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Abstract
Based on our field and desk-research , this paper will discuss the current situation of mobile telephones in relation
to electronic publishing—a convergence that remains yet to be developed-- with a view to the feasibility of
interactive electronic publishing availability in these devices. Our paper offers a special focus on the different
modes of stakeholder organization that exist in Japan and Europe, given that the main actors involved in the field
of mobile Internet, i.e. telecom operators, handset manufacturers and content providers, interact very differently in
these two regions. There are marked distinctions between the Japanese model, which is strictly coordinated by one
player, and the European model, which makes more use of open standards without a dominant party. The result has
been that electronic publishing content has taken off rapidly in Japan, with an abundance of services available,
while in Europe it is virtually non-existent. The relevance of the contrastive approach is important to follow the
current developments of the mobile industry and the telecom joint ventures in the European Union, especially now
that in 2003 the leading Japanese telecom players are beginning to act as stakeholders in the EU region. The
authors conclude that neither the Japanese nor the EU models—being so different from one another, will
predominate in the future; the best model will be one that combines business elements from both.
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Section I
INTRODUCTION
This paper will discuss the current situation of mobile telephony in relation to electronic publishing,
two areas that remain yet to be developed in conjunction; our perspective is orientated towards the
feasibility of interactive electronic publishing in mobile phones. On the whole, mobile telephony
provides a useful example of the new business models in the telecomm industry, in this case one which
is based mostly on revenue sharing. Looking further ahead, one of these business models, popular in
Europe and the USA, is leading to the practice of a strategic framework known as "integrated
business". The practice of "joining-up" among several companies for the common goal of sharing
information has emerged as a response to the ever increasing diversification of network architectures
operating under differing and sometimes conflicting regulations, and to the continued flow of new
technology introduction, especially in the ICT sector. We find an example of the integrated model in
the global, non-profit organisation called Mobile Enterprise Alliance (MEA), constituted in March
2003 by over one hundred companies, as a platform to support the exchange of information about
technical solutions, applications, skills, case studies and best practices for both mobile and remote
workforce mobility (SIIA 2003). Originally part of Software & Information Industry Association
(SIIA) the new organisation will exist autonomously. That a "knowledge repository" for exchange of
information proves essential to both the leading global companies and to the smaller IT enterprise
sector is symptomatic of the industry's urgent necessity to join different players around specific
interests and objectives. Such integrated arrangement is becoming a viable business model and
information exchange practice to handle the rich and complex array of issues faced by the industry at
large --particularly the publishing industry and its related sectors such as the media and cultural
industries-- and to deal  with the adoption of new technologies including the Internet, the World Wide
Web, and ICTs. In the age of digitisation, just as the old indicator schemes of import and export no
longer apply easily for electronic or online publishing, there is also a challenge in finding the best
method to approach a subject which inevitably will draw a maze of relations, interactions, oppositions,
and many symmetries and asymmetries discovered along the way. Therefore, one way to examine the
current situation of electronic publishing in relation to mobile/wireless telephony is by choosing digital
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content and its related issues as a core concept to tackle the clusters of themes about the content
industries (media, entertainment, publishing).

DISCUSSION

A-PRIORI BARRIERS IN THE MOBILE DIGITAL CONTENT INDUSTRY
The content industries, e-publishing in particular, face a number of challenges around digitisation

or the creation of digital material. Here I am limiting myself to mention those barriers that affect a-
priori the incorporation of e-publishing in mobile telephony; they are listed also as areas where crucial
changes or decisions are necessary:
ÿ There are radical proposals and serious supporters to free digital content from copyright

restrictions.
ÿ The increasing pressure towards freeing content meets head-on with the business premise that

content producers and creators “need to make a profit.”
ÿ While lower prices for services are being stimulated by authorities to benefit the end-user and

to encourage consumption, there is a need for the industry to obtain a return on investment
(ROI)

ÿ The content industries are adamant about the need to improve technologies for Intellectual
Property Rights (IPR) and copyright protection, generally known as Digital Rights
Management (DRM), as a way to secure and enhance protection from piracy or illegal use

ÿ Copyright legislation is uneven at a global scale and still quite differentiated and incomplete in
reference to digital objects, services and processes

ÿ If implemented and developed in more specific ways, copyright legislation needs to be more
discriminatory so that includes a wider range of new digital objects, services and processes
where the ROI is essential in the business plans; at the same time there is a need to determine
the requirements for digital objects and services in which the economic requirements of the
copyright law do not apply, as in the notion of “public domain” and some areas of cultural
heritage.

ÿ Tax issues and areas linking tax regulation with definitions of digital objects, services and
processes must be improved and developed from different perspectives. This is particularly
urgent since the 1998 resolution adopted in the EU, states that digitised publications should be
defined as a "services" rather than "goods" (OECD Ottawa 1998), which introduced VAT
applied to "e-services" in EU. Moreover, VAT regimes are unfavourable to digital content, in
comparison to content in print.

ÿ Resolutions and legislation need to be communicated with transparency both to the industry
and its consumers/users

ÿ Civil society should be invited to participate in part of the process of decision-making when
the consumers’ interests are at risk

ÿ The current lack of interoperability among network infrastructures, protocols, and devices are
a constant barrier

ÿ Device compatibility

Thus, while the discussion in this paper does not focus on the above, these barriers are implicitly or
explicitly interacting with our subject of inquiry on the different ways in which the industry is
organized. Our main line of exploratory method will seek to provide an explanation for the nimble but
scarce presence of electronic publishing in European Union’s mobile telephones.

THE EUROPEAN UNION MOBILE TELEPHONY ENVIRONMENT
 The availability of digital objects depends largely on the technical capacity of wireless phones
to interact with images (e.g. JPEG files) and audio features. This capacity to download digital content
will allow the industry to offer advanced services for professional and personal use in the acquisition of
virtual objects through e-commerce, or for information and entertainment. However, lack of clear
boundaries of ownership (licensing and IPR) among others, is limiting the production and
distribution of digital objects and services. In an environment of high competitiveness and
experimentation, such as the USA and the EU, there are a few dominant wireless transmission
technologies that are being adopted for different types of mobile communication access; however,
within mobile telephony, as in wireless picture imaging, Japan has the leading role at the moment.

In this context, our paper offers a special focus on the different modes of stakeholder
organization that exist in Japan and Europe, given that the main actors involved in the field of mobile
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Internet, i.e. telecom operators, handset manufacturers and content providers, interact very differently
in these two regions. There are marked distinctions between the Japanese model, which is strictly
coordinated by one player, and the European model, which makes more use of open standards without
a dominant party. The result has been that electronic publishing or digital content has taken off rapidly
in Japan, with an abundance of services available, while in Europe it is virtually non-existent.
Currently, several European operators have been trying to emulate the Japanese model. The question is
whether the EU operators can succeed, and if they do, how this will shape electronic publishing. Thus
we investigate how the nature of each model affects the initial process of product development and
eventually the e-publishing availability --or its absence-- in mobile phones.

Mobile phones are becoming more and more popular in the EU. Figures used by the European
Commission indicate that from 120 millions of Internet users in 2001, the forecast for 2005 is 210
Millions in Europe. In 2000 there were 243.9 millions of cellular subscribers, with a 2002 rise
projection of approximately 76.4% of penetration in the region (Jacques, 2002); furthermore, to quote
from a recent report “the European mobile market could range between EUR 7,8 billion and EUR 27,4
billion in 2006, with a median forecast of EUR 18,9 billion. This market however remains to be
created” (Andersen, 2002: 12). Thus, markets proliferate and at the same time become more
fragmented; the immediate result is that the demand for both generic and local content grows. From the
technology development perspective, if the new impulse is on the future of electronic publishing,
mobile telephony platforms need to be seen in the larger context of multi-channel content production,
distribution and access. Moreover, the “convergence” concept and the EC’s highly recommended
features for research & development – e.g. the Sixth Framework Programme – to deliver content  “any
time anywhere” as a desirable generic mode of access is particularly relevant to the sector of electronic
publishing from the European perspective. The future business models for mobile networks and
telephony will require that special attention is paid to content production and for e-publishing
production leading to multimedia services, with the accompanying appropriate technology in the
devices that will support the distribution services and commercialisation for the end-user.

The “convergence” model for content stands for several layers that are in constant change.
Some of the key layers are: first, technologies available from different platforms, which up to now exist
through four different connectivity nets of operators: satellite, cable, wireless, telecommunications;
next, applications developers; device or handset makers; data service providers enabling graphics and
multimedia distribution in wireless. Some of the challenges are being handled through the promotion of
the “multi-stakeholder” model that seeks to engage in a simultaneous way actors from the different
stages of the value-chain, namely, from the mobile operator to the end-user direct service delivery, for
a given business objective translated as end-product. In spite of this multi-stakeholder strategy, the
“complexity of the content infrastructure” – as articulated by the EC official terminology for the new
EU goals (Jacques 2002) – is a major barrier for mobile telephony, as it is channelled through the four
types of physical networks mentioned previously. On the one hand, the most complex one is the
telecommunications network, fundamental for the mobile telephone industry in Europe, for which the
most trying goals are to establish systems, databases, portals to generate, store and distribute digital
objects and services that will be accessed through devices with “embedded” technology, therefore, with
user-friendly options, for a culturally and linguistically diverse population.

A recent final report by Andersen Belgium, commissioned by the EC Directorate-General
Information Society, stresses that “the current European landscape is a setting of conflicting forces that
has a vicious effect on the take-up of the mobile content market" (Andersen, 2002: 12). While the
report reiterates the attractiveness of “convergent forces” for the success of a new market, it does
recognize that there are a number of forces still to be introduced to solve the impasse. These are, I
quote:

Availability of compelling and formatted content
Availability of relevant applications
Education of users on the benefits of mobile content
Development of a handset installed base
Adequate revenue sharing between players
Stimulation of investments in all enabling technologies
Promotion of the uniqueness and inter-operability of standards
(Source: Andersen, 2002)

In order to simplify the topic of mobile data applications, the report presents a segmentation
that divides these into three main areas: a. Communication-centric; b. transaction-centric, and c.
content-centric.  This division, however, only deals with or is based upon the current availability—and
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its limits—of “content” in the mobile data industry market. Thus, content-centric mobile data
applications refer to “news”, “transport information,” “financial information”, “games”, “edutainment”,
and “music”; also mentioned but not analysed in the report: tones, icons, directories (Andersen
2002:23); that is, covering only the most common features. Significantly, while the importance of
“niche content applications” is minimised as unlikely producers of large revenues in the market
expectations environment, it does recognize the importance of their role as drivers of the mobile market
on the whole (Andersen 2002:28). Given the policy orientation of the Andersen report, it deserves an
in-depth analysis, which we cannot provide in this paper for reasons of space. Suffice it to point out
that it contains thorough and close studies relating the technical and the business drivers and barriers; it
recognizes the portal function as a new role that each of the mobile players can benefit from and which
at the same time can improve the current market conditions in the EU, including not only network
operators –for which they use the Japanese operator DoCoMo as a model of success to follow—but
also fixed-line Internet portals and the emerging players in the value-cycle, such as brand, content and
device manufacturers (see Andersen 2002:37-40). On the area of technical and business drivers and
barriers, the Andersen report identifies “five major vicious circles” currently in motion: The hand-set
circle; the key enabling technology circle; the revenue rush circle; the standardisation circle; and the
wait and see circle (Andersen 2002:133).
 Leaving the Andersen report aside, the complexity of the mobile telephony digital content
industry is marred by yet another business organisational set-up consisting of either single nation-based
companies operating only in their own region, or the multi-national or pan-European kind. Many
among the latter could launch their services and products throughout several countries in Europe
simultaneously, but must handle their introduction on a country-by-country basis. Such is the case of
Vodafone-Live mentioned later in this paper. In the new EU environment, businesses often have a
presence in several countries, and from this perspective, would be ready to expand but must contend
with the national regulations. Moreover, there is a clear disadvantage if one compares their growth in
the EU with the USA and Japan, for instance. In the EU there is less involvement of research and
development for mobile services than in these two countries. This is called the EU’s “wait and see”
mentality, which consists of first checking what new technologies develop outside of the European
Union. This phenomenon has been the focus of criticism in the context of Information Technologies
related to business initiatives (Mark, 2003).

NEW EUROPEAN UNION REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS
In the context of the telecommunications regulatory framework in the European Union, currently there
still is no single source of legislation and implementation, as these still differ from one member state to
another. The European Commission has taken the task of being the main all-encompassing body to
implement some harmony, but implementation is not easily executed unless the national authorities of
each member state pass the laws in their own region. Such regulatory policy structure has already
encountered delays in changing or approving new laws, a fact that is clearly creating obstacles for the
single framework aim. Consequently, the EC is promoting both the ever-growing business and new
product development practice of the multi-stakeholder model –often formed by partners from several
EU member states or beyond– also akin to the telecommunications companies, and the “single market”
design.
 Much of the circulation of the new technologies for digital content is still run under legal
models of the ‘analogue’ era; in the near future, digital content may be distributed successfully through
the member states only if it is done in a coherent and easily handled regulatory system. The EC has
addressed this barrier by responding with the proposal of a new regulatory body, including the
“Common Regulatory Framework” meant to act as an intermediary governing structure between the
EC and the National Regulatory Authorities (NRAs) which will now have more power at a national
level to handle regulations, for example, that will address the Significant Market Power operators. The
immediate challenges to the effective functioning of these governing structures lead us to watch with
caution and to ask whether the implementation of additional --therefore indirect or new & mediating--
organisation such as this one will hinder or facilitate regulation implementation, especially in the
telecomm sector. The recent attempts to introduce a EU telecomm regulatory system that would make a
single package of regulation for the region are a case in point.

THE EUROPEAN REGULATORS’ GROUP
In October 2002 the EC announced the implementation of the European Regulators’ Group

(ERG) for electronic communications networks and services, particularly with the aim of supporting
the “integrity of the European Internal Market” and to help its development with efficiency and
sustainability (Liikanen, 2002). Thus, ERG has been instituted as a site of dialogue between the
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member states’ regulatory authorities and the EC, “to look together  at what specific actions must be
undertaken” (Liikanen 2002; Asbo 2002b).

While the formation of ERG is still in the making, its creation does reaffirm the EC’s goal of
creating uniformity, which is a complex policy, economic, and also political phenomenon. In the
meantime, regulatory frameworks and regulations around the telecomm industry still vary significantly
among and within the EU countries. The new regulatory organisation was further explained in the
“Eight Report” (December 2002) as a new instrument that will support the new EU
telecommunications regulatory framework. It was established to act as a coordinating body between the
EC, and the national regulatory authorities. The new regulatory framework is intended to improve
competition; it seeks to provide a more systematic, stable and coherent EU framework that, if effective,
should delineate new practices in view of the differing national modus operandi, especially in
telecommunications. It is also expected to contribute to the creation of a concerted workable context,
for instance, between new and incumbent players in the telecom services sector (Asbo 2002). The new
implementation was planned to function with the accompanying initiatives and the co-operation of the
EU countries.  As the situation stands in June 2003, several member states have not succeeded in
introducing the new telecom laws in their national legislature (Phillips 2003). Most recently, France
announced it would not be able to comply with an EC July 2003 deadline to pass new laws; Belgium,
Germany and the Netherlands are most likely not going to fulfill this requirement either (Phillips,
2003).

At present the EC is the main –and so far the only— organisation that can lead all EU states
towards a viable harmonisation of regulatory measures; thus, it is progressively unravelling and
implementing a number of decisions. However, the  member states' demands are also to be considered.
One of the strong recommendations the EC has received from different sides highlights the importance
of “network sharing” to give an impulse to the industry. The EC seems to be following such
recommendation, since it has recently approved the third-generation mobile network sharing for the
UK, a decision whose results will be used as “guidance to mobile operators on the extent of co-
operation that is permissible” (Monti 2003) for 3G services. Mobile operators such as T-Mobile and
Mmo2 have to practice “site sharing”. This new type of business relations among mobile stakeholders
will be a test case, as the UK’s experience will set the example for the countries that are ready to
follow, such as Germany, where regulations are preparing the road for mobile operators to have to
work together in the future. This indeed raises many questions. On the one hand, it is likely that the
EU’s complete planned telecom harmonisation will take some time and will need to be done
differentially and gradually, depending on the countries that adopt it. On the other hand, the technology
and business development in mobile telephony will still run its fast course. To make matters more
complex, often only the technology and business dimensions of a digital service are considered. The
uses of the Internet and new ICTs have proved to us that they contain an element of the unpredictable
–which by now we should have learned to predict-- only evident once the technology is in full use.
Such is the case of sending digital photos through MMS in mobile telephones. One can send photos of
objects, animals, and so on. But sending photos of people raises the right to privacy issue. This new
practice in mobile telephones—more problematic than the act of sending digital photos by email or
using the web-cam-- demands additional regulation schemes that are relevant to citizens, and which,
once more, vary from country to country in the EU.

By the same token, the new regulatory frameworks for telecomm will deal, at least for the
present, mostly with the operators and access to service providers, telecomm ownership regulations in
general, but does not include other issues such as those related more directly with the mobile services
and its consumers in wider socio-economic and other contexts, such as the rights of the citizen.

DEVICES’ LIMITS AND LIMITS OF CONTENT AVAILABLE
Up to now, regardless of the region where devices are manufactured, mobile telephones show

a number of disadvantages or limitations that would have to be surpassed for e-publishing features to
be possible or available:
ÿ Small screen size that limits content display
ÿ Display options are limited, e.g. use of larger characters
ÿ No display standards as in PCs.
ÿ Lack of offline possibility to access content
ÿ Lacks memory capacity
ÿ Convoluted Navigation
ÿ Screen design limits for display
ÿ Incompatibility with other devices
ÿ Not enough services-on-demand
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ÿ Insufficient variety of content on-demand
ÿ Data input restrictions unless connected to a handheld device
ÿ Limited Voice technologies
ÿ Limited imaging technologies

The list is much more extensive, but the above is enough to show the most evident ones. A
few handset models, particularly those addressing the needs of the business sector are being introduced
that may lead to a gradual increase of demand and supply of digital content including future e-
publishing material. For example,  Ericsson has introduced an innovative addition with some potential
in this sense. The company has supplied demonstrations for 3G mobile systems to 40 mobile operators.
It offers not only business applications, games and web browsing, but also mobile video conferencing,
applications for business mobile workforces, and an “MMS Composer” for multimedia messages
(O’Su 2002).

In general, in the current mobile telephony supply of digital content there are devices
introducing some new services or features, but these do not bring any substantial innovation or creative
impact relevant to the area of e-publishing. Two recent examples illustrate the limited advances we
refer to: The first one concerns the UK based Orange SA mobile phone company that will be adding
Disney content in the UK, Belgium (through Mobistar) and Portugal (through Optimus) in its
GSM1800 services; basically it will consist of, once more, logos, ring tones, wallpaper screens, and
games, all enhanced with Disney characters, in addition to news information about Disney reviews,
interviews with actors’ voices (Singer 2003). Although the content available is “original” it is still
limited to entertainment features without in-depth value.

The second example, which may become popular, is the software for conversion of MP3
music files to ring tones, also used to send these audio files to other mobile phones, developed by
XINGtone, a USA/Dutch company (Minto 2003). In conclusion to this section, there are many barriers,
some a-priori and originating in other sectors of the content industry as previously outlined, some
comprise the needed regulatory frameworks and the technical limitations in mobile telephony for the
supply and demand of more elaborate material that could provide a larger role to e-publishing, thus, to
the cultural industries in the mobile sector, so that the mobile services can go beyond the current limits
of edutainment and information or database services.

Section II

INTERACTIVE ELECTRONIC PUBLISHING IN JAPAN
The Japanese telecom industry can be characterized as operator-centred. It is the telecom

operator who has the locus of control. For instance, the mobile Internet service i-mode, which has
reached more than thirty-five million subscribers in three years, was conceived, developed and
introduced solely by DoCoMo. Likewise, the other main operators, J-phone and KDDI, also have their
respective mobile Internet services, J-Sky and EZ-web, each having a user base of approximately
twelve million users. Common to all three operators is that they 1) each set technical requirements to
handset manufacturers and 2) use a closed portal as a starting page for their access devices. This
starting page contains links to sites developed by content providers. All sites are screened and thus are
ensured to comply with the operators' requirements as to what they consider to be appropriate content.
Finally then 3) all operators provide a billing system for content providers, which enables them to
charge a fee to users, thereby generating revenues (as well as a profit in some cases).
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TABLE 1: MAIN MOBILE INTERNET SERVICES IN JAPAN
NTT DoCoMo KDDI (au/tu-ka) J-Phone

Mobile Internet service i-mode EZweb J-Sky
Subscribers (millions) * 37,758 12,54 12,16
2G/2.5G network PDC800 CDMA-1 PDC (packet introduced

2002)
Data rates 9.6 kbps (upgraded to 28.8

kbps)
14.4 – 64 kbps 9.6 kbps (upgraded to 28.8

kbps)
3G network W-CDMA CDMA2000 W-CDMA
3g subscribers * 330,000 7 million 25,000
Data rates 2Mbits/s 144 Kbits/s 2Mbits/s
Markup language cHTML HDML MML
Official sites (mid 2001) 1760 900 c. 800
Unofficial sites 45810 “Thousands” N/A

Possible to subscribe to i-
mode un-official sites

Data arpu per month
(July-Sept 2001)

1420 850 900

Basic charge / month JPY 300 JPY 200 JPY 200
Charge / e-mail JPY 0.3/Packet JPY 0.27/Packet JPY 3.0 for sending

Free for receiving
Java applet service iAppli Ezplus Java Contents
Maximum Java applet size 30kb (was 10kb) 50kb 100kb

* April 16th 2003
Note that 2001 data have been used to allow for better comparison; updated data for EZweb and J-Sky are hard to find

Although the mobile telephony industry as a whole in Japan is thriving, operators generate most of the
revenues. Being a content provider in Japan is a mixed blessing. On the one hand, publishers are in the
unique position of having the opportunity to be a content provider in the world's most developed
mobile services industry. This means they have access to three different platforms, all significantly
established to generate revenues and, possibly, profits. On the other hand there is criticism with regard
to the actual opportunities of becoming an official content provider. Being an official content provider
is, as mentioned earlier, important while it allows the companies to charge the user a monthly fee.
While independent providers (as DoCoMo refers to unofficial sites) are also able to charge a fee for
their services, this is not easy. Or rather, it is as easy or difficult asking a fee as it is on the fixed line
Internet. One of the differences seems to be that users are more willing to pay for mobile services. Then
again, the means for input (the keypad) and output (display) are seriously restricted on a handset,
compared to desktop computers. Thus, successful business models that work on the fixed line Internet
(such as Ebay, Dell or Amazon) are, with the current technologies, difficult to replicate on the mobile
Internet.

Therefore, being an official provider is the road to profits. Alas, becoming official is not easy,
and it seems to become ever more difficult. Initially, DoCoMo did not even outline the criteria that
have to be fulfilled in order to become an official provider (Shuji, 2001).  After much criticism these
criteria have been made explicit. However, according to some the i-menu reads as a Who’s Who in
Japanese business. Thus all the established and big names are present (Funk, 2001). When a provider
has reached the I-menu, there are other questions that have to be addressed. That is, all carriers have
guidelines with which to comply. Most people cite DoCoMo as the most prudent. These guidelines
spell out the rules that are applicable to the content itself, as well as the financial restrictions operators
have set. For instance, dating and other ‘contact’ sites are not allowed on the i-menu. Adult
entertainment is not allowed either. Both types of sites appear to be very popular, despite being outside
the portal. Secondly, there are the financial boundaries. For example, ever since i-mode was released,
the rule has been established that content providers are not allowed to ask a monthly fee higher than
300 yen (circa $US 3). Obviously, some content providers would like to charge a higher monthly fee,
but are not allowed to do so; otherwise they cannot be listed in the portal. DoCoMo sets other
restrictions; for instance,  advertising is restricted on official sites. Neither are official sites allowed to
link to independent sites.

For these reasons, content providers face a tough choice: on the one hand they require an
infrastructure through which they can supply their services. An obvious party, which has both the
capacity as well as the interest to provide this infrastructure is the telecom operator. They already
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provide the customer a monthly bill and would thus be a logical choice to provide an additional system
for data services. Furthermore, it is the carrier who benefits most from additional data traffic, more so
than an equipment manufacturer or handset maker would. Indeed it has been carriers who provide that
infrastructure for content providers. In terms of potential audience DoCoMo is obviously the most
attractive choice to go for as a content provider, since it has a 60% market-share. The downside is that
this particular party (and to a lesser degree its competitors) is very strict in controlling its service.
Content providers clearly benefit from a central billing platform as provided by Japanese carriers. Both
WAP, which is a protocol rather than a service, as well as the fixed line Internet are examples of
systems that (for good or bad) do not provide a central billing platform.

All in all, having a carrier-controlled portal does not come without drawbacks. Carriers, and
especially DoCoMo have received criticism with regard to the micro-payment system. Related to this
issue is the distinction between official and independent sites. Several solutions have been proposed to
make up for these imbalances. One has been to have DoCoMo ‘open up their portal’ as this is usually
referred to. This means that other ISPs or portals are allowed to use the DoCoMo gateway. This would
mean any (fixed line) ISP could introduce their own portal, thereby enabling non-official content
providers to charge a fee (Funk, 2001). An alternative proposal has been to have an independent party
other than the carrier decide which sites are assigned the status of being official. Even though some
might say this merely shifts the problem to another party, the advantage for carriers would be that they
cannot be criticized anymore for being biased.

In summary, like handset makers, content providers are to a certain degree controlled by
operators. This is manifested in several ways. The operator decides the maximum monthly fees content
providers are allowed to charge users. The operator decides the criteria that official providers have to
comply with in order to stay official. Finally it is the operators who decide which content providers will
be listed on the portal.

IEP IN EUROPE
The European model is organised differently, by open standards, such as SMS, WAP and

MMS. The heavily criticized WAP standard was introduced to provide an open platform to which --
theoretically-- all parties involved in mobile devices/content/IEP should comply to make their services
available. In practice this model did not work, for several reasons. (Sigurdson, 2001) Firstly, handset
manufacturers did not always comply with the proposed WAP standard and some made (seemingly
small) adjustments. These minor changes however had major consequences, e.g. a situation where not
all WAP sites could be accessed by any WAP phone. Secondly, WAP phones were initially not widely
available, and the ones that were available turned out to be very costly. Thirdly, IEP providers were
largely absent. Most were cautious to provide material for a service they were not sure of as to whether
it would diffuse widely. Also, a central billing model was not available, thus restraining IEP providers
to easily generate revenues. All in all, WAP services were caught in a downward spiral. Phones were
difficult to find and expensive, publishers were waiting for a significant user base, and users were
waiting for both affordable phones and appealing content, both very much absent in practically all
countries where WAP services were introduced.

A SERVICE –BASED APPROACH TO IEP
Several European operators are now introducing services that use the Japanese approach,

which has a been very recent development. Two notable examples are I-mode Europe and Vodafone
Live. I-mode has been introduced in several countries outside Japan, via a construction of licensing and
alliances of NTT DoCoMo and other telecom operators such as KPN in the Netherlands, Hutchison in
Hong Kong and AT&T in the United States. KPN has introduced the European I-mode service in
Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium and Bouygues Telecom in France. Vodafone, the world's
largest telecom operator in the world, at least in terms of subscriber numbers followed several months
later with their own service Vodafone Live. V-Live was introduced in six European countries
simultaneously.

MMS: THE PROTOCOL-BASED APPROACH
A second approach in Europe has been the protocol-based approach, of which SMS, WAP and

MMS are examples. MMS has the advantage that it is an open standard, and is fast becoming a de facto
standard on all newer handsets.1 One crucial advantage of MMS is that it is also supported by Nokia,
something that was not the case with EMS. But having the industry support it does not automatically
mean success, as witnessed by the roll-out of WAP services. There are other advantages to MMS
besides being an open standard.
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The acronym itself has been chosen to reflect MMS's link to SMS. Since of all mobile Internet
standards SMS is the most widely known, MMS can take advantage of this. Besides being
“acronymetrically” linked to SMS, there is also real world compatibility. This can take place either via
SMS or email. Proponents of MMS argue that this will enhance the interest in MMS. A second
advantage with MMS is that it can be regarded as the most conservative solution. It fits in as neatly as
possible with the current European mobile phone tradition, a tradition characterized by handset maker
branded phones that can be used with all carriers. For this reason it can be argued MMS does not
require a significant change in mindset for users; while SMS is the most widely known non-voice
service, MMS is probably the easiest solution to understand for the majority of users. The difficulty
with service and platform based solutions is that they break with the dominant tradition.

While MMS is an open standard, there are implications regarding coordination. Since it is an
open protocol, MMS does not say anything about handset features or services. For instance, not all
MMS handsets have higher resolution or color screens or a built-in or attachable camera. The absence
of a camera is understandable while they are currently expensive they are considered an expensive
premium feature. Like SMS, MMS is designed to act as a peer-to-peer messaging system. MMS by
itself does not define a portal like structure, as present in live or i-mode handsets. Therefore, like SMS
services today, to be able to make use of MMS services, users must know the address of an MMS
service to use the service. Even though messaging services constitute a very important aspect of mobile
Internet usage, it of course does not form its only usage. We can see this by looking at the percentage in
table 2. The lack of portal and browser functionality can be considered one of MMS’ shortcomings.

Table 2: PERCENTAGES OF ACCESS TO DOCOMO’S OFFICIAL MENU

Feb 2000 Aug. 2000 Sept. 2000 March
2001

Traffic %
 - mail 40 36 41
 - official 43 32 25
 - unofficial 17 32 34
Content types on official sites
(Access %)
Entertainment 55 64 70 72

- Screen saver and ringing
melodies

32 35

- Games and horoscopes 19 18
-  other 19 19

News and weather 14 19
Tickets and living 11 5
Financial 6 4
Adm. Info. 5 2
Tools 5 4
Travel 3 1
Restaurants and recipes 1 1

 (Sources: Funk (2001, p. 31))

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE
One of the standard bodies trying to address this problem is the Open Mobile Alliance

(OMA)2, formed June 2002 and led by Nokia. The power, as well as its weakness, of the OMA is that
all the big names from the mobile and computing industry are joined in the alliance, including
Microsoft, IBM, Samsung, Ericsson, Motorola, Qualcomm, Sun and Oracle. By now OMA has
enrolled nearly 300 organizations. In theory this could mean any agreements on standards that are
reached will automatically become industry standards. Since so many different parties are combined, it
is not difficult to imagine conflicts of interests arising. See also figure 1 for an overview of some of the
actors cooperating in OMA.
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OMA has set four general goals (Zweig, 2002), namely to:
• Enable consumer access to interoperable and easy to use mobile services across
geographies, operators and mobile terminals
• Define an open standards based framework to permit services to be built, deployed,
and managed efficiently and reliably in a multi-vendor environment
• Establish one mobile industry standards forum, the Open Mobile Alliance, to function as the driving
force responsible for creating service level interoperability
• Drive the implementation of open services and interface standards, through the user-centric approach
to ensure the fast, wide adoption of mobile service.

FIGURE 1: Different actors participating in the Open Mobile Alliance

The OMA was based on an initiative called the Open Mobile Architecture. Like before in the
WAP forum, the Open Mobile Architecture had failed to bring in a key constituency, that is, content
providers. Without their input, it would be difficult to ensure that the business models specified by the
architecture would be acceptable for content providers. As noted in a report, in “(….) the new OMA,
content-oriented technologies such as Digital Rights Management have moved up to the status of “key
issues,” which should make participation more appealing to content firms. AOL-Time Warner has
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joined as a sponsor member, which brings an important content firm to the process, as well as the
dominant firm in Instant Messaging.”3

If the OMA would be able to pull off a set of standards that defines requirements such as a
portal, micro-payment and some form of revenue sharing with content providers (or at least one of
those), this would be a big step forward that could benefit all parties involved. For handset makers it
would result in a standard that forms an alternative to operator-unique mobile Internet services. In other
words, an MMS-OMA initiative could provide an alternative to services such as i-mode and Vodafone
Live that work with dedicated handsets. Second, the initiative could be of interest to content providers
that are looking of ways to distribute their services to as wide an audience as possible. Since services
such as Vodafone Live and i-mode are operator dependent, they by definition target a smaller audience
than services that are operator agnostic. Finally, the benefit for operators is that an MMS – OMA
initiative could provide them with a mechanism for generating traffic that can surpass standard SMS or
standard MMS.

CONCLUSION
It will be interesting to investigate how these services will develop in Europe. IEP on mobile phones in
Europe has up to now been a non-existent industry. Operators hope this can be solved by using a
coordination model very similar to the approach that has been used in Japan. This is a challenge, given
the fact that the telecom industry in Europe differs significantly on many levels from the Japanese.
Instead, the protocol based approach, exemplified by MMS, might fit better within the European
context of offering IEP on mobile devices. Given the very recent initiatives from the Japanese telecom
sector to actually play a role as partner in several new telecom ventures, and particularly in the context
of the introduction of several Japanese business practices in the mobile telephony sector in the
European Union, we strongly believe that there is a new business model emerging as a result. It will
most likely be neither the Japanese nor the European model as such, but it will have a new business
convergence model. Our next research will indeed follow-up on these events.
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