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(Regulating Payments for M-Content — The Positive Impact of the Deregulation)
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This paper analysis the regulatory regime (potentially) applicable to the prepaid
m — Payments' for— content before and after the introduction of the Electronic Money
Directive (2009) and the payment Services Directive (2009) . it also looks into ' what
grounds' IT regulation may/should be assessed upon. The paper concludes that the
regulatory regime pre -2009 was neither technological neutral nor did it provide legal
certainty. In fact it caused arbitrary distinction between marginally different m —
commerce transactions, given the application of E _ Money Directive to prepaid m
payments, but not postpaid m payment. This of course, caused significant confusion
as the rather small preference for one, rather than another, payment method, would
trigger a substantially different regulatory regime. However , the introduction of the
2009 Directives (the deregulation ) , has inapplicability of m — content transactions in
both of the currently all ,m commerce transactions for m — content are simply
regulated , that contractual agreements, relevant commercial law, and by the phone
pay Plus Code of practice (the Regulator of all Premium Rate Services). Which is a
more pleasing outcome. Therefore, the deregulation in this case has had a positive
impact.




