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Content Regulation: Meeting the Regulatory Challenge in the 
Age of Media Convergence

 Ahn, Jung-Mihn*
38)

This study takes a critical perspective that current vertical regulatory framework 
for broadcasting, telecommunications, films and games cannot cope with media 
development in the age of convergence. Changes in media environment mitigate 
the uniqueness of terrestrial television causing doubts as to why television contents 
should be treated more strictly than the rest of media contents. Consensus is being 
reached that horizontal regulation would be the appropriate regulatory measure 
for media contents. However, which content should be aligned to what level of 
regulations have not been fully dealt with.  

The paper shows that the current regulatory framework which is established 
according to each delivery platform is no longer valid in convergent media 
environment. It shows why all content regulation should be applied in platform 
neutral manner. Then it also suggests both short and long term regulatory changes 
that need to be made in order to meet the future challenges in media convergence 
era.  

* Professor, Hallym University


