long journey, more or less continuous negotiations took place between the public groups and the governments over legalizing CRS. Despite this, these efforts only achieved temporary permission to broadcast. In June 2009, the government finally prepared to launch a license-issuance process, offering an interim procedure that would provide community radio operators a temporary license valid for 300 days (“Stations Told,” 2009).
	Because of their unlicensed status, Thai CRS were vulnerable, and in the past decade different governments threatened to close many of them. Presently, these temporary licenses have been extended with no well-defined plan for issuance of permanent licenses. The new telecommunication and broadcasting law of December 20, 2010 gave birth to a new set of regulators, most importantly The National Broadcasting and Telecommunications Commission, that will supervise these community radio stations. Adding to the uncertainty, only a few hundred stations have maintained their nonprofit status (“Call to Regulate,” 2010). The rest have operated purely as commercial enterprises.
Framing Theory
	Tuchman (1978) explained that a frame “organizes everyday reality and the news frame is a part and parcel of everyday reality . . . [it] is an essential feature of news” (p. 193). The use of framing as a tool of analysis has been found useful in many disciplines in the social sciences. Political scientists have employed framing theory to explain political policymaking, sociologists use it to explain the development of public opinion, and mass communication researchers have employed it to help explain media content. Actually, as Goffman (1974) has pointed out, all of us use framing to organize and make sense the world around us. But he also argued that frames utilized in social worlds have varying levels of both intended and unintended deceitfulness, and understandings based on these frames inevitably contain significant oversimplifications and inaccuracies. News frames are used by journalists to label newly occurring events with familiar definitions so as to make complex stories more easily understandable. Gamson and Modigliani (1987) specify that a frame is “a central organizing idea or story line that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of events . . . The frame suggests what the controversy is about, the essence of the issue” (p. 143). But the frame is not only employed by media consumers to make sense of the news they receive, Gitlin (1980) has made the point that it is a tool for journalists who employ them “to package [a story] for relay to their audiences” (p. 7). How frames are created was proposed by Entman (1993). According to him, “to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation” (p. 54).
	 Although frame analysis has enjoyed substantial attention among scholars of divergent disciplines, it has also resulted in a variety of analytic approaches. The result has been a blurring of the concept, for example in the meaning of media frames (how media tend to classify news events) and individual frames (how individuals comprehend news reports). Frame analysis has come under close scrutiny by some scholars (see for example Scheufele, 1999), and their concerns raise a cautionary note for this study. Many scholars have treated frame analysis as closely related to agenda setting theory (Maher, 2001). McCombs, Shaw, and Weaver have even argued that framing is merely a logical extension of agenda setting (1997). Agenda setting describes the way that media influence the thinking of audience members, by conveying an impression of which issues in the unlimited array available are important. The work of McCombs and Shaw refined this notion into a complex and elegant theory about the way that media work as shapers of public opinion (McCombs & Shaw, 1972; McCombs, 1982). Inherent in the theory is acceptance of the idea that media do not reflect reality, but rather present a necessarily incomplete and inevitably distorted replica of reality. In the process of winnowing through the assortment of possible stories, only a few will receive concentrated attention and this leads audiences to perceive these as more important than ones given little or no attention. This perception, in turn, shapes public opinion about the unfolding events.
Methods
	In this study, the researchers sought to evaluate the reports on community radio appearing in the Lexis-Nexis database during the period beginning August 1, 2000 and ending on May 5, 2011. August 1, 2000 was chosen as the starting date because it was the first instance of community radio being reported by any newspaper. May 5, 2011 was selected as the final date because that was the day that all stories were recruited. The majority of stories came from Thailand’s English language daily The Nation and from the BBC, though it should be noted that the BBC’s major source of stories was the Bangkok Post. Keywords used in searching the database were “community radio” and “Thailand.” In total there were 674 stories identified by this process. These were then captured and studied. In order to make the mass of news coverage manageable, a sample was drawn from the large number of stories that met keyword criteria. We selected every seventh story, beginning with the oldest report and working through the set to the most recent, with the aim of achieving roughly 100 stories for detailed analysis. 
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_2][bookmark: HIT_2]In fact quite a few reports were not actually about community radio, but the terms simply appeared in connection with an entirely different subject; these stories were discarded. We also found some confusion about what constituted community radio. For instance, some stories described the “Ruamduay Chuay Kan” station as a community radio service, but in fact it is a commercial operation that focuses on community and city issues. Finally, the usual caveats should be observed: the Lexis-Nexis database is not exhaustive; some stories, especially brief reports not in the main section of the newspaper are not included. 	 
	Framing analysis attempts to categorize stories according to their principal explanatory theme—as if in answer to the question “why this is story worth reading.” As a rule, categorization should be accomplished without too much difficulty because in journalism the practice of composing stories according to an “inverted pyramid” structure ensures that the most important point of the story is contained in the lead sentence or paragraph. Any story which violates this is said to have “buried the lead,” meaning that the reader will miss the most important point because it is presented too late in the story. So the aim was to identify the “frame” used in the story and to place each story in a proper category. Of course there are “sub-themes” that flow from the way that stories were framed, and these were identified and weighed as well. As noted, this study employed a frame analysis method to examine newspaper portrayals of community radio in Thailand. In carrying out this objective, we attempted to answer the following questions: In what way was community radio as a whole presented to readers? And, what frames were employed frequently to characterize their operations?
	How might the reports in the newspapers set the public agenda on community radio? Frames provide a context for understanding media messages, and they make certain messages memorable and understandable. The way these broadcasters were depicted in newspaper accounts might have swayed public opinion and thereby affected the actions of officials in elected office.
Analysis
	This study covered CRS news stories during an eleven year period from August 2000 to May 2011. From the outset, newspapers introduced the concept of CRS to the nation and communicated to citizens their right to access and operate a CRS as an alternative medium emphasizing CRS’ benefits to the community at large (“Giving Voices,” 2000). Among the advantages suggested by newspaper accounts were the ability of community people to hear their local language on the air, how CRS helped preserve grassroots’ traditional and local cultures, and how a CRS could be employed as “a tool for grass-roots democracy—a means for even villagers to determine the direction of their community’s development” (“People’s Chat,” 2001). Although these concepts of community radio were represented occasionally, they were not prevalent (see more articles of this kind at “Chiang Rai,” 2005 and “More Killings,” 2007). 
Our research revealed three prominent media frames. 1) A law and policy frame: This frame involved lawmaking processes for broadcasting, the legalization of CRS, and disputes over the National Broadcasting Commission and the National Broadcasting and Telecommunication Commission establishment and selection process. 2) Government threats to CRS: This second frame showed that despite the diverse political alignments of the many Thai governments in place from 2000 to 2011, they all demonstrated a consistent unwillingness to support CRS, and throughout the period sought to obstruct their expansion and development. 3) CRS as a political tool frame: The third frame focused on Thai CRS as political actors. These stories were published mostly during the coverage of the struggle between the government and the red shirts—supporters of ex-Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra—in which hundreds of CRS became propaganda for the mobilization of protests. A detailed discussion of each frame follows.
Law and Policy Frame 
	The issue of broadcast lawmaking and policy was an ongoing controversy during the decade covered by this research. We found three sub themes within this frame. 
The first sub theme, the process of formulating broadcasting law, was frequently presented by emphasizing the challenges of constructing a legal framework that would be appropriate and applicable under the 1997 Constitution. In 2000, The Nation of Thailand published a comprehensive story detailing the way media scholars, media representatives, social activists, and non-profit organization representatives demanded changes to the forthcoming draft of the Frequency Allocation Act (FAA). These parties asked the cabinet to change four focal points of the draft. 1) The bill should provide a self-censorship mechanism for the media and prohibit the National Broadcasting Committee (NBC) from censoring media. 2) All agencies, including governmental ones—i. e., the Public Relations Department (PRD)—should be required to apply for NBC licenses to operate broadcasting outlets, in order to eliminate the longstanding monopoly system enforced by the PRD. 3) The bill should prohibit public service broadcasters from earning advertising revenues. 4) The bill should limit the authority of the NBC to censoring only three types of program content—programs that could jeopardize the monarchy, create public harm, or present a risk to children (“Changes Sought,” 2000). 
 	In 2007, there was reporting on a new draft of Broadcast and Telecommunication Operating Act which was eventually promulgated in March 2008 (“Thai Cabinet,” 2007). The three focal points concerning CRS in this act were that 1) the act provided for three kinds of broadcasters—public, community, and commercial. It barred public and community broadcasters from earning profits. This provision was to solve a problem created by the PRD in late 2004 when the agency attempted to restrict the growth of CRS by requiring that stations register with it. As an incentive for compliance the PRD allowed registered stations to carry six minutes of advertising content per hour (“Community Radio Operators,” 2004). Instead of limiting expansion, thousands of additional CRS were quickly placed on the air by business groups and individuals to exploit the new policy. Deputy Prime Minister Vishanu Krua-ngam stated that “there are about 2,000 producers of radio programmes, with 500 of [them] registered with the government. The rest operate illegally” (“Radio Deals,” 2009). In other words, the PRD strategy backfired. Those who disagreed with the PRD’s action complained that “running ads ruined the spirit of community radio” (“Radio Deals,” 2009). 2) The act indicated that radio licenses would be valid for seven years with the possibility for renewal. And 3) the NBTC would be the new regulatory body to supervise both telecommunications and broadcasting. 
The second sub theme, the legalization of CRS was an ongoing controversy throughout the period studied, and the government was continually urged to expedite the process. Marty Durlin, a CRS expert who was invited to share her knowledge at a CRS workshop in Thailand, stated that community radio was a positive tool for free speech, “What we’re seeing in the media [is that] the dominant voice is corporate. That’s not people’s voices. . . . I don’t think free speech should be something that the government should fear” (Rojanaphruk, 2003). 
However, the legalization of CRS was never achieved and stations’ uncertain legal status was used to harass or threaten their closure. For instance, in 2005 Wuthipong Pongsuwan, adviser to the Minister for the Prime Minister’s Office, suggested that PRD should shut down CRS whose signals interfered with those of mainstream stations, “because no law exists to control them” (“Thailand Cracks,” 2005). Meanwhile Supinya Klangnarong, Secretary-General of Campaign for Media Reform (CPMR), argued that it was not the duty of the proposed NBC to legalize CRS and it should not issue guidelines that would lead to the harassment of stations, particularly those that criticized the government’s performance. She expressed this concern asking “why some violating radio stations which refrained from criticizing the government did not face action” (“Thailand Cracks,” 2005).
PM’s Office Minister Suranand Vejjajiva denied accusations that he arranged a crackdown on Radio FM 92.25 because “it was critical of the government” (Srivalo & Pinijparakarn, 2005). Rather he alleged that the station was shut down because it increased its transmission power to 1,000 watts (Sinlapalavan & Raksaseri, 2005). He complained that CRS that operated at powers above the legal limits could “disrupt flights and could jeopardise passenger safety. We’ll seek a National Telecommunication Commission (NTC) order shutting these stations down if they refuse to comply within a week” (Srivalo & Pinijparakarn, 2005).
	As a consequence, 17 CRS were taken off the air. Apichart Sakdiset, spokesman of the House committee on telecommunications, stated that seven of these stations’ frequencies interfered with aviation communication and the rest were in violation of the 30-30-15 rule (“Thai Telecom,” 2005). The 30-30-15 rule was the 2002 cabinet’s resolution allowing CRS to operate if their power output were no more than 30 watts using transmission antennas no higher than 30 meters, and their coverage area were confined to an area having a radius of no more than 15 kilometers. The newspapers followed up on this story reporting in September 2005 that the government found 180 CRS not in compliance with the rule and their signals interfered with the air traffic communication. However not all were punished; only 13 CRS were shut down (“Community Radio,” 2005; “Errant Radio,” 2005). 
It was odd was that these stations operating within the FM band could cause such interference. Conventionally, aeronautical international frequency allocations range from 108 Megahertz to 136 Megahertz, which is above the FM broadcasting band. And why community stations operating at low power could create interference while mainstream FM stations at much higher power within the same FM band produced no interference was unexplained.
Shane Thaugsuban, a member of the parliament and a vice chairman of the committee for a parliamentary panel on telecommunications stated that the government had no guidelines to take care of this avionics problem because the NBC was not in place to issue the law. He suggested that “Actually, we could use the Radio Communication Act of 1955 to punish illegal broadcasters who create frequency interference, so why not use it” (“Small Stations,” 2005). Meanwhile, the government authorized Chiang Mai and Trang’s CEO governors to employ their powers to suspend CRS stations’ operations that violated the 30-30-15 rule (“Small Stations,” 2005). 
The legalization of CRS was covered again in March 2008. The NTC announced that it planned to grant a temporary license of one year to stations (Mongkolporn, 2008a). In so doing, the NTC organized a subcommittee of 22 members, as suggested by Article 79 of the 2008 Broadcast and Telecommunication Operating Act, and charged it with responsibility for the task (“Broadcast Rules,” 2008). This subcommittee conducted regional public hearings nationwide in order to gather information to be used for a broadcasting master plan for licensing rules (Mongkolporn, 2008b). 
In 2009, NTC announced the opening of a CRS registration period of one month beginning July 24, 2009. According to Article 66 of the 2008 Broadcast and Telecommunication Operating Act, all broadcasting entities, including CRS, had to obtain permission or a license to operate. NTC chairperson General Chuchart Promprasit stated, “all community radio stations must then register within 30 days in order to get an operating licence [sic]” (“Thai Community,” 2009). The follow-up story reported that 99 percent of CRS were already registered but about 100 to 200 stations were not. These CRS were said to receive penalties of an imprisonment for no more than five years and/or a fine of no more than five million baht or about US$167,000 (“99% of,” 2009).
A year later in June 2010, NTC had to extend its permission to registered CRS to operate for additional 300 days because the license granting process was not yet in place. The subcommittee then stated that it was ready to grant only five CRS a license and it hoped to be able to grant another 55 stations by the end of 2010. During this protracted process, NTC found that 757 stations violated terms of agreement in which 14 CRS had their permission cancelled (“Draft Licensing,” 2010). 
	Lastly, we identified a sub theme about disputes over the National Broadcasting Commission (NBC) and the National Broadcasting and Telecommunication Commission (NBTC) establishment and selection processes. Stories on this subject were given extensive coverage. In December 2002, selection of the NBC board was accused of being a conspiracy and suggestions were made that the selection committee should be disbanded. It was reported that Thailand’s Central Administrative Court had already disqualified two of the 14 NBC candidates due to conflicts of interest problems (“NBC Selection,” 2002). A similar issue arose in a report in 2005 when Senator Chirmsak Pinthong opposed the nomination of seven new NBC board members. He said that “the 14 candidates have questionable backgrounds, conflicts of interests and close ties with companies, the government and the military” (“NBC Board,” 2005). He also added, “some members of the selection committee were disqualified by the Supreme Administrative Court in the previous round [of 2002]” (“NBC Board,” 2005). As a consequence, he argued the selection process for NBC candidates was unacceptable. 
 	Amidst such criticism, a Senate majority voted approval of the seven proposed NBC members on September 27, 2005. The board members met for the first time on October 6, 2005 aiming to resolve CRS’ operational problems. The board identified three prioritized areas: CRS must 1) serve their community, not operators’ profits, 2) refrain from advertising, and 3) not operate above the established legal limits. The committee members would single out those CRS whose signals interfered with aviation radio signals. Punishment would be harsh (“Thai Broadcasting,” 2005). 
However, in November 2005 the Central Administrative Court handed down a decision nullifying the NBC selection process, automatically dissolving the board and its seven elected members. Some NBC selectors and nullified NBC members planned to appeal the court decision. However, Deputy Prime Minister Wissanu Krea-ngam announced that the government would not appeal the court order but rather it would address the problem by “propos[ing] amendments to the frequency allocation laws to allow the National Telecommunication Commission (NTC) to oversee broadcasting regulations pending the formation of the NBC” (“NBC Selection Process,” 2005). 
Krea-ngam’s plan in response to the court order was immediately disputed by media practitioners, social activists, and scholars. Democrat Party spokesman Ongart Klampaiboon stated, “[I]t is apparent that the proposed legal amendments would benefit a select group of people, rather than the public at large” (“NBC Selection Process,” 2005). Supinya Klangnarong, Secretary-General of the CPMR, warned the government, “[T]hey must not do anything that would raise suspicions that the government has a hidden agenda” (“NBC Selection Process,” 2005). She suggested that the government start a clean new round of selection, inviting academics and civil sector entities to share their views (“NBC Selection Process,” 2005).
 	Notwithstanding the opposition, Krea-ngam’s proposed plan was put into practice in 2008. This occurred because the coup d’état in September 2006 voided the 1997 Constitution. The new Constitution of 2007 was promulgated in which Article 47 created an independent regulatory entity to oversee both telecommunication and broadcasting. This article called for a new regulatory body to be known as NBTC which seemed to be a combination of the previous NBC and NTC. Pending NBTC’s establishment, Article 78 of the 2008 Broadcast and Telecommunication Operating Act empowered NTC to supervise the nation’s broadcasters. 
	Discussions began in February 2010 about the selection of NBTC members, as a new draft of FAA was proposed to the House of Representatives. According to this draft, 11 NBTC would be selected from 44 nominees. Meanwhile, selection of four new NTC commissioners e to fill vacant seats would continue on the grounds that the NBTC was not yet in place (“New NBTC,” 2010). 
Government threats to CRS frame
The second frame uncovered in this study concerned the ongoing threat that governments posed to community radio. Regardless of the political affiliation of the government in power, it tended to see community radio as something of a threat, and therefore various tactics were employed to control or even eliminate these stations. Under this frame four main subthemes appeared: Efforts by PRD to bring community radio under its direct control; the use of any explanation available to shut down targeted radio stations; the efforts by the Thaksin government to control or close opposition stations while promoting its supporters’ stations; and efforts to suppress pro-Thaksin and “Red Shirt” stations during the junta of 2006 and the subsequent governments.
In the early years of community radio, the national government was seemingly unprepared to deal with the emergence of a new and largely uncontrolled form of broadcasting. As suggested previously, broadcasting had always been the province of government, but the new constitution specifically stated that the radio spectrum did not belong to the government but was owned by the public. Within this framework, newspapers reported on the initiatives through which officials tried to bring CRS under their control. 
Initially, the Public Relations Department asserted that it had responsibility for oversight of community radio. One extensive piece in the Bangkok Post reported on a presentation given by Uajit Virojtrairat, chairwoman of Civil Media Development of Thailand, at a seminar hosted by the PRD. The report quoted her as saying “I have been monitoring the rights and freedom of public service broadcasting for seven years in Thailand but it has never really been independent of the government as stated in Article 40 of the constitution” (“State Still Dominates,” 2004). 
To assume control, the PRD demanded that CRS “register” with it. This inflamed opposition among CRS operators, according to a 2004 report in the Bangkok Post, “community radio operators nationwide are up in arms against the Public Relations Department's attempt to have them registered by the year's end, accusing the department of having a “hidden agenda.” This report went on to quote Kanok Maneewong, a member of the National Community Radios Federation and coordinator of the Community Radio Networks in the North for Lamphun province, “I am certain that if we are put under the department's control, we will become a tool for political campaigning” (“Community Radio Operators,” 2004). At about the same time, The Nation reported that the Campaign for Popular Media Reform threatened to file a complaint against the PRD for its attempts to manipulate community radio. This article reported that the campaign thought that the registration plan could be an attempt to control community radio through the state and business sectors and that this was tantamount to attempt to deprive people of an alternative media for public interests (“Reformists Claim,” 2004).
The efforts of activists to catch public attention seem to have been successful. In the following year, the Senate held hearings to review claims of government interference in the functioning of community radio. This got brief coverage in a report published by The Nation. Its account stressed the complaints of community radio operators that the PRD was intruding improperly into the management of their stations. The report stated that Senator Kamphol Phumanee said he had heard testimony from the operators of 40 community radio stations during the hearings .The account stated that the hearings had found that “the government is trying to stifle broadcasting services run by its opponents” (“Senators Hone,” 2005).
	The second sub theme concerned the range of actions taken by government agencies to strike at community radio stations. In the cases reported on this subject there seems to have been an effort to single out individual stations that were thought to be troublesome, rather than to dominate the whole of CRS. Obviously, however, any successful action against a single station could have a significant chilling effect on all community broadcasters in the country. 
One of the most curious of those efforts was the assertion that CRS were interfering with aeronautical frequencies. This claim was reported by a number of articles published during 2005. The Bangkok Post covered two forums organized by Prime Minister's Office Minister Suranand Vejjajiva in which he warned that “continued interference with the signals of the Aeronautical Radio of Thailand [Company] will not be tolerated” (“Community Radio Transmissions,” 2005). A BBC report quoting The Nation reported that seven community radio stations in Lampang had been ordered to shut down following charges that their broadcasts were interfering with aviation signals. The seven stations were FM 88.50, FM 96.00, FM 96.00, FM 99.50, FM 100.50, FM102.50 and FM 104.00 (“Thai Government Orders,” 2005). Similar additional reports were carried during this period of time. 
Several stories concerned the authorities’ actions against specific stations. For example, in a lengthy report the BBC cited a story in the Bangkok Post in which a farmer who operated a community station named Sathien Chanthorn was brought before at the Ang Thong court. He was the defendant in a lawsuit filed by the Public Relations Department and the Post and Telegraph Department accusing him of illegally operating his station (Bangprapa, 2005). In the end, Sathien was found guilty of breaching radio telecommunications law and court initially jailed him, giving him a reduced sentence of four months because he cooperated during the trial. He was also fined 40,000 baht (“Thai Court Jails,” 2006). 
Finally, in another example of using varied explanations for striking at community radio stations, officials took aim at what was termed “incendiary” content. The BBC reported that the Bangkok Post carried a story in which Prime Minister's Office Minister Sathit Wongnongtoey threatened the closure of stations that aired broadcasts of this type. By this he apparently meant politically charged broadcasts. Although the minister referred to community radio stations, he specifically mentioned DStation, the TV channel run by the pro-Thaksin United Front for Democracy against Dictatorship, the operations of which had been suspended by officials, indicating that its ability to resume broadcasting would depend on the station's programming (“Politically Incendiary,” 2009)
Another sub theme concerned the Thaksin government’s attempts to silence community radio stations aligned with the political opposition and to encourage stations supporting his policies. An example of the backlash against anti-Thaksin broadcasting occurred early in 2006 when a station covered an anti-Thaksin demonstration outside Government House. According to a report in The Nation, “a senior Public Relations Department official led a team of Crime Suppression Division [CSD] police to raid the office of FM 92.25 community radio station.” Although no arrests were made, the offices were searched (“Thai Police Raid,” 2006). 
The reactions against moves like this were widely reported too. A piece that was published in The Nation cited the critical views of Committee to Protect Journalists on media freedoms in Thailand. CPJ Asia consultant Shawn Crispin drew a parallel between the Philippines Marcos and the government in Thailand asserting that Marcos had “emasculated the Philippines' press” and claimed that. “Thaksin is just doing the same thing” (Vedelago, 2006).
A long feature story in The Nation detailed the operation of a community station that had specialized in country music but had begun to shift to more talk and call-programs. One of the call-in shows devoted most of its time to listeners’ opinions on various subjects, mostly on politics and “mostly in favour of the government.” One of the talk shows was titled “Thailand Daily” so named to openly mock “Thailand Weekly,” the show of anti-Thaksin media mogul Sondhi Limthongkul (Raksaseri, 2006).
A final sub theme involved the actions of the governments following the 2006 ouster of Thaksin Shinawatra. At first, it concerned the military government’s efforts to quash the stations that were thought to be aligned with the former prime minister. The moves were controversial and produced many newspaper reports. The activities of this and subsequent governments to curb broadcasts of so-called “red shirt” supporters—that is mainly supporters of overthrown Thaksin Shinawatra—rose to a fever pitch during the intense demonstrations of 2010. Amid this crisis, the government acting on an emergency decree shut down pro-red shirt Websites, and TV and radio outlets. The Nation reported that “Samut Prakan-based red-shirt community radio FM97.25 was heavily jammed for days” and later, “its voice broadcast from the main stage was cut.” According to this article, “Some called red-shirts to bring evidence of censorship and show it to the international media at the nearby Foreign Correspondents Club of Thailand” (Rojanaphruk, 2010a).
During demonstrations, many community radio station identified as aligned with red shirts were closed, and others were claimed to be jammed. Prime Minister Abhisit Vejjajiva acknowledged that the stations were still not allowed to operate in August 2010. He said the red-shirt community radio stations had requested to return to the air again after they were shut down by the government during the red-shirt protests, but he stated that “government will consider their requests in accordance with the law” (“Thailand to Reconsider,” 2010). 
The bitterness persisted well after the unrest had calmed. In August, red shirt supporters were trying to determine what had happened to some of their fellow demonstrators. The Nation reported that an organization called Centre for Information on People Affected by the Dispersal of the April-May Protests—academics who were sympathetic to the red shirt cause wanted a full accounting of detainees. According to its reporting, at least 54 were known to be under detention Udon Thani, among them two community-radio hosts held on charges of” inciting insurrection.” It found that one had been sentenced to a prison term of 18 months (Rojanaphruk, 2010b).
Red shirt supporters were warned against infractions of lese majeste laws. Defence Minister Prawit Wongsuwon sent out an order that all military units and their commanders keep an eye on websites with content in conflict with lese majeste, and Units under the Internal Security Operations Command have also been tasked with monitoring community radio stations for lese majeste content. Also units of the Internal Security Operations Command were also “tasked with monitoring community radio stations for lese majeste content (“Thai Defence Minister,” 2010).
CRS as a Political Tool Frame
	Newspapers reported that the advent of CRS brought many more communication possibilities to local communities. Although CRS provided many useful advantages such as promoting local traditions, preserving local cultures and languages, and disseminating news about local affairs, the papers also reported that stations’ political functioning seemed to be critical to the government. CRS engaged in politics faced warnings from the government and threats to close their stations. For instance, Kanchanaburi CRS was ordered by the PRD to shut itself down or risk a daily fine of 2,000 baht (about USD$67) and imprisonment. Boonsong Jansongratsamee of Kanchanaburi CRS stated that “What have I done wrong? . . . Or is it because I oppose the Thai-Burma gas pipeline, or because the government fears villagers will become too strong for it to control?” (Laohong & Wanichthanarak, 2002).
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_13][bookmark: HIT_13]Uajit Virojtrairat, Deputy Chairperson of the Media Reform Committee, commented that the PRD’s closure order against such stations violated the 1997 Constitution. She said that, “It [PRD] ignores the fact that community radio programmes are now in the experimental stage in accordance with the highest law in the land.” She also added that the PRD’s order seemed to be politically motivated to discourage villagers from using CRS as a voice to protest government projects (Laohong & Wanichthanarak, 2002).	
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_14][bookmark: HIT_14]In another case, Bonok villagers of Petchburi province also planned to launch their CRS, aiming to use their station as a means to disseminate information protesting the government power-plant projects that would affect their community (“Vox Populi,” 2002). However, these villagers seemed to be aware of legal problems as Charoen Wat-aksorn, a protest leader, explained that “his group would consult the National Human Rights Commission about whether or not they are allowed to operate a community radio station” (“Vox Populi,” 2002). Indeed, the papers’ framing of the legality of CRS seemed obscure. The PRD deemed the stations illegal whereas scholars and social activists claimed protection from the 1997 Constitution. To untangle the confusion, a cabinet resolution on July 16, 2002 was announced to ensure that CRS could continue legally broadcasting as community radio learning centers (Sukin, 2002). 
Within two years of its inception, the number of CRS rose dramatically. In October 2002 over 2,000 CRS operators gathered to discuss the future of their stations and to develop ways of protecting their operations in light of their obscure status. They established the Thailand Community Radio Federation (TCRF) as their collective organization, offering it as a symbol of media reform (Sukin, 2002).
 	On September 19, 2006 the military coup overthrowing Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra took place. Thaksin’s loyal supporters in his hometown region in the north used CRS to voice their angry protests. Newspapers framed the political actions of CRS as a controversy, for on September 20 the Council for Democratic Reform under Constitutional Monarchy (CDRM), a governance body set up by the army, ordered the governors of the three northern provinces—Chiang Mai, Chiang Rai and Mae Hong Son—to suspend the operations of over 300 CRS. 
Terdsak Jiemkietwattana, leader of the CRS coalition in the northern provinces, argued that “[I] look at it as an attempt of the military to prevent Thaksin from using the community radio network in his political base as a channel to air his side” (“Community Radios In,” 2006). The Times of London reported that “Pro-Thaksin websites have disappeared from the Internet and many small community radio stations across Thailand which once broadcast propaganda on behalf of the deposed Prime Minister have either shut down or switched to support for the coup leader, General Sondhi Boonyaratglin” (Parry, 2006). 
 	Another paper quoted General Supa-aksorn Sangprakul, chief of the northern 33rd Sub-Regional Command, when he explained the order to shut down CRS that: “provocative and divisive opinions could lead to major conflicts” (“Military Takes,” 2006). An anonymous source in the Third Army asserted that “community radio stations are now seen as a significant threat to the CDRM’s authority as they could be used by supporters of the ousted prime minister to incite public resentment against the CDRM” (“Authorities Wary,” 2006). However, a prominent media scholar, Ubonrat Siriyuwasak, argued that “the order amounted to an infringement of people’s liberty” (“Military Takes,” 2006).
The role of CRS as a political tool was emphasized by another international paper, The Age of Australia, which wrote that: “the military coup leaders have tightened broadcast restrictions on community radio stations to ensure their own message is the only one rural people receive” (Levette, 2006). The paper implied that the enormous number of Thailand’s CRS made the military junta worry that they could be employed as political tools as effective as any mainstream media. As a result, martial laws were imposed to prohibit CRS from getting involved in politics. Actually, many CRS operators were wary of breaching restrictions. They promised the CDRM that they would not air political program content: “community radio operators in Chiang Mai and Lumphoon initiated a signed pledge that they would not become involved in politics and that their programming would be completely free of politics” (“Thailand Community,” 2006). 
 	Although CRS nationwide could resume their broadcasting by promising to be free from politics and to focus on local affairs, several months later, three of Thaksin’s supporters’ stations in Bangkok aired a telephone interview with him from London. They were the Taxi Driver Community Radio, the Saturday Voice Against Dictatorship CRS (a web-based station), and the Confidante CRS. Again, the newspapers framed CRS as a potentially intimidating political tools in reporting on raids of the three stations by the military-backed government. They were accused of operating illegally and breaching the national security (Ghosh, 2007). 
	In early 2009, CRS’ political role once more came to the attention of readers. This time, the paper reported that CRS were used by both the anti-government grouping known as the red-shirts and the pro-government grouping or the yellow-shirts. One paper concluded that when political conflicts became heated, “[T]aking political sides has become a widely accepted benchmark for several cable TV and community radio stations (“Partisan Media,” 2010). 
Newspapers reminded the readers that within political factions in Thailand, CRS became powerful alternative information outlets for each side. It “binds large audiences together to such a degree that station hosts are able to call on their audience to wholeheartedly take part in political activities” (“Thai Writer,” 2009). One paper quoted a broadcast statement from one of the red-shirts’ stations warning their listeners that “today more blood will be shed” (“Thai Protestor,” 2010). Another paper quoted a complaint by a scholar, Naengnoi Yanwaree, “They [audiences] are fed by community radio with wrong information, hate, anger, hatred of the yellows, hatred of the monarchy” (Mydans, 2010). These accounts suggest that CRS had become an effective political mobilizing tool (Fuller, 2010; “Reds Detain,” 2010). It explains why the Pro-Thaksin red-shirts became very protective of their stations, threatening to disrupt the forthcoming ASEAN Summit in Thailand: “if the government jams their community radio stations” (“Pro-Thaksin,” 2009). 
One newspaper, The Nation, started to use the term ‘propaganda’ when reporting on the red-shirts’ CRS, “In Udon Thani, community radio stations are still airing anti-government propaganda and calling on locals and red-shirt supporters nationwide to rise against the administration” (Provincial Violence, 2010). BBC used a term “exploit” in explaining the status of Thai CRS when quoting Wiset Sangkanjanavanich, President of the Association of Thai Television-Radio Development, “community radio programmes are being exploited by politicians and businesses due to years of sloppy regulations and neglect by the government” (Call To,” 2010). It was estimated there are 7,000 CRS nationwide and less than five percent maintain their non-profit status (“Call to Regulate,” 2010).
Conclusion and Discussion
Research Question: 1) In what way was community radio as a whole presented to readers?
	In this study we found that during the time period examined there was no single way of presenting CRS that characterized their overall coverage by newspapers. Rather their portrayal depended upon the frame applied to the story. Some reports presented community radio as important community resources offering local cultural and linguistic benefits. Other reports cast CRS as a public forum within which local issues could be discussed and grievances could be aired. Still other reports placed community radio in the middle of the great political turmoil that has wracked Thailand during the past decade.
	But as the three key frames illustrate—especially the first two described in this report—community radio was shown to be in a kind of limbo state, constantly challenged by authorities, courts, lawmakers, and mainstream media interests. Enmeshed as the stations have been in the dizzying whirl of off-and-on policymaking by Thailand’s frequently changing governments, they achieved neither economic stability nor a solid regulatory framework. By definition, community radio stations are small entities that cannot compete against the large powerful media interests that see them as poachers of their audiences and advertisers. Media advocates, reformers, and activists have attempted to support CRS though the years, but even they have had limited success in facing down community media opponents.
	Despite the sheer hundreds of stories that were published during the study’s timeframe, we were struck by the lack of investigative reporting on them. There were a few human interest feature stories, but most stories concerned legal and policy maneuvering at the national level, and because of this the coverage was mostly event oriented. If journalists had dug more deeply into stories, they might have uncovered a more complete picture of the community radio environment. For instance, the claim that community radio caused interference to aeronautical communication while conventional stations transmitting on the same frequencies at higher power did not is nonsensical. The lack of logic in this claim was never challenged, nor apparently was the matter investigated by reporters. 
Research Question: 2) what frames were frequently employed by newspapers to characterize their operations?
	All three frames we identified gained substantial use by newspaper coverage, but more than any other the “governments threat to CRS” frame was most often employed. Of the 100 news stories selected for review, 40 of these used this frame. This is perhaps because in Thailand, one government after another has attempted to eliminate, restrict, or control the operation of community radio stations. Officials’ use of a constantly changing set of tactics meant that community radio stayed in the news; there was something new brewing nearly every day. Nevertheless, authorities were unable to stop the CRS movement because by the time they perceived the scale of the problem, the number of stations was too large and their popularity was too great for them all to be simply shut down. To be fair, Thailand was in the throes of political turmoil throughout community radio's expansion, and political leaders were forced to focus on other priorities. But inattention to this important new medium has also led to a failure to capitalize on its potential. 
	But in the end, the most important “buried lead” is that commercial interests have largely subverted the medium so that only a small fraction of community radio stations are believed to operate as genuine voices of their communities. Most have been converted to commercial operations whose main purpose is to generate revenues through advertising messages in programs. 
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