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Abstract 
	

The	purpose	of	this	thesis	is	to	uncover	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	

management	 efficiency.	 Hence,	 the	 study	 set	 out	 to	 investigate	 the	 influence	 of	 this	 new	

technology	within	copyright	management	in	a	music	industry	currently	marked	by	an	increased	

focus	on	efficiency	driven	by	digitisation.	The	research	of	the	potential	effect	is	conducted	through	

a	qualitative	comparative	case	study	of	four	cases	aiming	at	building	blockchain	based	systems	

for	the	music	industry.	Taking	a	pragmatic	approach,	the	thesis	builds	on	literature	from	the	fields	

of	 blockchain	 technology	 within	 the	 music	 industry	 and	 copyright	 management	 after	 the	

digitisation.	

		

Based	on	this	theoretical	foundation,	the	four	cases	were	analysed	according	to	four	operational	

and	 measurable	 indicators	 in	 order	 to	 evaluate	 the	 potential	 effect	 of	 the	 blockchain	 based	

systems.	 These	 indicators	 were	 1)	 data	 consistency	 regarding	 copyright	 ownership	 data,	 2)	

transparency	 of	 royalty	 transactions	 and	 ownership	 data,	 3)	 transaction	 costs	 regarding	

copyright	licensing	and	royalty	payments	and	4)	turnaround	time	for	royalty	payment	from	the	

use	of	music.	

		

Through	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 four	 cases	 directed	 by	 the	 aforementioned	 indicators,	 the	 thesis	

shows	 that	 blockchain	 based	 systems	 can	 have	 a	 positive	 effect	 on	 copyright	 management	

efficiency	in	the	music	industry	by	improving	data	consistency	and	transparency	and	reducing	

transaction	 costs	and	 turnaround	 time.	The	 findings,	 however,	 also	 show	 that	 these	potential	

effects	are	highly	influenced	by	several	factors.	These	are	e.g.	the	business	structure	behind	the	

system,	scalability	issues	of	Ethereum,	the	volume	and	type	of	data	included,	and	the	value	loss	

caused	by	disintermediation.		

		

The	thesis	contributes	to	the	existing	literature	with	new	insight	regarding	the	factors	that	need	

to	be	in	place	in	order	for	the	effects	to	unfold.	Moreover,	the	findings	have	important	implications	

for	businesses	within	the	field,	emphasizing	the	need	for	an	incremental	approach,	inclusion	of	

historical	data,	and	a	narrow	stakeholder	focus	in	order	to	benefit	from	the	possibilities	of	the	

technology.	

 	
Keywords:	 Music	 industry;	 blockchain	 technology;	 blockchain	 based	 systems;	 copyright	

management;	copyright	management	efficiency;	comparative	case	study.	 	
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Challenge 

These	 days,	 copyright	management	 in	 the	music	 industry	 undergoes	 radical	 transformations.	

New	 technologies,	 new	 consumption	 patterns	 and	 new	 legislation	 challenge	 the	 traditional	

copyright	management	 system	 that	has	defined	 the	 industry	 for	more	 than	a	 century	(CISAC,	

2015).	The	challenges	arise	from	a	greater	transformation	of	the	music	industry.	The	internet	has	

fundamentally	changed	the	way	music	fans	listen	to	music	the	last	20	years,	where	the	move	from	

physical	sales	over	digital	downloads	to	online	music	streaming	has	forced	industry	players	to	

rethink	their	business	models	(Pedersen,	2018).		

	

Copyright	management	is	one	of	the	areas	that	is	now	undergoing	radical	changes.	Copyright	has	

traditionally	 been	 managed	 by	 non-profit	 collective	 management	 organisations	 (CMOs),	

operating	 with	 monopoly	 status	 within	 national	 borders	 (CISAC,	 2015).	 The	 digitised	 music	

consumption,	however,	has	resulted	in	a	growing	demand	for	cross	border	copyright	licensing	to	

fit	the	transnational	nature	of	the	digital	marketplace	(Günther,	2015).	New	legislation,	aiming	to	

fulfil	this	need,	has	fostered	a	whole	new	competitive	situation,	where	the	repertoire	is	now	being	

divided	between	traditional	CMOs	and	new	private	bodies	 in	an	 increasingly	 fragmented	way	

(Koda,	2017b).	This	situation	has	resulted	in	a	new	focus	on	efficiency,	as	industry	players	are	

trying	to	retain	and	attract	rights	holders	by	offering	the	best	services	and	improving	the	existing	

copyright	management	system	(ibid.).	This	has,	at	the	same	time,	led	to	an	increased	interest	for	

new	 technologies,	which	 can	help	 increasing	 the	 efficiency.	One	of	 the	most	discussed	 in	 this	

regard,	is	the	blockchain	technology,	where	several	traditional	CMOs	(PRS	for	Music,	2017)	and	

numerous	 new	 independent	 startups	 (O’Dair	 et	 al.,	 2016)	 are	 now	 experimenting	 with	 the	

possibilities	within	the	copyright	management	area.	No	solution	has	yet	shown	successful,	and	

still	only	a	small	but	increasing	amount	of	research	and	literature	discuss	the	possibilities.		

1.2 Previous research 

Starting	with	the	introduction	of	Bitcoin	in	2008,	the	blockchain	technology	is	relatively	new,	and	

the	first	years,	it	was	only	seen	as	an	alternative	to	the	banking	industry	by	facilitating	peer-to-

peer	 transactions	(Nakamoto,	2008).	Only	within	 the	 last	 few	years,	the	 literature	has	started	

dealing	with	the	potentials	within	other	industries.	This	includes	the	music	industry	where	the	
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possibilities	within	the	copyright	area	has	been	in	focus.	In	this	area,	previous	researchers	have	

dealt	with	the	subject	in	very	different	ways	and	have	different	views	on	the	possibilities	(Finck	

&	Moscon,	2019;	Savelyey,	2018;	Bodo	et	al.	2018).	There	are	numerous	positive	claims	about	the	

blockchain	technology	having	the	potential	to	radically	disrupt	the	music	industry	in	terms	of	the	

way	 copyright	 is	 managed	 today.	 These	 focus	 especially	 on	 possibilities	 regarding	 improved	

copyright	 data	 consistency	 and	 automated	 peer-to-peer	 transactions	 potentially	 leading	 to	

reduced	transaction	costs,	turnaround	time	and	transparency	(Savelyev,	2018;	Finck	&	Moscon,	

2019).	Others,	however,	are	more	sceptical	and	point	 to	different	 limitation	mainly	regarding	

existing	industry	structures,	which	may	make	it	difficult	or	even	unattractive	to	use	blockchain	

technology	as	a	tool	for	improving	copyright	management	(O’Dair	et	al.,	2016;	Sellin	&	Seppälä,	

2017).	Thus,	there	are	some	controversies	in	the	literature,	which	are	based	on	the	fact	that	it	is	

such	a	new	area,	where	many	projects	have	been	started,	but	still	no	solution	has	proven	the	

abilities	of	the	technology	to	solve	the	industry	issues	in	practice	(Sellin	&	Seppälä,	2017;	Finck	&	

Moscon,	2019).	

1.3 Our approach 

1.3.1 Purpose 
The	purpose	of	this	thesis	is	to	increase	the	understanding	of	the	possibilities	of	the	blockchain	

technology	 relating	 copyright	 management	 in	 the	 music	 industry.	 It	 aims	 at	 uncovering	 the	

controversies	in	the	literature	by	contributing	to	the	academic	conversation	with	new	academic	

research	in	the	field.	By	doing	that,	the	thesis	aims	at	preparing	the	music	industry	players	for	

potential	 future	changes,	while	helping	blockchain	projects	within	 the	 field	 to	understand	the	

challenges	and	limitations	of	the	music	industry.	This	may	hopefully	contribute	to	a	beneficial	

interaction	 between	 the	 industry	 and	 technology	 development	 to	 create	 new	 systems	 that	

potentially	can	overcome	the	industry	challenges	derived	from	the	digitisation.	

	

1.3.2 Research question 
To	achieve	this	purpose,	this	paper	will	examine	four	use	cases	of	the	blockchain	technology	that	

all	aim	at	making	new	systems	for	the	music	industry.	By	examining	four	systems	at	once,	the	

paper	aims	at	creating	a	broad	understanding	of	the	current	state	of	blockchain	use	cases	within	

the	 field.	 The	 focus	 of	 the	 research	 will	 be	 on	 how	 these	 systems	 potentially	 can	 affect	 the	

efficiency	of	 the	copyright	management,	as	 this	 is	the	area,	where	 the	CMOs	are	put	under	an	

increasing	pressure	as	a	result	of	the	digitisation.	Even	though	CMOs	have	a	central	role	in	the	
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copyright	management	area,	the	paper	will	not	be	limited	to	any	particular	music	industry	player	

but	 retain	 an	 open	 view	 on	 copyright	 management	 and	 the	 possibilities	 of	 the	 technology.	

Thereby,	the	thesis	aims	at	answering	the	following	research	question:	

	

What	is	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	management	

efficiency	in	the	music	industry?		

	

The	thesis	is	thereby	examining	copyright	management	efficiency	as	a	dependent	variable	being	

affected	by	blockchain	systems,	which	thereby	are	treated	as	an	independent	variable.	To	be	able	

to	measure	the	potential	effects,	the	concept	of	copyright	management	efficiency	is	in	the	paper	

degenerated	into	four	indicators	which,	based	on	copyright	literature,	form	what	is	understood	

as	copyright	management	efficiency.	Namely,	1)	data	consistency,	2)	transparency,	3)	transaction	

costs	and	4)	turnaround	time.	These	indicators	are	used	in	the	analysis	for	examining	the	effects	

of	the	different	features	of	the	four	blockchain	based	systems.	The	indicators	make	it	manageable	

to	measure	how	each	of	the	cases	potentially	can	affect	different	areas	of	copyright	management	

efficiency.	The	term	efficiency	is	understood	in	Barnard’s	(1938)	definition,	which	is	when	goals	

are	 achieved	 without	 the	 unsought	 consequences	 surpass	 the	 goal	 itself.	 In	 contrast	 to	

effectiveness,	which	only	focuses	on	achieving	a	goal,	efficiency,	in	this	understanding	implies	a	

stable	and	sustainable	solution,	that	will	create	long	term	benefits.		

	

1.3.3 Research method and data  
To	answer	the	research	question,	it	is	approached	through	a	comparative	case	study	of	the	four	

case	companies.	The	data	used	 for	 the	research	 is	collected	 from	the	cases	 through	 individual	

interviews	with	the	four	founders	and	through	technical	documents	in	the	form	of	white	papers	

and	 a	 patent	 application.	 The	 case	 companies	 are	 chosen	 because	 they	 represent	 different	

approaches	to	using	blockchain	technology	for	solving	industry	problems.	Thereby,	they	lead	to	

a	broad	understanding	of	the	possibilities	of	the	technology.	In	order	to	evaluate	and	compare	

the	potential	 effects	 of	 the	 four	 systems,	 the	data	 is	 analysed	based	on	 the	 four	 indicators	of	

copyright	management	efficiency	identified	in	the	copyright	management	literature.	The	findings	

are	 discussed	 against	 literature	 about	 blockchain	 technology	 and	 copyright	 management	 to	

identify,	in	which	areas	the	research	contribute	to	the	academic	conversation.	
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1.4 Contributions & implications 

The	research	leads	to	a	number	of	contributions	to	the	literature	about	blockchain	technology	

and	copyright	management.	The	findings	show	that	the	potential	effects	are	highly	influenced	by	

several	factors	that	should	be	taken	into	account	in	future	literature.	These	factors	concern:	1)	

The	 business	 structure	 behind	 the	 blockchain	 based	 systems,	 2)	 the	 value	 loss	 caused	 by	

disintermediation,	3)	scalability	issues	in	the	current	blockchain	systems,	4)	strategic	incentives	

behind	using	blockchain	technology	that	do	not	concern	solving	industry	problems.		

The	findings	further	have	practical	implications	that	should	be	considered	by	businesses	in	the	

field	of	blockchain	and	copyright	management	 in	order	 to	benefit	 from	the	possibilities	of	 the	

technology.	These	implications	are:	Blockchain	based	systems	should	1)	include	historical	data	

2)	 be	 built	 incrementally,	 3)	 not	 focus	 on	 the	 user	 side	 of	 the	 industry,	 4)	 consider	 national	

differences	in	copyright	law,	5)	prioritise	turnaround	time.		

1.5 Delimitations 

The	focus	of	this	thesis	will	be	on	copyright	management	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	copyright	

holders,	and	the	paper	will	therefore	not	take	into	account	the	interests	of	the	music	consumers.	

The	 paper	will	 primarily	 focus	 on	 features	 and	 properties	 of	 the	 blockchain	 technology	 that	

potentially	 can	 affect	 copyright	management.	 It	 is	not	 a	 technical	 paper,	 so	 it	will	 only	 touch	

briefly	 upon	 the	 underlying	 technical	 architecture	 behind	 the	 technology.	 Additionally,	 the	

copyright	 law	 is	different	across	different	 countries,	 however	 this	 thesis	will	 focus	on	 the	EU	

copyright	legislation.	The	reason	is	that	the	majority	of	all	copyright	law	derive	from	the	same	

international	conventions	(Fisher,	2019),	and	thus	build	on	the	same	general	principles.	As	the	

copyright	 law	 is	 harmonised	 across	 all	 EU	 member	 states,	 the	 EU	 legislations	 is	 seen	 as	 a	

representative	example	hereof.	As	the	focus	is	on	management	of	copyright	and	not	copyright	

itself,	potential	differences	between	EU	and	other	national	legislations	are	not	considered	critical.		

1.6 Roadmap 

The	paper	will	be	structured	the	following	way:	After	this	introduction,	the	paper	will	start	with	

an	outline	of	the	philosophical	foundation	of	the	research.	This	will	be	followed	by	a	background	

chapter	explaining	copyright	and	how	it	is	managed	today.	This	chapter	will	additionally	expand	

the	 influence	 of	 the	 digitisation	 on	 the	music	 industry	 and	 how	 it	 is	 changing	 the	 copyright	

management	area.	After	the	background	chapter,	there	will	be	a	literature	review	divided	in	two	
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parts.	The	 first	part	will	 focus	 exclusively	on	 copyright	management	 literature	 to	 identify	 the	

indicators	 of	 copyright	management	 efficiency.	 The	 second	 part	will	 have	 an	 introduction	 to	

blockchain	 and	 hereafter	 outline	 the	 literature	 written	 about	 the	 potentials	 of	 blockchain	

technology	within	the	music	industry.	After	this,	the	method	of	the	research	will	be	presented	

followed	by	a	brief	description	of	the	four	chosen	cases.	This	will	be	followed	by	a	presentation	

of	the	findings,	which	will	subsequently	be	discussed	against	the	literature.	The	thesis	will	end	

with	a	conclusion	answering	the	research	question.	
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2. Philosophical foundation 
The	following	chapter	will	outline	the	philosophical	foundation	of	the	research.	With	a	research	

question	aiming	at	explaining	a	potential	effect,	we	are	investigating	events	that	happen	in	the	

future.	This	means	 that	we	need	a	philosophy	of	science	 that	supports	perspectives	on	 future	

situations	and	unknown	areas.	For	this,	we	found	that	pragmatism	was	suiting	because	of	its	focus	

on	qualified	guesses,	which	is	about	finding	the	most	likely	explanation	(Peirce,	1932).	We	see	

this	 as	 a	 good	 way	 of	 approaching	 a	 research	 question	 focusing	 on	 a	 future	 situation	 and	

therefore,	pragmatism	will	be	used	as	the	philosophical	foundation	of	this	thesis.		

	

Particularly	relevant	for	this	thesis	is	the	notion	of	truth.	In	pragmatism,	there	is	no	definitive,	

objective	truth	-	instead,	the	notion	of	practical	knowledge	is	central	(Egholm,	2014).	This	means	

that,	 as	 long	 the	 knowledge	 produced	 is	 relevant	 and	 useful	 in	 explaining	 the	 phenomena,	

pragmatism	 will	 consider	 it	 true	 (ibid.).	 Hereby	 pragmatism	 takes	 a	 stand	 in	 contrast	 to	

positivism,	which	focuses	on	truth	through	objective	observation	(ibid.).	This	understanding	of	

the	truth	would	not	be	possible	in	our	research,	as	we	cannot	observe	the	future.	In	pragmatism,	

knowledge	is	perceived	as	a	contextual	property	that	should	be	measured	on	its	ability	to	solve	a	

problem	(ibid.).	So,	by	using	pragmatism	we	are	able	to	say	that	something	is	true	by	investigating	

practical	knowledge	based	on	ability	and	usefulness	(ibid.).	It	is	this	perspective	on	ability	and	

usefulness,	we	will	use	in	investigating	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems.	

	

The	 pioneers	 of	 pragmatism	 were	 Charles	 Sanders	 Peirce	 and	 William	 James,	 who	 laid	 the	

foundation	for	the	perspective	in	the	late	1800’s	(Egholm,	2014;	Biesenthal,	2014).	Pragmatism	

was	 a	 clash	 with	 the	 western	 perspective	 on	 dualism	 and	 the	 idea	 that	 body	 and	mind	was	

separated	 (Egholm,	 2014).	 The	 focus	 of	 the	 epistemology	 of	 pragmatism	 is	 that	 all	

acknowledgement	 is	 being	 made	 through	 interpretation	 of	 senses,	 which	 in	 different	 ways	

represent	the	world	(Egholm,	2014).	The	pragmatic	perspective	is	that	human	sense	always	will	

affect	concrete	situations	(ibid.).	Experience	from	past	situations	can	further	affect	the	present	

practice	and	result	in	a	future	consequence.	

	

This	 is	 relevant	 for	 this	 thesis,	 because	 a	 basic	 challenge	 of	 the	 research	 is,	 that	we	want	 to	

measure	potential	effects.	But	while	we	are	pointing	towards	the	future,	we	can	only	base	our	

research	on	the	past	and	present.	Hereby,	the	thesis	is	using	existing	theoretical	literature	and	

current	practice	of	the	case	companies	to	measure	potential	future	effects.	According	to	Egholm	
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(2014),	the	knowledge	interest	of	pragmatism	is	then	very	often	ideographic	and	works	on	micro	

level.	This	supports	the	use	of	practical	cases	in	this	thesis	when	examining	the	unknown	object.	

This	knowledge	interest	would	not	have	been	possible	with	a	perspective	within	positivism	or	

social	constructivism,	as	these	either	works	with	nomothetic	predictions	or	thoughts	and	phrases	

(ibid.).	

	

The	 analytical	 practice	 of	 pragmatism	 takes	 a	 starting	 point	 in	 abduction	 (Egholm,	 2014;	

Biesenthal,	 2014).	 Abduction	 unites	 deduction	 and	 induction	 into	 the	 search	 for	 likely	

explanations	-	the	above-mentioned	qualified	guesses	(Peirce,	1932;	Egholm,	2014).	In	the	term	

qualified	lies,	that	you	build	on	prior	knowledge	from	the	field,	while	the	word	guess	shows	that	

you	try	to	create	new	knowledge	without	being	straight	logical	or	aim	at	proving	the	universal	

truth	of	your	results.	Deduction	is	the	movement	from	theory	to	results	and	creates	a	theoretical	

setting	for	investigating	a	theoretical	hypothesis	in	the	real	world	(ibid.).	Induction,	in	contrast,	

is	the	movement	from	result	to	theory	where	you	look	at	the	reality	(based	on	sources)	and	use	

your	acknowledgement	to	line	up	a	probable	theory.	Abduction	allows	the	researcher	to	combine	

hypotheses	(deduction)	with	qualitative	cases	(induction),	which	gives	the	opportunity	to	search	

different	 and	 remote	 places	 in	 both	 the	 theory	 and	 empirical	 research	 (ibid.).	 This	 makes	 it	

possible	to	point	towards	an	unknown	object,	and	provide	explanations	whose	existence	are	not	

possible	to	prove,	but	which	can	still	be	considered	possible	(ibid.).	This	is	the	practice,	which	

Charles	Sanders	Peirce	(1932)	define	as	qualified	guesses.	

	

In	this	thesis,	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	technology	on	copyright	management	efficiency	

form	the	unknown	object	of	the	research.	We	predict	that	there	may	be	possible	effects	in	the	

future,	but	 the	effects	do	not	exist	at	 the	moment.	However,	we	use	a	combination	of	existing	

literature	and	cases	to	uncover	likely	explanations	and	propose	qualified	guesses.	The	truth	of	

our	findings	is	hereby	not	universal	as	we	only	point	towards	an	unknown	phenomenon	on	the	

foundation	of	the	present	knowledge.	This	means	that	the	findings	and	contributions	of	this	thesis	

should	 be	 considered	 as	 possible	 explanations	 based	 on	 qualified	 guesses,	 which	 from	 a	

pragmatic	perspective	will	be	considered	true.	
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3. Literature 

3.1 Structure for literature 

In	the	following,	the	structure	and	aims	of	the	literature	chapters	will	be	outlined.	The	literature	

is	divided	in	two	overall	parts,	a	background	chapter	and	an	actual	literature	review.	The	aim	of	

these	chapters	is	to	explain	the	copyright	management	and	its	issues	in	the	music	industry,	and	

how	earlier	researchers	have	seen	blockchain	technology	as	a	solution	to	these	issues.		

	

The	literature	background	part	will	act	as	a	basic	introduction	and	create	a	common	ground	for	

understanding	 the	 area	 in	which	 the	 thesis	 operates.	 It	will	 cover	 literature	 about	 copyright,	

copyright	 management,	 collective	 management	 organisations	 (CMOs)	 and	 the	 impact	 of	 the	

digital	era	in	the	music	industry.	After	the	background	chapter,	the	actual	literature	review	will	

be	presented.	The	 first	part	of	 this	will	 cover	copyright	management	literature,	and	based	on	

issues	 within	 the	 copyright	 management	 field,	 it	 will	 outline	 four	 indicators	 of	 copyright	

management	 efficiency.	 The	 aim	 is	 to	 break	 down	 the	 concept	 of	 copyright	 management	

efficiency	into	more	measurable	indicators	to	be	able	to	assess	the	effect	of	the	blockchain	based	

systems.	 The	 second	 part	 of	 the	 literature	 review	 will	 present	 existing	 literature	 about	 the	

possibilities	 of	 the	 blockchain	 technology	 within	 the	 music	 industry.	 It	 will	 outline	 how	 the	

literature	 sees	 the	 possibilities	 of	 the	 technology	 for	 affecting	 the	 indicators	 of	 copyright	

management	efficiency.	

	

Through	 the	 literature	 review,	 the	 term	 copyright	 management	 efficiency	 is	 central.	 In	 this	

regards,	 Chester	 Barnard’s	 (1938)	 understanding	 of	 efficiency	 will	 be	 used.	 Barnard	 (1938)	

distinguishes	 organisational	 effectiveness	 and	 efficiency,	 and	 defines	 it	 as	 following:	 “[...]	 an	

action	is	effective	if	it	accomplishes	its	specific	objective	aim.	We	shall	also	say	it	is	efficient	if	it	

satisfies	the	motives	of	that	aim,	whether	it	is	effective	or	not,	and	the	process	does	not	create	

offsetting	dissatisfactions”	(p.	29).	Thus,	effectiveness	is	when	the	goal	is	achieved,	efficiency	is	

when	the	goal	is	achieved,	and	the	unsought	consequences	do	not	surpass	the	goal	(ibid.).	The	

reason	 for	 using	 efficiency	 over	 effectiveness	 is	 to	 secure	 that	 the	 results	 of	 the	 thesis	point	

towards	stable	and	sustainable	future	solutions.	
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4. Literature background 

4.1 Introduction to copyright 

For	understanding	copyright	management,	it	is	important	to	define	and	understand	the	term	of	

copyright	 first.	Copyright	is	an	intellectual	property	right	–	it	 is	an	exclusive	right	given	to	the	

creator	of	a	creative	work	to	reproduction,	public	communication	and	distribution	of	the	specific	

piece	of	work	(Pila	&	Torremans,	2016).	The	aim	of	copyright	is	to	protect	an	artist,	a	publisher,	

or	another	owner	against	specific	unauthorized	use	of	their	work	(Fisher,	2019)	

	

Copyright	law	dates	back	to	the	1700s,	where	one	of	the	first	copyright	laws	were	presented	in	

England	in	1710.	Hereafter,	several	other	countries	followed,	until	the	first	international	accord	

was	signed	 in	1886,	also	known	as	 the	Berne	Convention,	which	today	 is	acknowledge	 in	176	

countries	(Fisher,	2019).	Its	most	important	contribution	to	the	copyright	law	was	the	agreement	

of	national	treatment	(ibid.).	The	 idea	of	national	treatment	is	that	each	country	has	to	give	a	

foreign	rights	holder	the	same	rights	as	a	rights	holder	from	the	same	country.	National	treatment	

supported	the	rights	for	rights	holders	internationally	and	was	also	one	of	the	first	steps	towards	

a	more	globalised	world	of	intellectual	property	rights.		

	

From	1886	until	now,	several	new	conventions	and	laws	have	been	amended	and	legislated	for	

protecting	the	rights	of	right	holders	across	the	world.	As	each	individual	country	in	the	world	

has	its	own	copyright	legislation,	except	for	regional	collaborations	as	the	EU,	this	has	resulted	in	

different	 copyright	 legislations	 around	 the	 world	 (Pile	 &	 Torremans,	 2016).	 For	 creating	 a	

coherent	 and	 concrete	 understanding	 of	 copyright,	 EU	 law	 will	 be	 used	 as	 a	 representative	

example,	as	explained	in	the	introduction	this	thesis.	Based	on	the	EU	copyright	framework	the	

most	important	factors	of	copyright	are:	

	

“EU	member	states	must	recognise	and	protect	authors’	exclusive	rights	of	reproduction	

and	 public	 communication/distribution,	 etc.,	 in	 respect	 of	 their	works	 including	 their	

original	photographs,	databases,	and	computer	programs,	lasting	for	the	author’s	life	+	70	

years	and	subject	to	certain	mandatory	and	optional	exceptions	and	limitations.”	(Pila	&	

Torremans,	2016,	p	.	245).		
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The	EU	framework	above	outlines	that	the	goal	of	copyright	is	to	protect	authors’	exclusive	rights	

of	their	works.	For	the	music	industry,	this	kind	of	initiatives	has	been	essential	for	protecting	

artists	in	the	industry.	Because	of	the	copyright	protection,	the	artists	have	been	able	to	use	the	

exclusive	right	to	commercially	exploit	their	works	(Pila	&	Torremans,	2016).	The	next	part	will	

now	turn	the	focus	to	copyright	management.	

4.2 Copyright management 

The	 way,	 the	 exclusive	 rights	 provided	 by	 copyright	 law	 makes	 it	 possible	 for	 artists	 to	 be	

remunerated,	 is	 by	 granting	 licenses	 to	 the	 use	 of	 their	 works	 in	 return	 for	 economic	

compensation	(Günther,	2015).	The	act	of	facilitation	licensing	and	payment	to	copyright	holders	

is	what	lies	behind	copyright	management.	The	Collective	rights	management	directive	describes	

copyright	management	as	the	following	activities:		

	

“...granting	 of	 licences	 to	 users,	 auditing	 of	 users,	 monitoring	 of	 the	 use	 of	 rights,	

enforcement	of	copyright	and	related	rights,	collection	of	rights	revenue	derived	from	the	

exploitation	of	rights	and	the	distribution	of	the	amounts	due	to	rightsholders”	(Collective	

Rights	Management	Directive,	2014,	2).		

	

Thus,	copyright	management	covers	all	activities	relating	the	commercial	use	of	the	copyright	

protected	 works	 and	 the	 related	 financial	 compensation	 of	 copyright	 holders.	 Traditionally,	

copyright	 management	 has	 almost	 exclusively	 been	 facilitated	 by	 non-profit	 collective	

management	organisations	(CMO).	However,	with	the	digitisation,	private	companies	-	primarily	

the	big	publishing	companies	 -	 increasingly	 take	over	parts	of	the	copyright	management	and	

bypass	 the	 CMOs	 by	 facilitating	 direct	 licensing	 (Mathiasen	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 To	 understand	 the	

current	state	of	copyright	management,	the	system	of	CMOs	and	the	influence	of	the	digitisation	

will	in	the	following	be	outlined	in	more	details.		

	

The	collective	management	system	was	originally	based	on	the	issue	that	getting	an	individual	

license	from	each	rights	holder	for	each	use	of	a	work,	in	practice	would	be	very	complicated.	It	

would	result	in	enormous	transaction	costs	for	both	users	and	rights	holders	(Mathiasen	et	al.,	

2018).	It	would	be	impossible	for	radio,	tv,	online	music	services,	shops,	festivals	etc.	to	function	

fluently	without	infringing	the	copyright	of	creators	(ibid.).	To	solve	the	licensing	problem,	the	

system	of	collective	management	organisations	(CMO)	has	been	created	in	order	to	make	the	use	

of	 copyright	 protected	works	 function	 in	practice	 (ibid.).	 A	 CMO	 is	 an	 organisation,	which	 is	
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authorized	 to	 manage	 copyright	 on	 behalf	 of	 a	 group	 of	 rights	 holders.	 (Collective	 Rights	

Management	Directive,	2014,	Article	3	(a)).	The	CMOs	are	non-profit	and	owned	and	controlled	

by	 its	members	of	 copyright	holders	 (Collective	 rights	management	directive,	 2014).	When	a	

copyright	holder	becomes	a	member,	he	or	she	hands	over	the	exclusive	right	of	managing	the	

copyright	to	the	collective	system,	which	can	then	facilitate	the	licensing	on	a	large	scale	on	behalf	

of	all	its	members	together	(Günther,	2015).		

	

Most	countries	have	just	one	single	CMO,	which	traditionally	has	been	granted	a	monopoly	status	

for	the	specific	geographical	area	(Sellin	&	Seppälä,	2017).	This	has	enabled	the	opportunity	for	

blanket	licensing,	which	means	that	a	content	user	only	needs	one	single	license	to	be	allowed	to	

use	 the	 full	 repertoire,	 and	 thereby	 do	 not	 need	 to	 clear	 different	 works	 with	 different	

organisations	(Watt,	2016).	This	is	further	possible	through	a	network	of	bilateral	agreements	

between	the	individual	CMOs	to	represent	each	other’s	repertoire,	which	enable	them	to	issue	

licenses	covering	almost	the	whole	world	repertoire	(Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018).	Thus,	if	e.g.	a	song	

of	an	English	artist	is	played	in	German	radio,	the	German	CMO,	GEMA	licenses	the	work,	collects	

the	remuneration	and	sends	it	to	the	English	CMO,	PRS,	who	give	the	money	to	the	English	rights	

holder.	In	addition	to	the	management	of	copyright,	the	CMOs	also	have	an	important	political	

role	of	representing	the	rights	holders	in	negotiations	and	lobby	work	for	pushing	the	interests	

of	the	copyright	holders	to	legislators	(Lobbyfacts:	PRS,	2019).		

	

The	collective	copyright	management	system,	as	we	know	it,	has	a	long	history	going	back	to	the	

establishment	of	the	French	CMO,	SACEM,	in	1851	(CISAC,	2015).	It	has	for	many	years	served	

the	interests	for	both	creators	and	users,	reducing	transactions	costs	for	users	by	simplifying	the	

licensing,	and	enabling	creators	to	collect	remuneration	from	use,	that	they	could	not	monitor	

themselves	(Collective	rights	management	directive,	2014).	However,	these	days,	the	collective	

copyright	management	system	undergoes	radical	changes	due	to	the	digitisation,	which	changes	

distribution	patterns	from	physical	copies	within	national	markets	to	digital	distribution	without	

any	physical	borders	(Günther,	2015).	The	digitization,	in	addition	to	new	legislation,	has	a	radical	

influence	on	the	conditions	of	the	collective	copyright	management	system.	

	

The	influence	of	the	digitisation	on	the	copyright	management	system	will	be	discussed	in	the	

next	chapter.	But	before	that,	a	general	overview	over	the	digitization	of	the	music	industry	will	

be	presented.	
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4.3 The digital era 

Now,	we	have	formed	a	basis	for	understanding	what	copyright	is,	and	how	it	is	managed	through	

collective	copyright	management	organisations.	This	selection	will	give	a	brief	overview	over	the	

development	 of	 the	music	 industry	 the	 last	 20	 years	 -	 how	 the	digitization	 and	 the	 resulting	

changes	have	influenced	the	conditions	for	rights	holders	and	what	it	means	for	the	copyright	

management	system.	

	

From	the	end	of	the	1990’s,	the	music	industry	encountered	an	international	economic	crisis	(Ifpi,	

2018).	Until	that	point,	the	primary	revenue	for	artists	had	been	sales	of	physical	media	of	first	

vinyls	and	later	CD’s,	which	had	enjoyed	constantly	rising	sales	numbers	since	its	introduction	in	

1982	(Ritcher,	2018).	But	from	2000,	global	CD	sales	numbers	started	to	decrease	radically,	and	

the	 industry	 crisis	 began	 (ibid.).	 Thus,	 from	 1999	 to	 2014,	 the	 global	 revenue	 from	 sales	 of	

recorded	music	fell	from	25,2	to	14,2	billion	US$	-	a	decline	of	43,7%	(Ifpi,	2018).	The	crisis	was	

a	result	of	mainly	three	factors:	1)	The	spread	of	the	internet	2)	The	invention	of	the	compressed	

mp3	music	file	format	in	1995,	which	made	it	possible	to	easily	distribute	music	over	the	internet,	

3)	The	emergence	of	illegal	online	file	sharing	services	like	Napster,	which	started	in	1999	and	

quickly	 became	 extremely	 popular	 among	 music	 consumers	 (Bartsch,	 2017).	 The	 sudden	

digitization	of	the	music	consumption	and	the	resulting	illegal	sharing	of	digital	mp3	files	came	

as	 a	 shock	 for	 the	whole	 industry,	who	 responded	with	 lawsuits	 not	 only	 against	 the	 illegal	

services,	but	also	consumers	in	order	to	create	fear	among	illegal	users.	This	strategy,	however,	

was	stopped	in	2008	as	it	turned	out	not	to	be	effectful	(IFPI,	2002;	Bartsch,	2017;	Holpuch,	2012;	

Buskirk,	2008).	

	

The	introduction	of	iTunes	store	in	2003	(Moreau,	2013),	with	its	intuitive	interface	and	legal	

alternative	to	online	file	sharing,	to	some	degree	compensated	for	the	lost	physical	sales	with	a	

rise	of	digital	sales	of	singles	and	albums.	However,	the	increase	in	revenue	from	digital	sales	did	

not	add	up	for	the	continued	decline	in	revenue	from	the	CD	sales	(IFPI,	2008).	Only	after	the	

introduction	of	music	streaming	services,	first	Spotify	in	2008	followed	by	a	range	of	competitors	

such	as	Tidal	and	Apple	Music,	the	music	industry	managed	to	change	the	development,	and	from	

2015	the	global	revenue	from	recorded	music	finally	increased	for	the	first	time	in	15	years	-	the	

same	year	as	the	revenue	from	digital	sales	and	streaming	exceeded	revenue	from	physical	sales	

(IFPI,	2018).	The	global	revenue	has	continued	growing	reaching	a	total	of	17,3	Billion	US$	in	

2017,	which	is	still	only	68.4%	of	the	2001	level	though	(ibid.).	Of	this	revenue,	digital	streaming	
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account	for	38%,	and	total	digital	consumption	accounts	for	54%	against	only	30%	physical	-	the	

rest	is	revenue	from	performance	rights	and	synchronisation	revenue	(ibid.).			

	

	
Figure	1:	Global	recorded	music	industry	revenues	1999-2017.	Source:	IFPI,	2018	

	

	
Figure	2:	Global	recorded	music	revenues	by	segment	2017.	Source:	IFPI,	2018	

	

Even	though	the	new	streaming	economy	has	been	the	main	driver	behind	the	increase	of	the	

total	 revenue	 for	 the	 recorded	 music	 industry,	 the	 optimism	 of	 the	 industry	 has	 not	 been	

unambiguous.	 Many	 artists	 have	 expressed	 concerns	 about	 disproportionately	 low	 royalty	

payment	 from	 these	 services	 (Pedersen,	 2018).	 This	 is	 partly	 because	 the	 revenue	model	 of	

streaming	is	much	different	than	the	one	known	from	traditional	sales.	As	the	business	model	of	
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streaming	services	is	subscription	based,	the	royalties	from	streams	come	continuously	in	small	

portions	instead	of	one	big	payment	at	the	time	of	purchase.	Because	of	this,	a	very	big	part	of	the	

revenue	today	goes	to	the	most	popular	artists	-	the	blockbusters	-	as	they	keep	on	earning	the	

highest	even	years	after	the	release	of	a	work	(Pedersen,	2018).	This	is	much	different	from	the	

traditional	purchase-based	model,	where	the	main	revenue	primarily	went	to	the	new	releases	

as	people	only	bought	a	CD	once	(Ibid.).	

	

Additionally,	the	consumer	has	access	to	more	than	40	million	songs	for	a	fixed	monthly	price,	

which	is	much	more	than	was	available	in	traditional	physical	stores	(Spotify,	2019;	Pedersen,	

2018).	At	the	same	time,	improvement	in	music	production	technology	has	made	it	much	easier	

and	cheaper	for	artists	to	produce	and	distribute	music,	which	continuously	increases	the	supply	

of	music	(Pedersen,	2015).	This	has	radically	changed	the	conditions	under	which	the	industry	

works	today.	The	new	model	has	been	called	a	blockbuster	economy	where	a	disproportionate	big	

part	of	the	money	goes	to	a	very	little	number	of	content	producers,	and	hence	a	polarisation	in	

earnings	between	big	and	small	artists	is	happening	(Wang,	2018).	Pedersen	(2018)	for	example	

shows	that	of	the	46,031	artists	distributed	by	Sony	Music	in	Denmark	and	played	at	least	once	

in	2016,	the	top	1%	accounted	for	80,68%	of	all	Danish	streams,	while	the	bottom	90%	of	artists	

only	accounted	for	1,5%	in	the	same	period.	Therefore,	even	though	the	economic	crisis	seems	

over	and	the	sales	numbers	of	the	recorded	music	 industry	start	looking	positive	again,	many	

artists	complain	that	they	do	not	get	a	share	of	the	increased	revenue,	and	that	the	money	from	

the	streaming	economy	is	not	distributed	in	a	fair	way	(O’Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	Pedersen,	2018).	

	

The	 issues	of	 the	blockbuster	 economy	and	 the	polarisation	of	 the	music	 industry	 is	 a	whole	

research	area	for	itself,	and	it	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	thesis	to	cover	in	detail.	Instead,	focus	

will	now	be	turned	back	to	copyright	management,	and	how	the	changed	consumption	patterns,	

resulting	from	the	digitisation,	has	influenced	the	collective	copyright	management	system.	

4.4 The influence of digitisation on copyright management 

In	addition	to	the	issues	mentioned	above,	the	digitisation	and	the	resulting	shift	in	consumption	

patterns	from	physical	to	digital,	has	had	a	significant	influence	on	the	collective	management	

system.	The	reason	for	this	will	be	outlined	below.		

	

As	mentioned,	most	countries	have	one	single	CMO,	which	has	a	monopoly	to	be	able	to	provide	

the	blanket	license	for	a	geographical	area	(Günter,	2015;	Sellin	&	Seppälä,	2017).	This	system	has	
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worked	well	for	many	years,	however	the	increasing	digital	consumption	has	resulted	in	some	

challenges	(Günther,	2015).	The	digital	music	distributors	are	not	limited	to	national	borders,	but	

are	distributing	 to	multiple	 territories	 simultaneously.	Thus,	 it	would	not	be	 very	 efficient,	 if	

every	online	music	provider	needed	to	obtain	 licenses	 for	the	same	repertoire	 for	each	of	 the	

territories	 in	 which	 it	 operates	 (ibid.).	 For	 a	 service	 like	 Spotify,	 it	 would	 mean	 more	 than	

individual	79	licensing	deals	with	the	national	CMO’s	all	over	the	world	(Spotify,	n.d.)	This	would	

be	in	nobody’s	interest,	as	each	of	these	organisations	would	have	to	deduct	administration	costs	

before	the	royalties	would	reach	the	rights	holders.		

	

Instead,	new	legislation	has	been	introduced,	which	challenges	the	monopoly	status	of	the	CMOs.	

The	Collective	Rights	Management	Directive	(2014)	makes	it	possible	for	copyright	management	

organisations	 to	 facilitate	cross	border	 licensing,	and	gives	rights	holders	 freedom	to	pull	out	

categories	 of	 their	 repertoire	 from	 the	 local	 CMO,	 and	 choose	 between	whichever	 copyright	

management	 organisation	 they	 want.	 This	 has	 led	 to	 big,	 popular	 artists	 pulling	 out	 their	

repertoire	from	the	collective	copyright	management	organisations	for	digital	sales,	to	be	able	to	

bypass	the	CMOs	and	license	directly	to	the	music	service	through	their	publisher	(Koda,	2016).	

This	situation	can	be	attractive	to	the	rights	holder,	as	they	save	the	administration	costs	of	the	

CMO	on	the	digital	area.	Thus,	the	Danish	CMO,	Koda	only	managed	less	than	50%	in	2016	within	

the	field	of	digital	rights	(ibid.)	However,	this	has	radically	changed	the	conditions	for	the	CMOs	

as	 they	 are	 now,	 facing	 actual	 competition	 (Koda,	 2017b).	 If	 rights	 holders	 are	 pulling	 their	

repertoire,	the	CMOs’	blanket	licenses	become	incomplete	(Günther,	2015).	Also,	if	the	big	artists	

pull	out	the	repertoire,	the	CMOs’	lose	the	revenue	from	this	repertoire,	and	thus,	the	remaining	

smaller	artists	risk	getting	higher	administration	costs.		

	

In	 the	 new	 competitive	 situation,	 the	 CMOs	 now	 have	 to	 fight	 for	 retaining	 and	 attracting	

attractive	 repertoire.	 This,	 in	 combination	 with	 legislative	 requirements,	 has	 led	 to	 a	 new,	

enhanced	focus	on	efficiency	in	the	copyright	management	area	(Collective	Rights	Management	

Directive,	2014),	and	CMOs	now	take	actions	to	increase	their	efficiency	and	thereby	provide	the	

best	possible	service	 for	 the	rights	holders	 to	attract	and	retain	 them	(Koda,	2016).	Thus,	 the	

concept	 of	 efficiency	 is	 gaining	 importance	 in	 the	 copyright	 management	 area,	 which	

consequently	makes	the	present	thesis	relevant.		

	

As	outlined	in	the	research	question,	this	thesis	examines	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	

systems	on	copyright	management	efficiency	in	order	to	assess	if	the	blockchain	technology	may	

provide	 solutions	 for	 ensuring	 better	 efficiency.	 However,	 to	 be	 able	 to	measure	 changes	 in	
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copyright	management	 efficiency	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 examine,	what	 lies	 behind	 the	 concept	 of	

efficiency.	 What	 does	 it	 mean	 to	 be	 efficient	 within	 the	 copyright	 management	 area?	 The	

following	chapter	will	therefore	be	a	review	of	literature	on	copyright	management,	which	aims	

at	 breaking	 down	 the	 concept	 of	 copyright	 management	 efficiency	 into	 more	 measurable	

indicators.	
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5. Literature review 

5.1 Copyright management efficiency in the literature 

The	focus	will	now	turn	to	a	review	of	the	literature	within	copyright	management.	This	first	part	

of	 the	 literature	 review	will	 outline	different	 research	 that	uncover	 and	explain	 issues	 in	 the	

copyright	management	system.	This	will	provide	an	overview	of	the	areas	that	are	central	for	

copyright	management	and	give	a	firm	foundation	for	advancing	knowledge	within	the	field.	In	

extension	of	this,	the	review	aims	at	identifying	indicators	of	copyright	management	efficiency	in	

the	music	industry	-	meaning	the	factors	that	lies	behind	the	concept	of	copyright	management	

efficiency.	These	can	be	used	in	the	analysis	and	discussion	of	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	

based	systems	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	Hereby,	we	are	following	a	concept-centric	

direction	in	the	literature	review	as	described	by	Webster	&	Watson	(2011).	Webster	&	Watson	

(2011)	 argue	 that	 there	 is	 a	 need	 of	 more	 concept-centric	 literature	 reviews,	 where	 the	

researcher	 goes	 from	 author-centric	 to	 concept-centric,	 as	 this	 secures	 synthesizing	 of	 the	

literature	for	advancing	the	knowledge.	By	following	the	concept-centric	direction,	we	structure	

the	literature	presentation	after	the	identified	indicators.	Below,	the	industry	issues	and	the	four	

identified	indicators	will	be	outlined.	The	indicators	will	in	the	end	be	summed	up	in	a	model	that	

communicates	their	relationship	to	the	concept	of	copyright	management	efficiency,	and	which	

will	be	the	foundation	for	the	subsequent	analysis.	

	

5.1.1 Transaction costs 
According	to	Mathiasen	et	al.	(2018),	the	collective	rights	management	system	of	the	CMO	is	only	

the	second	best	option	for	both	rights	holders	and	users.	In	a	perfect	world,	both	parties	would	

be	better	of	managing	the	licensing	directly	between	the	user	and	the	rightsholder.	However,	the	

collective	rights	management	system	today	is	preferred	because	it	reduces	the	total	transaction	

costs	-	the	users	can	clear	multiple	licenses	at	once	instead	of	having	to	obtain	individual	licenses	

from	each	rights	holder	(Bodo	et	al.,	2018;	Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018;	Rethink	Music,	2015).	That	said,	

the	CMOs	still	act	as	middlemen	that	 imposes	transaction	costs	because	of	 the	administration	

costs	 of	 monitoring	 use,	 issue	 licenses,	 collecting	 money,	 distributing	 royalties,	 maintaining	

databases	and	systems	etc.	(ibid.).		
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In	general,	transaction	costs	are	a	recurrent	subject	in	the	literature	on	copyright	and	copyright	

management	(Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018;	Günther,	2015;	Panda	&	Patel,	2012;	Watt,	2016).	According	

to	Günther	(2015),	 in	addition	 to	 transparency,	one	of	 the	main	drivers	behind	the	Collective	

Rights	Management	Directive	(2014)	was	to	lower	transaction	costs.	As	mentioned	earlier,	the	

CMOs	traditionally	have	been	granted	monopoly	status	for	facilitating	licensing	of	music	in	each	

of	 their	 national	 territory.	 However,	 this	 role	 is	 being	 challenged	 by	 the	 digitisation	 that	 has	

transformed	 the	 whole	 industry	 and	 the	 consumption	 of	 music	 (Günther,	 2015).	 One	 of	 the	

original	reasons	for	establishing	CMOs	was	to	reduce	transaction	costs,	however,	Günther	(2015)	

points	out	that	in	the	digital	era,	copyright	management	restricted	by	national	borders	does	not	

correspond	with	the	cross-border	nature	of	the	digital	market.	The	Collective	Rights	Management	

Directive	(2014)	therefore	aimed	at	supporting	the	digital	single	market	by	facilitating	EU-wide	

licensing	for	online	services,	which	in	turn	would	lower	transaction	costs	(ibid.).	This	is	due	to	

the	fact	that	cross	border	licensing	traditionally	has	to	pass	through	two	CMOs,	which	results	in	

double	administration	costs.	

	

Günther	(2015)	further	points	out	that	the	EU	commission	has	advocated	for	competition	as	a	

means	to	improve	the	CMOs	efficiency	in	Europe.	Thus,	with	the	Collective	Rights	Management	

Directive	(2014),	rights	holders	now	have	the	freedom	to	pull	out	categories	of	their	repertoire	

and	 let	 different	 organisations	 manage	 different	 parts	 of	 their	 repertoire.	 This	 weakens	 the	

traditional	monopoly	status	of	the	CMO	and	introduces	competition	among	the	CMOs,	which	is	

supposed	 to	 facilitate	 a	 push	 towards	 more	 efficient	 copyright	 management	 with	 lower	

administration	 costs	 (Günther,	 2015).	 A	 critical	 point,	 resulting	 from	 the	 new	 competitive	

situation	is	that	artists	can	now	choose	to	pull	their	repertoire	from	the	collective	system	of	the	

CMOs	and	 instead	 license	directly	 -	which	 is	often	done	 through	a	commercial	publisher	with	

lower	transaction	costs	(Günther,	2015;	Passman,	2015).	This	is	a	critical	turning	point	because	

of	the	fact,	that	only	the	big,	popular	artists,	whose	repertoire	create	substantial	revenue,	will	be	

attractive	 for	 the	publishers	 and	 thus	will	 be	 able	 to	bypass	 the	CMOs	 (Günther,	 2015).	This	

encourages	the	CMOs	to	lower	their	transaction	costs	low	in	order	to	stay	competitive	and	thus	

keep	the	valuable	repertoire.		

	

Thereby,	we	see	how	transaction	costs	is	a	key	issue	in	the	copyright	management	area.	It	was	

one	of	the	reasons	behind	the	creation	of	the	collective	management	system	and	nowadays	it	is	

one	of	the	main	drivers	for	the	fragmentation	of	this	system	as	a	result	of	digitisation.	A	key	part	

of	managing	 copyright	 efficiently	 is	 keeping	 the	 transaction	 costs	 low.	 Therefore,	 transaction	
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costs	will	be	the	first	indicator	of	copyright	management	efficiency,	used	for	measuring	the	effect	

of	the	blockchain	based	systems.	

	

5.1.2 Transparency 
As	 presented	 in	 the	 earlier	 literature	 background	 chapter,	 the	 CMOs	 have	 a	 decisive	 role	 for	

copyright	management	in	the	music	industry	today.	However,	according	to	a	range	of	researches,	

the	industry	structure	today	with	collective	copyright	management	system	is	characterised	by	

black	 boxes,	 meaning	 that	 it	 is	 highly	 difficult	 for	 artists	 to	 get	 an	 overview	 of	 their	 royalty	

payments	-	where	the	money	comes	from	and	how	it	is	distributed	(Rethink	Music,	2015;	O’Dair	

&	Beaven,	2017;	Günther,	2015;	Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018;	Straková,	2019).	An	example	could	be	

public	performance	royalties	coming	from	background	music	in	a	cafe:	The	cafe	pays	a	monthly	

fee	to	a	CMO	for	using	background	music.	This	fee	will	go	into	a	bigger	pool,	which	will	be	split	by	

the	CMO	between	the	rights	holders	based	on	a	distribution	average	(Günther,	2015;	Mathiasen	

et	 al.,	 2018).	The	 source	 and	split	 behind	 the	 royalty	payments	 from	 this	 kind	of	distribution	

average	will	be	very	unclear	for	the	rights	holders	(Rethink	Music,	2015;	O’Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	

Günther,	2015;	Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018).		

	

These	kinds	of	structures	in	the	current	copyright	management	system	result	in	a	low	degree	of	

transparency,	which	makes	 it	 highly	difficult	 for	 the	 rights	holders	 to	 evaluate	 if	 they	 got	 the	

royalties,	they	are	entitled	to.	The	Collective	Rights	Management	Directive	(2014)	addresses	this	

issue,	by	saying	that	there	have	been	significant	differences	among	the	EU	member	states	in	level	

of	 transparency.	Therefore,	 it	puts	 in	regulations	 for	specific	transparency	requirements,	with	

which	the	CMOs	need	to	comply	in	order	to	perform	satisfying	(Günther,	2015).	Among	other,	

they	 are	 expected	 to	 give	 yearly	 information	 to	 rights	 holders	 about	 their	 revenue	 and	 the	

amounts	 deducted	 (Collective	 Rights	 Management	 Directive,	 2014).	 To	 comply	 with	 these	

regulations,	 the	 European	 CMOs	 are	 now	 taking	 different	 initiatives	 for	 improving	 their	

transparency,	and	they	are	releasing	yearly	transparency	reports,	to	provide	better	insights	for	

rights	holders	and	other	stakeholders	into	the	money	streams	in	the	organisations	(PRS:	Annual	

Transparency	Report,	2017;	Koda,	2016;	Koda,	2017a).		

	

Thus,	we	see	how	transparency	constitutes	a	fundamental	challenge	of	copyright	management	in	

the	music	industry.	Different	degrees	of	transparency	among	CMOs	can	make	it	difficult	for	rights	

holders	 to	 assess	 the	 validity	 of	 their	 royalty	 payments.	 This	 issue	 in	 combination	with	 new	

legislation	means	 that	 it	 has	 become	 a	 key	 element	 in	 efficient	management	 of	 copyright,	 to	
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provide	 clear	 insights	 into	 the	 royalty	 streams.	 Thereby,	 transparency	 has	 a	 central	 role	 in	

copyright	management	efficiency,	which	the	copyright	management	organisations	are	trying	to	

improve.	 Therefore,	 transparency	 will	 be	 the	 second	 indicator	 of	 copyright	 management	

efficiency,	which	will	be	used	for	measuring	the	effect	of	the	blockchain	based	systems.	

	

5.1.3 Data consistency  
In	addition	to	transparency	and	transaction	costs,	many	papers	stress	problems	of	inconsistent	

data	as	one	of	the	greatest	issues	in	the	industry	relating	copyright	management.	Throughout	the	

literature	 on	 copyright	 in	 the	 music	 industry,	 there	 is	 a	 strong	 consensus	 that	 inconsistent	

metadata	 and	 fragmented	 databases	 divided	 by	 CMOs	 and	 publishers	 are	 a	 great	 challenge	

(Milosic,	 2015;	 Straková,	 2019;	 Finck	 &	 Moscon,	 2018;	 Günther,	 2015;	 Silver,	 2016).	 The	

American	 rights	 data	 exchange	 platform	 Paperchain	 thereby	 claims	 that	 10	 percent	 of	 the	

worldwide	music	royalties	remain	unidentified	due	to	lacking	data	consistency	(Paperchain.io,	

2017).	Milosic	(2015)	reports	a	general	difficulty	of	obtaining	information	about	the	ownership	

and	control	of	musical	rights	and	works.	This	difficulty	results	 in	a	more	 time	consuming	and	

expensive	 licensing	 (ibid.).	 Silver	 (2016)	 further	 supports	 this	 statement	 by	 saying	 that	 the	

databases	of	the	CMOs	are	characterised	by	incomplete	and	inaccurate	metadata.	This	inaccuracy	

results	in	lost	value	in	the	value	chain	of	these	organisations,	which	in	the	end	lower	the	profit	

for	the	rights	holders.	Sellin	&	Seppälä	(2017)	add	that	the	music	industry	is	characterized	by	

thousands	 of	 incompatible	 databases	 with	 incomplete	 standards	 for	 metadata.	 Manual-	 and	

labour-intensive	processes	for	exchanging	data	among	the	databases	takes	time	and	increases	

transaction	 costs,	 and	 the	 inconsistency	 in	 metadata	 standards	 causes	 conflicting	 rights	

information	(ibid.).	All	this	results	in	inefficient	rights	management	(bid.).	Different	efforts	are	

currently	being	made	to	increase	the	data	consistency	in	the	field.	Among	other	the	International	

Copyright	Enterprise	(ICE),	which	is	a	collaboration	between	a	group	of	European	CMOs	that	has	

synchronized	their	databases	into	one	system	(Silver,	2016).	

	

Thus,	 inconsistency	 in	 the	metadata	 is	 an	 important	 issue	 when	 copyright	 licensing	 is	 being	

treated.	 It	 can	 result	 in	 wrongful	 royalty	 payments,	 costly	 manual	 identification	 processes,	

unclaimed	royalties	that	cannot	be	distributed	or	double-claimed	royalties	resulting	in	disputes	

over	 ownership	 (Rethink	Music,	 2015).	 Data	 consistency	 is	 therefore	 a	 important	 factor	 for	

managing	 copyright	 efficiently,	 and	 different	 copyright	 management	 bodies	 are	 trying	 to	

strengthen	the	data	consistency	to	increase	their	efficiency.	Therefore,	data	consistency	will	in	

the	thesis	be	used	as	the	third	indicator	for	measuring	copyright	management	efficiency.	
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5.1.4 Turnaround time 
According	to	Günther	(2015),	fast	royalty	payment	for	the	rightsholder	from	the	use	of	his	or	her	

work	is	a	key	issue	in	copyright	management.	Today,	the	turnaround	time	(the	time	it	takes	from	

a	user	pays,	to	the	copyright	royalties	reaches	the	rights	holder’s	pocket)	can	be	up	to	two	years	

(Rethink	 Music,	 2015;	 Mathiasen	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 This	 is	 largely	 due	 to	 the	 bureaucracy	 and	

administration	processes	of	intermediaries	such	as	CMOs	(Rethink	Music,	2015).	Especially	 in	

relation	to	cross	border	licensing,	royalties	often	get	delayed	because	the	money	passes	through	

multiple	CMOs	(ibid.).	As	mentioned	in	the	background	chapter,	there	are	bilateral	agreements	

between	the	CMOs	so	that	they	license	each	other’s	repertoire	in	the	territories	they	represent	

(Mathiasen	et	al.,	2018).	A	concrete	example	could	be	if	the	Danish	singer	MØ	gets	played	on	the	

radio	in	Brazil.	The	Brazilian	CMO,	UBC,	tracks	the	play	into	their	statements	and	calculate	it	in	

the	 administration.	 The	 money	 will	 then	 be	 sent	 to	 the	 Danish	 CMO,	 Koda,	 where	 MØ	 is	

represented	with	her	repertoire.	Koda	will	hereafter	pay	MØ	her	royalties	(See	figure	3).	Thereby,	

the	money	goes	through	multiple	transactions,	which	can	easily	add	up	to	months	or	years	(ibid.).	

Therefore,	O’Dair	&	Beaven	(2017)	also	emphasize	speed	of	payment	as	one	of	the	three	greatest	

issues	in	the	music	industry,	and	they	express	a	need	for	a	faster	turnaround	time	in	payments	of	

royalties.	Because	of	this	issue,	the	turnaround	time	is	one	of	the	main	elements	in	the	Collective	

Rights	Management	Directive	(2014):	

	

“...collective	 management	 organisations...	 [shall]	 distribute	 and	 pay	 those	 amounts	 to	

rightholders	 as	 soon	 as	 possible	 but	 no	 later	 than	 nine	 months	 from	 the	 end	 of	 the	

financial	year	in	which	the	rights	revenue	was	collected,	unless	objective	reasons	relating	

in	particular	to	reporting	by	users,	 identification	of	rights,	rightholders	or	matching	of	

information	on	works	and	other	subject-matter	with	rightholders	prevent	the	collective	

management	organisation	or,	where	applicable,	its	members	from	meeting	that	deadline”	

(2014,	article	13.1)	

	

Thus,	 the	 directive	 introduces	 very	 specific	 time	 limits	 regarding	 payments	 made	 to	 rights	

holders	 by	 the	 CMOs	 and	 thereby	 stresses	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 issue	 of	 turnaround	 time	

(Günther,	2015).	As	a	part	of	the	push	for	more	efficient	copyright	management,	the	CMOs	are	

now	starting	to	prioritise	initiatives	for	faster	turnaround	time.	Thereby,	the	Danish	CMO,	Koda,	

in	 2018	 initiated	 a	 project	 called	 “instant	 distribution”,	 aiming	 at	 reducing	 turnaround	 time.	

Koda’s	chairman	Niels	Mosumgaard	explains:	“Introducing	Instant	Distribution	has	been	a	fondly	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

28	

held	wish	for	the	board	for	a	few	years	now,	because	the	time	elapsing	between	the	performance	

of	music	and	the	distribution	of	royalties	felt	unreasonably	long”	(Koda,	2018).	

	

Thus,	we	see	in	the	literature	that	turnaround	time	is	a	central	issue	in	copyright	management.	

The	time	it	takes	from	a	song	is	used	until	the	rights	holder	receives	the	money	is	considered	too	

long,	and	therefore	EU	legislation	tries	to	regulate	this.	This,	and	initiatives	from	CMOs	like	Koda	

aiming	at	reducing	turnaround	time,	reveal	that	it	is	viewed	as	a	key	element	in	efficient	copyright	

management.	Therefore,	we	use	 turnaround	time	as	 the	 fourth	and	last	 indicator	of	copyright	

management	efficiency	used	for	measuring	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems.	

	

5.1.5 Sum up 
Figure	3	below	sums	up	the	main	insights	from	the	literature	above.	The	figure	shows	the	flow	of	

royalties	 in	 the	 traditional	copyright	management	system.	 It	highlights	which	elements	of	 the	

system	that	impacts	the	efficiency	of	the	copyright	management.	

	

	
Figure	3:	Royalty	stream	from	cross	border	licensing	through	CMOs.	Source:	Own	work	

	

The	figure	is	based	on	the	example	of	a	song	getting	played	on	a	foreign	radio.	It	visualises	the	

four	indicators	with	their	practical	implications	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	We	see	first	

how	 the	money	 flows	 from	 the	 radio	 station	 to	 the	 foreign	CMO	that	 sends	 the	money	 to	 the	

national	 CMO,	 which	 pays	 out	 the	 royalties	 to	 the	 artist.	 The	 diminishing	 number	 of	 bills	
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symbolises	how	transaction	 costs	 cut	down	 the	 royalty	 check	 every	 time	 the	 royalties	passes	

through	a	new	intermediator.	At	the	same	time,	the	clock	symbolizes	the	time	added	for	every	

transaction	because	of	the	data	processing	time	of	the	CMOs.	In	the	figure,	the	two	CMOs	have	

each	 their	 rights	 database,	 which	 creates	 risk	 of	 inconsistent	 metadata	 that	 may	 increase	

turnaround	time	and	impose	additional	transaction	costs.	At	last,	the	grey	square	symbolises	“The	

black	box”,	which	means	that	the	transactions	happening	inside	the	box	are	not	transparent	for	

the	user	and	the	rights	holder	outside	the	box.	Thus,	the	rights	holder	has	little	chance	to	verify	

the	transactions	and	assess	if	the	final	royalty	check	is	correct.	

	

Based	 on	 the	 literature	 review	 within	 copyright	 management,	 we	 identified	 in	 total	 four	

indicators	for	measuring	copyright	management	efficiency.	These	are	shown	below:	

	

	
Figure:	4:	The	four	indicators.	Source:	Own	work	

	

This,	we	 found	to	be	 the	 four	main	building	blocks	of	copyright	management	efficiency	in	the	

literature.	This	means	 that	 in	order	 to	manage	 copyright	 efficiently,	 you	need	 to	provide	 low	

transaction	costs,	you	need	to	be	transparent,	have	access	to	highly	consistent	data	and	pay	out	

the	royalties	fast.	

	

To	be	 able	 to	 assess	blockchain	 systems’	 effect	 on	 copyright	management	 efficiency,	 the	 four	

indicators	will	in	the	following	be	related	to	the	existing	literature	within	blockchain	technology	

and	the	music	industry.	The	aim	is	to	use	the	four	indicators	as	a	tool	to	assess,	which	properties	

of	 the	 technology	 are	 relevant	 in	 the	 field	 of	 copyright	 management	 and	 outline	 potential	
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possibilities	and	limitations.	Before	going	into	the	theoretical	applications	of	the	technology	on	

copyright	management,	it	is	necessary	to	understand	the	blockchain	technology	itself.	The	next	

chapter	 will	 therefore	 introduce	 some	 of	 the	 most	 important	 properties	 of	 the	 blockchain	

technology.		

5.2 Blockchain technology  

This	chapter	will	 introduce	 the	blockchain	 technology.	As	 this	 thesis	 is	an	examination	of	 the	

effects	 of	 the	 technology,	 it	 will	 primarily	 focus	 on	 the	 properties	 and	 only	 give	 a	 brief	

introduction	 to	 the	 technological	 aspects	 behind	 the	 technology.	 It	 starts	 with	 a	 historical	

background	 before	 outlining	 especially	 two	 main	 properties:	 the	 distributed	 nature	 and	

immutability.	

	

A	blockchain	can	be	defined	as:	“[...]	a	peer-to-peer,	distributed	ledger	that	is	cryptographically-

secure,	append-only,	immutable	(extremely	hard	to	change),	and	updateable	only	via	consensus	

or	 agreement	 among	 peers.”	 (Bashir,	 2018,	 p.	 16).	 The	 blockchain	 technology	 was	 originally	

introduced	 in	 2008	 by	 an	 anonymous	 person	 or	 group	 called	 Satoshi	 Nakamoto	 (2008).	

Nakamoto	(2008)	published	a	white	paper	proposing	an	electronic	peer-to-peer	cash	system	-	

what	we	know	as	the	Bitcoin.	The	ground-breaking	thing	was	the	possibility	of	having	a	purely	

distributed	 money	 system,	 which	 was	 independent	 of	 trusted	 third	 parties	 like	 banks.	 This,	

among	other,	could	lower	transaction	costs	and	increase	transaction	speed,	as	no	institution	had	

to	process	the	transaction	and	take	a	fee	Nakamoto	(2008).	The	technology	behind	the	bitcoin	

radically	increased	transparency	by	making	it	possible	for	everyone	to	see	all	transactions	ever	

made	 through	 a	 distributed	 ledger,	 and	made	 it	 nearly	 impossible	 to	 commit	 fraud	 by	 using	

cryptographic	hashing	to	make	the	recorded	transaction	history	immutable	(Bodó	et	al.,	2018).	

The	bitcoin,	and	the	 large	number	of	alternative	cryptocurrencies	 that	subsequently	has	been	

created,	 initially	 received	much	 attention	 because	 of	 their	 potential	 threat	 to	 the	 established	

banking	 system	 (Dierksmeier	&	 Seele,	 2018).	 However,	 nowadays	 the	 underlying	 blockchain	

technology	behind	the	initial	bitcoin	is	predicted	having	great	impact	on	many	other	industries,	

by	allowing	the	recording	of	all	kinds	of	data	in	a	trusted,	distributed	system	without	any	central	

authority	(Casey	&	Vigna,	2018).	

	

The	initial	version	of	the	blockchain	technology	can	basically	be	understood	as	a	database	for	

storing	transaction	data,	with	a	number	of	special	properties	(Drescher,	2017).	Starting	with	the	

data	structure	itself,	what	is	special,	is	the	way	the	data	is	stored.	The	transaction	data	is	collected	
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in	 timestamped	 data-blocks,	 which	 is	 tied	 together	 through	 cryptographic	 hashing	 in	 a	

chronological	order	(Drescher,	2017).	Each	data	block	contains	cryptographic	hash	values	of	the	

data	itself,	(a	so	called	merkle	tree),	a	time	stamp	and	the	hash	value	of	the	previous	data	block	

(ibid.).	The	latter	ties	the	blocks	together	in	a	chronological	chain	of	data	blocks	-	therefore	the	

name	blockchain	(ibid.).	The	blocks	also	contain	a	hash	puzzle	and	the	nonce	that	solves	the	hash	

puzzle,	which	constitutes	the	important	proof-of-work	(ibid.).	However,	a	detailed	description	of	

to	these	properties	becomes	very	technical	and	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	thesis.		

	

The	hash	functions	are	a	key	component	of	the	blockchain	because	of	its	build-in	properties.	It	is	

basically	a	program	that	transform	any	kinds	of	data	into	a	numeric	value	of	a	certain	length.	The	

output	value	is	unique	to	the	specific	data	input,	it	is	pseudoramdom,	meaning	that	it	is	impossible	

to	guess,	and	it	is	one-way,	meaning	that	you	cannot	find	the	input	data	based	on	the	output	hash	

value.	(Drescher,	2017).	These	properties	are	essential	for	the	blockchain,	because	as	each	data	

block	contains	a	hash	value	of	the	previous	data	block,	any	changes	in	data	recorded	in	a	block	

will	immediately	change	the	hash	value	in	the	subsequent	block,	which	again	will	change	the	hash	

in	the	next	block	and	so	on.	This	makes	the	blockchain	immutable	-	as	any	attempts	to	commit	

fraud	and	or	for	other	reasons	change	the	recorded	data	instantly	will	be	visible	in	all	subsequent	

data	blocks	(ibid.).	The	immutability	is	considered	one	of	the	main	properties	of	the	blockchain	

technology.	

	

The	second	main	property	of	the	blockchain	is	that	it	is	distributed.	Instead	of	having	one	central	

authority	owning	and	controlling	the	database,	the	whole	blockchain	is	distributed	between	the	

nodes	of	a	network,	meaning	 that	 every	 computer	 in	 the	network	stores	a	 copy	of	 the	whole	

blockchain	data	structure	locally	(Drescher,	2017).	This	creates	transparency	because	everyone	

in	the	network	can	see	all	transactions	ever	made	and	are	able	to	add	transactions	themselves.	

New	transactions	are	sent	directly	peer-to-peer	between	the	nodes	through	the	network,	and	all	

nodes	 are	working	 to	 compute	new	 transactions	 into	new	data	blocks	 and	verify	new	blocks	

received	 through	 the	 network	 (Drescher,	 2017).	 The	 process	 of	 computing	 transactions	 into	

blocks	happens	through	the	solution	of	the	hash	puzzle	-	a	problem	that	cannot	be	solved	through	

logic,	but	only	through	pure	computing	power,	because	of	the	above-mentioned	properties	of	the	

hash	function.	The	functions	of	the	hash	puzzles	are	again	technical	and	beyond	the	scope	of	this	

thesis,	so	they	will	not	be	further	discussed.	

	

In	newer	 generations	of	 the	blockchain,	more	 functions	and	variations	of	 the	original	Bitcoin	

technology	has	been	added.	Among	other,	the	introduction	of	private/permissioned	blockchains	
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and,	most	importantly	for	the	present	thesis,	the	development	of	smart	contracts	(Bodó	et	al.,	

2018).	 Smart	 contracts	 were	 introduced	 with	 the	 Ethereum	 network	 -	 they	 are	 small,	 self-

enforcing	programs	that	automatically	generates	a	transaction	if	a	certain	condition	is	met	(ibid.).	

The	addition	of	smart	contracts	has	been	a	keystone	in	the	anticipated	impact	of	the	blockchain	

technology	 on	 businesses,	 because	 it	 has	 transformed	 the	 technology	 from	 being	 just	 a	

distributed	database	with	a	number	of	distinct	capabilities,	to	a	technology	allowing	all	kinds	of	

functionalities	being	programmed	into	the	distributed	blockchain	(Drescher,	2017).	The	private	

and	 permissioned	 blockchains	 differ	 from	 the	 original	 Bitcoin	 blockchain,	 by	 introducing	 an	

element	of	restriction	-	only	people	and	nodes	who	have	been	granted	access	can	respectively	

read	and	write	data	at	the	blockchain	(ibid.).		

5.3 Potentials of blockchain technology for copyright 
management 

A	wide	range	of	writers	have	discussed	the	potentials	of	the	blockchain	technology	for	copyright	

management	in	the	music	industry	(O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	Silver	2017;	Finck	&	Moscon,	2017;	

Arcos,	2018).	In	many	papers,	the	technology	is	conferred	great	expectations	in	terms	of	solving	

the	problems	of	the	industry	(Silver,	2017).	However,	some	writers	are	more	sceptical	and	stress	

numerous	 limitations,	which	 are	 specific	 to	 the	music	 industry	 (Finck	&	Moscon,	 2017).	 The	

following	 part	 will	 present	 how	 the	 literature	 sees	 the	 benefits	 of	 blockchain	 technology	 in	

relation	 to	 the	 four	 indicators	 of	 copyright	 management	 efficiency	 that	 was	 defined	 in	 the	

previous	part	of	the	literature	review.	Again,	the	review	will	concept-centric	as	it	is	derived	by	

the	indicators.	First,	the	possibilities	will	be	presented	in	the	most	optimistic	case.	Subsequently,	

the	potential	industry	specific	limitations	for	blockchain	technology,	predicted	in	the	literature,	

will	be	explained.	These	will	form	the	basis	for	the	later	data	analysis.		

	

5.3.1 Blockchain possibilities  
The	initial	idea	behind	the	Bitcoin	as	stated	in	Nakamoto’s	white	paper	(2008),	was	to	create	a	

purely	 distributed	 peer-to-peer	 online	 payment	 system,	 without	 the	 need	 for	 financial	

institutions	as	middlemen.	This	aim	of	removing	middlemen	-	also	called	disintermediation	-	is	

one	of	the	most	important	aspects	of	many	blockchain	based	solutions.	This	is	also	the	case	for	a	

range	of	solutions	within	for	the	music	industry	(Bodó	et	al.,	2018).	Finck	&	Moscon	(2018)	say	

that	many	blockchain	projects	in	the	field	of	online	music	promise	disintermediation	between	

fans	and	artists.	They	further	argue	that	the	technology	potentially	can	take	over	the	functions	of	
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the	CMOs	and	ultimately	make	 their	services	unnecessary.	Savelyev	(2018)	points	 to	how	the	

removal	 of	 middlemen	 such	 as	 CMOs	 decreases	 transaction	 costs	 and	 according	 to	 O'Dair	 &	

Beaven	(2017)	it	leads	to	an	increase	in	the	speed	of	copyright	royalty	payments.	These	points	

will	be	outlined	in	more	details	below.		

	

One	 of	 the	 main	 possibilities,	 which	 has	 been	 discussed	 in	 the	 literature	 on	 blockchain	 and	

copyright	management	in	the	music	industry,	is	the	establishment	of	a	single	global	distributed	

database	for	copyright	ownership	metadata	on	musical	works	(O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	Savelyev,	

2018;	Arcos,	2018;	Bodó	et	al.,	2018;	O'Dair	et	al.,	2016).	As	mentioned,	copyright	ownership	data	

today	is	stored	in	a	fragmented	way	across	many	databases	often	containing	inconsistent	and	

even	contradictory	information	(O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	Sellin	&	Seppälä,	2017).	Creating	one	

single	 global	 distributed	 database	 for	 all	 copyright	 ownership	 information,	 could	 have	 great	

positive	 impacts	 on	 copyright	 management	 efficiency,	 by	 making	 the	 basis	 for	 meta	 data	

consistent	throughout	 the	 industry.	For	copyright	management	institutions	such	as	CMOs	and	

publishers,	 this	 could	 lead	 to	 more	 accurate	 payment,	 eliminate	 potential	 disputes	 between	

contradictory	 rights	 claims	 in	 different	 databases	 and	 lower	 transaction	 costs	 (Gough,	 2018;	

Ericson,	et	al.,	2016).		

	

The	distributed	nature	of	the	blockchain	database	would	introduce	a	high	degree	of	transparency,	

especially	 if	 transactions	 related	 to	 the	 licensing	 and	 use	 of	 the	 works	 are	 recorded	 in	 the	

blockchain.	Rights	holders	would	have	 access	 to	all	 information	about	 the	use	of	 their	works	

instead	of	 just	receiving	a	royalty	check	with	limited	chance	of	checking	the	numbers.	Thus,	 it	

would	 remove	 the	 need	 for	 trust	 in	 the	 intermediaries	 and	 increase	 transparency,	 as	 all	

transaction	 data	 is	 publicly	 available	 (O'Dair	 &	 Beaven,	 2017).	 The	 need	 for	 trust	 would	

additionally	be	removed	because	of	 the	 immutability	of	 the	blockchain	(Bodó	et	al.,	2018).	As	

blockchain	is	append-only,	it	is	not	possible	to	delete	or	change	any	information	recorded	in	the	

database	(Bashir,	2018).	And	therefore,	rights	holders	would	never	have	to	be	in	doubt	if	their	

ownership-	 or	 transaction	data	had	been	manipulated,	as	 the	whole	history	would	always	be	

available	on	the	blockchain	and	could	not	be	changed.	A	blockchain	based	global	database	could	

help	the	current	intermediaries	such	as	CMOs	to	facilitate	more	efficient	copyright	management.	

However,	it	could	also	be	a	driver	for	potential	disintermediation	-	especially	in	relation	to	the	

possibilities	of	smart	contracts.	

	

As	mentioned,	smart	contracts	are	self-enforcing	programs	on	a	blockchain,	which	can	create	pre-

specified	transactions,	if	certain	conditions	are	met	(Bodó	et	al.,	2018).	The	smart	contracts	are	
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highly	 relevant	 in	 the	 academic	 discussion	 of	 blockchain	 possibilities	 within	 copyright	

management	 in	 the	 music	 industry.	 And	 it	 is	 closely	 connected	 to	 the	 possibilities	 of	 both	

disintermediation	and	the	global	distributed	copyright	database	as	mentioned	above.	According	

to	Finck	&	Moscon	(2018),	“Smart	contracts	would	collect	and	distribute	rights	in	almost	real	time	

according	to	pre-agreed	rules	put	in	place	by	right	holders.”	(p.	102).	Thus,	one	could	imagine	a	

situation,	where	the	money	paid	for	a	stream	or	a	download	of	a	song	is	automatically	split	and	

distributed	by	a	smart	contract	among	the	rights	holders	at	the	moment	the	track	is	downloaded	

or	streamed.	(O’Dair	et	al.,	2016).	Real	time	distribution	enabled	by	smart	contracts	would	be	a	

great	improvement	of	the	turnaround	time	(O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017)	and	automatic	royalty	split	

and	 distribution	would	 reduce	 transaction	 costs	 and	potentially	 lead	 to	 disintermediation	 by	

making	 the	services	of	CMOs	unnecessary	(Finck	&	Moscon,	2017;	Silver,	2016).	Additionally,	

smart	 contracts	 facilitating	 royalty	 payments	 could	 result	 in	 a	 high	 level	 of	 transparency	 by	

enabling	rights	holders	to	directly	see	their	revenue	streams	from	each	track	(Savelyev,	2017).	

	

One	of	the	new	possibilities	of	blockchain	based	transactions	is	micropayments,	which	is	enabled	

by	smart	contracts.	This	has	been	highlighted	as	a	central	aspect	of	blockchain	technology	within	

the	music-	and	other	creative	industries	(Arcos,	2018;	O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017).	Micropayments	

are	basically	just	payments	of	very	small	sums	-	which	could	be	less	than	a	euro	cent	(Finck	&	

Moscon,	 2018).	According	 to	Finck	&	Moscon	 (2018),	micropayments	 are	not	possible	 today,	

because	 the	 transaction	 costs	 connected	 with	 the	 transaction	 exceed	 the	 actual	 amount	

transferred.	However,	the	low	transaction	costs	enabled	by	blockchain	and	smart	contracts	make	

these	kinds	of	transactions	feasible.	This	is	particularly	relevant	in	the	music	industry	because	of	

the	very	small	size	of	payments	coming	from	streaming	(O'Dair	et	al.,	2016).	Micropayments	too	

could	create	more	efficient	remuneration	models	by	reducing	the	turnaround	time	of	copyright	

related	royalties.	

	

Thus,	the	literature	on	blockchain	and	copyright	management	in	the	music	industry	presents	a	

range	of	possibilities	to	 increase	copyright	management	efficiency.	 It	says	 that	the	 technology	

makes	it	possible	to	build	one	global	distributed	database	of	copyright	owner	data.	This	would	

increase	 the	 rights	 data	 consistency	 and	 improve	 transparency,	 by	 giving	 everyone	 access	 to	

rights	data	and	transaction	data.	Through	the	use	of	smart	contracts,	royalty	payments	could	be	

split	 and	 distributed	 automatically	 in	 real-time.	 This	 would	 reduce	 the	 turnaround	 time	 and	

enable	higher	transparency	for	rights	holders	of	their	revenue	streams.	These	functions	could	

result	 in	 disintermediation	 by	 superseding	 the	 role	 of	 middlemen	 like	 the	 CMOs,	 which	

potentially	become	redundant.	The	resulting	disintermediation	could	lead	to	lower	transaction	
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costs.	As	the	automated,	disintermediated	transactions	enabled	by	the	smart	contracts	have	low	

transaction	costs,	it	enables	micropayments,	which	in	turn	can	reduce	the	turnaround	time.		

	

5.3.2 Potential limitations   
As	 mentioned,	 some	 writers	 are	 less	 optimistic	 and	 express	 different	 degrees	 of	 scepticism	

towards	the	blockchain	solutions	suggested	in	the	literature.	The	limitations	are	often	based	on	

actual	 real-life	 condition,	 stakeholder	 issues	 and	 experience	 from	 the	 music	 industry.	 The	

following	part	will	outline	the	most	important	issues	relating	blockchain	solutions	for	copyright	

management	efficiency	as	mentioned	in	the	literature.		

	

The	 creation	 of	 a	 single	 global	 database	 has	 already	 been	 tried	 before	 -	 latest,	 the	 Global	

Repertoire	Database	(GRD)	project	involving	a	wide	range	of	CMOs	and	other	industry	players	

(Milosic,	2015).	However,	the	project	collapsed	in	2014	due	to	different	obstacles	such	as	disputes	

over	control	of	the	database,	problems	with	standardization	of	data	formats,	differences	royalty	

collection	models	between	US	and	EU,	technological	and	legal	barriers,	and	a	fear	from	the	CMOs	

to	become	 redundant	by	 enabling	publishers	 to	 facilitate	direct	 licensing	 (ibid.).	According	 to	

O'Dair	&	Beaven	(2017),	this	kind	of	former	attempts	are	sobering	for	the	prospects	for	a	future	

creation	of	a	blockchain	based	repertoire	database.	Especially	because	the	solution	proposed	by	

blockchain	advocates	has	been	even	more	 ambitious.	The	 same	problems	 that	made	 the	GRD	

project	fail	might	also	inhibit	the	realization	of	a	new	blockchain	based	global	rights	database	

(Savelyev,	2018).	Gough	(2018)	emphasizes	that	the	whole	music	industry	has	to	agree	on	the	

same	data	format	to	be	able	to	extract	and	consume	the	data,	which	will	be	a	great	challenge.		

	

Silver	(2017),	Gough	(2018)	and	O'Dair	et	al.	(2016),	however,	say	that	a	possible	solution	could	

be	to	build	such	a	database	incrementally	instead	of	trying	to	create	the	whole	database	at	once.	

O’Dair	et	al.	(2016)	point	to	the	issues	of	who	has	the	responsibility	of	entering	and	verifying	data	

in	the	database	-	because	a	totally	public	and	permissionless	blockchain	without	any	gatekeepers	

would	create	risk	for	inconsistent	data.	This	is	especially	critical	as	data	entered	in	the	blockchain,	

as	mentioned,	 is	 immutable	 (O’Dair	 et	 al.,	 2016).	The	potential	 limitations	 related	 to	 a	 global	

blockchain	based	rights	database	may	be	critical	because,	according	to	Finck	&	Moscon	(2018),	

the	potential	benefits	of	blockchain	and	smart	contracts	are	only	possible	with	the	existence	of	

such	a	registry.		
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Considering	 the	 economic	 value	 of	 data	 (The	 Economist,	 2017),	 an	 issue	 remains	 whether	

stakeholders	 in	control,	 such	as	 the	CMOs,	are	willing	 to	share	 their	data	 in	 fear	of	becoming	

redundant	 (O'Dair	 &	 Beaven,	 2017).	 As	 the	 CMOs	 in	 general	 are	 owned	 or	 controlled	 by	 its	

members	(Collective	Rights	Management	Directive,	2014,	Article	3	a),	they	should	act	in	the	best	

interests	of	 the	rights	holders.	Thus,	 if	disintermediation	caused	by	a	global	blockchain	rights	

database	and	smart	contract	gives	better	value	to	the	rights,	they	should	support	this.	However,	

O’Dair	 &	 Beaven	 (2017)	 draws	 to	 the	 fact,	 that	 the	 CMOs	 also	 have	 an	 important	 role	 in	

negotiating	common	license	agreements	on	behalf	of	their	members	with	the	powerful	users	like	

BBC.	Thus,	disintermediation	of	the	CMOs	might	lead	to	a	weaker	negotiation	power	for	the	rights	

holders.	 Finck	 &	 Moscon	 (2017)	 add	 that	 complete	 disintermediation	 is	 unrealistic,	 as	 the	

blockchain	technology	will	just	create	new	intermediaries.	They	say	that	the	blockchain	projects	

that	promise	disintermediation	in	fact	eventually	will	become	new	intermediaries	themselves.	

The	literature	does	not	go	further	into	this	issue	though.	

	

O'Dair	&	Beaven	(2017)	and	O'Dair	et	al	(2016)	question	the	unconditional	value	of	increased	

transparency.	Firstly,	fans	could	be	unwilling	to	share	their	data,	but	also	artists	could	have	good	

reasons	to	keep	their	earnings	hidden.	Less	established	artists	in	the	industry	often	try	to	look	

bigger	than	they	are,	and	major	artists	might	want	to	downplay	their	earnings	in	the	fear	of	fans	

being	less	willing	to	purchase	their	works	(O'Dair	et	al.,	2016).	However,	this	could	be	addressed	

by	developing	solutions	where	both	fans	and	artists	can	control	their	online	identities	and	the	

public	 transparency	 levels	 (O'Dair	 &	 Beaven,	 2017).	 O'Dair	 et	 al.	 (2016)	 also	 question	 the	

relevance	of	the	turnaround	time	of	royalty	payments.	Many	big	artists	are	paid	an	advance	from	

their	publisher,	so	they	do	not	receive	copyright	royalties	directly,	because	they	are	going	directly	

to	the	publisher	for	recouping	the	advance.	However,	for	smaller	artists	especially,	who	do	not	

receive	 these	 kinds	 of	 advances,	 the	 turnaround	 time	 of	 copyright	 related	 royalties	 are	 still	

relevant	(O'Dair	et	al.,	2016).		

	

According	to	O'Dair	&	Beaven	(2017)	there	is	also	a	limitation	in	relation	to	the	micropayments.	

Micropayments	 for	 streaming	 music	 would	 require	 a	 shift	 for	 the	 consumer	 away	 from	 the	

current	 freemium	 models	 with	 unlimited	 access	 to	 music	 paid	 through	 advertisements	 or	

monthly	subscription,	to	a	pay-per-click	model.	A	model,	that	may	be	perceived	outdated,	as	the	

consumption	patterns,	as	mentioned,	are	moving	away	from	one-off	purchases.	

	

Bodo	 et	 al.	 (2018)	 points	 to	 a	 number	 of	 legal	 issues	 relating	 automatisation	 of	 copyright	

management	 through	 smart	 contracts.	 Even	 though	 the	 176	member	 countries	 of	 the	 Berne	
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convention	 recognises	 copyright	 protection	 of	 artistic	 works,	 each	member	 state	 have	 some	

freedom	to	interpret	the	regulations	into	their	own	domestic	law.	This	means	that	there	is	no	

international	copyright	law	-	but	a	copyright	law	for	each	of	the	Berne	Convention	member	states	

(ibid.).	For	example,	the	Berne	Convention	require	the	member	states	to	provide	protection	of	an	

artistic	work	50	 years	 after	 the	 dead	 of	 the	 author	 (Berne	 Convention,	 1886),	 but	 in	 EU,	 the	

InfoSoc	 directive	 from	 2001	 require	 the	 EU	member	 states	 to	 provide	 a	 70	 years	protection	

(InfoSoc	directive,	2001).	If	the	copyright	licensing	should	be	automated	through	smart	contracts,	

legal	differences	between	the	different	territories	can	be	a	serious	limitation	when	programming	

the	licensing	terms	into	a	smart	contract	(Bodo	et	al.,	2018).	Additionally,	copyright	laws	contain	

some	inherent	exemptions	from	protection,	such	as	personal	use,	educational	use	and	non-profit	

use	(InfoSoc	directive,	2001).	This	may	also	pose	problems	in	terms	of,	how	to	program	a	smart	

contract	to	take	the	exemptions	into	account	and	assess	whether	or	not	a	specific	use	is	excluded	

from	copyright	protection	(Bodo	et	al.,	2018).		

	

5.3.3 Sum up 
As	we	see,	some	writers	have	great	believe	in	the	possibilities	of	the	blockchain	technology,	while	

others	are	more	sceptical	and	have	identified	a	long	list	of	potential	limitations.		

The	 pros	 enhanced	 disintermediation,	 global	 distributed	 database,	 smart	 contracts	 and	

micropayments	 as	 the	 most	 prominent	 possibilities.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 cons	 referred	 to	 failed	

previous	attempt	to	build	a	global	database,	disintermediation	resulting	in	less	negotiation	power	

for	smaller	artists	and	the	blockchain	system	providers	just	being	new	intermediaries.	They	also	

questioned	the	relevance	of	transparency	and	turnaround	time,	questioned	the	attractiveness	of	

micropayment	 from	 a	 consumer	 point	 of	 view,	 and	 outlined	 some	 legal	 limitations	 relating	

national	differences	and	exemptions	in	copyright	law.	

	

These	 contradictory	 claims	make	 it	 highly	 relevant	 to	 look	 at	 the	 real-life	 applications	of	 the	

technology	 to	 examine	 how	 blockchain	 based	 systems	 potentially	 can	 affect	 copyright	

management	efficiency.	The	next	chapter	will	explain	the	research	design	applied	in	this	thesis	to	

examine	the	area,	and	it	will	outline	the	choices	made	regarding	research	method,	data	collection	

and	analysis.		
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6. Research design and method 
The	following	section	will	outline	the	research	design	and	the	methodological	choices	done	to	

answer	 the	research	question.	 It	will	 start	with	a	brief	sum	up	of	 the	objectives,	 the	research	

question	 and	 the	 method	 before	 explaining	 the	 choices	 regarding	 research	 method,	 data	

collection,	data	analysis,	and	events	and	activities	affecting	the	research.	

6.1 Introduction to research strategy 

As	outlined	in	the	introduction,	the	objective	of	the	research	is	to	increase	the	understanding	of	

the	 possibilities	 of	 the	 blockchain	 technology	 relating	 copyright	 management	 in	 the	 music	

industry.	 The	 aim	 is	 to	 contribute	 to	 a	 beneficial	 interaction	 between	 industry	 players	 and	

blockchain	development	projects	to	help	creating	new	systems	for	improving	the	efficiency	of	

copyright	management.	This	research	aim	is	approached	through	the	research	question:	

	

What	is	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	management	

efficiency	in	the	music	industry?			

	

In	order	to	answer	the	research	question,	we	conducted	a	comparative	case	study	including	four	

startups,	aiming	at	creating	blockchain	based	systems	for	the	music	industry.	We	used	qualitative	

data	collected	through	interviews	with	the	founders	and	through	technical	papers	in	the	form	of	

white	papers	and	one	patent	 application.	The	 comparative	 case	 analysis	 research	design	was	

chosen	because	it	is	a	very	new	area,	where	not	much	research	has	been	done	yet.	Thus,	it	was	

useful	to	examine	different	cases	in	order	to	make	more	general	conclusions	about	the	potential	

effects	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	

	

The	four	cases	were	chosen	based	on	the	maximum	variation	approach	(Flyvbjerg,	2006),	to	get	

the	broadest	possible	understanding	of	the	possibilities.	The	interviews	with	founders,	we	also	

did	because	not	much	literature	exists	in	the	area.	Thus,	we	wanted	to	talk	with	the	people	who	

are	working	with	 the	 technology	 in	 real	 life,	 as	we	 believed	 that	 they	 could	 give	 us	 the	 best	

insights	into	the	potential	effects.	The	documents	were	chosen	to	gain	an	understanding	of	which	

technical	features	of	the	technology,	that	potentially	can	be	useful	in	the	copyright	management	

area.	In	terms	of	data	validity,	the	interviews	could	be	considered	biased	as	the	founders	might	

emphasize	positive	aspects	of	their	system	and	downplay	weaknesses,	especially	because	of	their	

awareness	of	being	part	of	a	comparative	case	study	and	being	compared	with	their	competitors.	
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The	same	applies	to	the	white	papers,	which	may	contain	overly	positive	descriptions	to	attract	

investors.	These	issues	are	approached	in	the	research	by	staying	critical	towards	the	different	

statements,	 and	by	 comparing	 them	and	discussing	 them	against	 each	other	 and	 the	 existing	

literature.	The	thoughts	behind	the	methodological	choices	will	be	outlined	in	more	detail	below.	

But	first,	an	introduction	to	our	initial	interest	and	potential	biases	will	be	presented.	

	

6.1.1 Initial interest and potential bias 
In	the	fall	2017,	the	blockchain	technology	was	extremely	hyped	on	Copenhagen	Business	School,	

where	we	had	just	started	our	master’s	program.	The	hype	was	especially	centred	around	Bitcoin,	

whose	value	increased	greatly	at	the	time,	reaching	its	highest	value	to	date,	before	it	crashed	in	

December	2017	(Tsaklanos,	2017).	During	these	months,	we	attended	an	event	about	blockchain	

technology	in	the	film	industry.	Here,	Benji	Rogers	and	Dot	Blockchain	(DotBC),	one	of	the	cases	

of	 this	 thesis,	 was	 mentioned.	 Their	 work	 within	 the	 music	 industry	 woke	 our	 interest	 and	

inspired	 us	 to	 examine	 the	 area	 as	 a	 potential	 thesis	 subject.	 To	 learn	more,	 we	 arranged	 a	

meeting	in	February	2018,	with	Carsten	Brøns,	the	Head	of	Business	Development,	at	Koda,	the	

Danish	CMO.	Brøns	confirmed	the	relevance	of	the	subject	by	saying	that	a	blockchain	solution	

for	copyright	management	was	number	one	on	Koda’s	want	list,	and	he	provided	insights	into	a	

range	of	use	cases	that	he	considered	relevant.	This	meeting	convinced	us	to	settle	on	the	subject.	

	

An	important	consideration	is	that	Søren	is	employed	in	Koda	himself.	It	was	an	advantage	during	

the	research	process,	as	it	helped	gaining	access,	among	other	to	Carsten	Brøns.	However,	this	

also	builds	a	certain	limitation	into	the	project,	as	Søren	may	be	subject	to	certain	biases.	He	may	

for	example	have	a	more	positive	perception	of	the	traditional	CMO	system	than	Mads,	who	may	

be	better	at	seeing	things	neutrally	from	the	outside.	We	tried	to	use	this	as	a	strength	through	

our	 research,	 where	 we	 among	 other,	 in	 the	 coding	 process	 coded	 each	 piece	 of	 data	 twice	

individually,	 as	we	 thought	 that	 the	differences	 in	our	positions	would	make	us	 see	different	

things.	Also,	the	fact	that	we	discussed	the	issue	regularly	made	it	possible	to	be	aware	of	the	bias	

and	avoid	that	it	impacted	the	research	significantly.		
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6.2 Research Method 

The	following	part	will	outline	the	methodological	choices	made	in	the	research	in	more	detail.		

	

6.2.1 Comparative case study 
As	 mentioned,	 we	 approached	 the	 research	 question	 by	 making	 a	 comparative	 case	 study	

including	four	cases.	A	comparative	case	study	can	be	defined	as	a	study	including	multiple	cases	

that	 focus	 on	 evaluating	 “the	 similarities,	 differences,	 and	 associations”	 between	 them	 (Mills,	

2012,	p.	101).	This,	we	saw	as	a	relevant	approach,	because	blockchain	systems	within	copyright	

is	 such	 a	 new	 and	 relatively	 unknown	 area,	 so	 uncovering	 similarities,	 differences	 and	

associations	between	different	real-life	use	cases,	was	a	way	to	uncover	what	is	going	on	in	the	

field	 and	what	 the	 potentials	 of	 the	 technology	 are.	 This	 approach	 is	 supported	 by	Miles	 &	

Huberman	(1994)	who	explain,	 that	such	studies	across	multiple	cases	are	good	 for	gaining	a	

deeper	understanding	of	an	unknown	area	than	e.g.	a	single-case	study.	This	also	supports	our	

pragmatic	 focus	on	uncovering	unknown	objects.	An	 important	 choice	 regarding	 comparative	

case	studies	is	the	number	of	cases	included	in	the	study.	Including	many	cases,	will	enable	more	

generalisable	findings,	but	risk	creating	superficial	results	(Mills,	2012).	

	

On	the	other	hand,	including	just	few	cases	enables	deep	and	thorough	analyses,	but	risks	not	

examining	enough	different	explanations	(ibid.).	Our	choice	of	four	cases	was	therefore	based	on	

an	idea	of	including	enough	to	be	able	to	uncover	a	relatively	broad	understanding	of	the	potential	

effect	 of	 the	 technology,	without	being	 too	broad	 to	be	 able	 to	 reveal	details	 of	 each	 case.	As	

mentioned,	the	maximum	variation	approach	(Flyvbjerg,	2006)	was	used	to	cover	very	different	

cases	 and	 thereby	make	 the	 findings	 as	 generalisable	 as	 possible.	 Flyvbjerg	 (2006)	 suggests	

including	 three	 to	 four	 cases	 in	 this	 approach.	 The	 criteria	 behind	 the	 case	 selection	will	 be	

outlined	later,	but	first	the	choice	of	data	types	will	be	explained.	

	

6.2.2 Data types 
As	mentioned,	 the	collected	data	was	a	mix	of	 interviews	and	documents.	The	reason	 for	 this	

combination	of	data	sources,	 is	that	we	saw	interviews	as	a	good	way	of	gaining	access	to	the	

knowledge	of	our	interview	persons,	which	we	could	not	gain	through	observations	or	other	data	

collection	methods.	However,	as	our	research	question	points	at	uncovering	potential	effects	of	

blockchain	based	systems,	we	are	interested	in	facts	about	the	systems,	and	Gubrium	&	Holstein	

(1995)	stress	that	when	doing	interview,	you	cannot	trust	the	data	as	pure	facts.	This	is	because	
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opinions	and	meaning	always	will	be	affected	by	the	interview	situation	(ibid.).	To	address	this	

limitation,	we	chose	 to	combine	 the	 interviews	with	documents	 from	the	cases,	which	helped	

uncovering	facts.	This	will	be	expanded	below.	

	

6.2.2.1 Interviews 
The	interviews	had	the	form	of	semi-structured	interviews	with	individual	respondents.	We	used	

semi	structured	interviews	because	we,	from	the	literature,	had	our	overall	ideas	of	what	areas	

and	themes	would	be	interesting	to	cover,	but	we	wanted	the	conversations	to	be	open	in	order	

to	be	able	to	explore	themes,	which	we	did	not	predict	(Justesen	&	Mik-Meyer,	2010).	This	was	

especially	important	because	the	blockchain	technology	is	a	relatively	new	subject,	and	most	of	

our	 literature	 are	 only	 from	 the	 last	 three	 years.	 The	 technology	 develops	 constantly,	 and	

therefore,	there	could	easily	be	new	aspects	in	the	cases’	application,	which	did	not	show	up	in	

the	literature.	This	allowed	us	to	be	open	and	flexible	in	our	approach	to	uncovering	the	unknown	

object	within	our	research	question.		

	

As	is	the	standard	of	semi	structured	interviews,	we	used	an	interview	guide	to	lead	the	overall	

direction	of	the	interview	(Justesen	&	Mik-Meyer,	2010).	The	questions	of	the	interview	guide	

were	 divided	 into	 five	 categories:	 1)	 Introduction/briefing,	 2)	 Problem	 and	 the	 industry,	 3)	

Technology	and	solution,	4)	Business	structure,	5)	Blockchain	 in	 the	 future.	We	saw	this	as	a	

natural	way	 of	 building	 up	 the	 conversation,	 by	 first	 gaining	 trust,	 then	 talking	 about	why	a	

solution	is	needed	at	the	first	place,	before	zooming	in	on	the	actual	case	in	terms	of	technology	

and	business	structure	and	ending	with	a	broader	discussion	about	the	future	development.	By	

asking	about	business	structure,	we	wanted	to	gain	knowledge	about	the	company	in	terms	of	

ownership,	 organisational	 structure	 and	 business	 model.	 The	 goal	 was	 to	 understand	 the	

projected	industry	impact,	the	technological	structure,	the	business	structure	and	case	majority	

in	order	to	assess	to	what	degree	the	stated	promises	were	realistic	and	sustainable	in	the	long	

term.	An	example	of	the	interview	guide	can	be	found	in	appendix	1.		

	

For	designing	the	questions	and	interviews,	we	chose	the	survey	interview	approach	as	described	

by	Gubrium	&	Holstein	(1995).	This	was	appropriate	because	our	research	question	pointed	in	

direction	of	uncovering	facts	about	the	case	companies	and	their	effect	on	copyright	management	

efficiency.	Thus,	we	were	using	our	 interviewees	as	a	source	of	 facts	 -	or	Vessel	of	answers	as	

Gubrium	&	Holstein	(1995)	describe	it.	The	survey	interview	approach	is	rather	traditional	seeing	

the	interviewee	as	a	passive	subject,	which	we	as	interviewers	extract	existing	fact	and	opinions	
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from.	 However,	 the	 approach	 acknowledges	 that	 interview	 will	 always	 include	 personal	

interpretations	and	cannot	be	seen	as	only	true	facts	(ibid.).	This	is	a	basic	limitation	of	using	

interview	for	accessing	fact,	because	an	interview	is	a	social	interaction,	where	meaning	is	not	

just	conveyed	from	interviewee	to	interviewer	but	will	to	some	degree	be	created	cooperatively	

in	the	situation	(ibid.).	This	dependency	on	former	experience	and	the	specific	situation	the	data	

is	created	in	is	also	an	important	factor	of	pragmatism.	

	

6.2.2.2 Documents 
As	mentioned,	a	limitation	of	interviews	is,	that	you	cannot	trust	the	data	as	true	facts,	as	meaning	

will	always	be	co-created	and	affected	by	the	interaction	between	interviewer	and	interviewee	

(Gubrium	&	Holstein,	1995).	This	could	be	seen	a	methodically	issue	of	our	research.	If	we	purely	

were	interested	in	how	managers	talked	about	blockchain	based	systems,	interviews	alone	would	

be	appropriate.	But	as	we	want	 to	examine	potential	effects	of	blockchain	based	systems	and	

propose	a	qualified	guess	for	this	effect,	we	are	interested	in	pure	facts,	and	not	how	they	talk	

about	them.	Therefore,	we	decided	to	supplement	the	interviews	with	case	documents,	to	support	

the	data	 from	 the	 interviews.	 Prior	 (2003),	 however,	 stresses	 that	documents	 too	need	 to	be	

considered	 as	 situated	 products,	 and	 it	 is	 important	 to	 take	 into	 consideration,	 not	 only	 the	

content,	but	also	their	function	-	how	they	are	produced	and	used	-	when	using	them	in	research	

projects.	 Therefore,	 even	 though	 the	 documents	 were	 used	 to	 support	 the	 interviews	 by	

extracting	facts,	the	functions	and	use	of	the	documents	were	considered	in	parallel	to	the	content	

when	trying	to	extract	facts	about	the	cases.		

6.3 Data collection 

6.3.1 Sampling criteria 
As	we	aimed	at	uncovering	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	systems	on	copyright	management	

efficiency	in	the	music	industry,	we	wanted	to	find	cases	from	which	the	knowledge	produced	

could	be	generalizable	beyond	the	concrete	examples	(Becker,	1998).	Therefore,	we	aimed	at	

using	cases,	which	had	different	approaches	to	using	blockchain,	and	together	would	cover	as	

much	as	possible	of	the	current	opportunity	of	the	technology.	Our	approach	builds	on	Flyvbjerg’s	

(2006)	case	selection	of	Maximum	variation	cases,	which	is	about	choosing	three	to	four	cases,	

that	 relates	 to	 the	 same	 dimension	 in	 very	 different	 ways	 for	 maximising	 the	 utility	 of	 the	

produced	knowledge	(ibid.).	
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The	concrete	case	selection	process	started	in	February	2018,	when	we	held	our	introductory	

meeting	at	Koda,	with	the	Head	of	Business	Development,	Carsten	Brøns.	During	the	meeting,	he	

especially	highlighted	the	New	York	based	startup	DotBC,	which	he	said	was	interesting	because	

they	were	very	 far	 in	 the	development	and	had	a	good	understanding	of	 the	problems	 in	 the	

industry.	After	the	meeting,	we	did	a	lot	of	searching	on	the	internet	based	on	Brøns’	inputs.	It	

was	clear	that	DotBC,	and	the	founder,	Benji	Rodgers,	was	by	far	the	most	mentioned	case	across	

the	articles	and	papers	we	could	find	on	the	subject.	DotBC	had	an	ambitious	goal	of	creating	one	

single	ecosystem	benefitting	the	whole	industry,	and	it	was	clearly	the	most	obvious	case	to	study.	

	

In	the	search	process,	another	case	that	frequently	showed	up,	was	Ujo	Music,	which	especially	

got	attention	because	of	their	collaboration	with	the	British	artist	Imogen	Heap	(Heap,	2017).	

This	was	an	interesting	use	case,	as	they	built	a	new	platform	for	music	streaming	and	download,	

where	the	royalties	were	distributed	automatically	through	smart	contracts	(ibid.).	However,	we	

approached	Ujo	Music	 through	email	 four	 times	with	no	 reply,	 and	eventually,	we	decided	 to	

move	on	to	explore	alternatives.	In	the	process,	we	found	that	founder,	Phil	Barry,	had	left	Ujo	

Music	to	start	a	new	blockchain	music	start	up	called	Blokur.	Blokur	did	not	have	as	much	media	

attention,	however	we	found	the	case	interesting	for	two	reasons.	Firstly,	they	focus	exclusively	

on	rights	data	accuracy,	which	is	a	much	narrower	scope	than	most	cases	in	the	field.	Secondly,	

Phil	Barry’s	exit	from	Ujo	Music	to	start	Blokur,	we	thought	could	indicate,	that	he	had	gained	

knowledge	in	the	field,	which	made	him	make	the	decision	of	creating	a	more	focussed	solution	

than	the	comprehensive	promises	of	Ujo	Music.	This,	we	thought,	could	make	him	and	Blokur	a	

valuable	 source	 of	 information	 about	 the	 potentials	 and	 limitations	 of	 the	 technology.	 Thus,	

Blokur	was	chosen	as	our	second	case	company.	

	

Still	 we	 found	 Ujo	 Music’s	 new	 platform	 for	 music	 consumption	 and	 automatized	 licensing	

interesting.	Therefore,	we	looked	for	an	alternative	case,	with	a	similar	goal.	Our	supervisor	in	

this	paper,	Michel	Avital,	introduced	us	to	the	Californian	startup,	Inmusik.	Inmusik	is	less	known	

publicly	than	Ujo	Music,	however	they	too	are	building	an	alternative,	blockchain	based	platform	

for	music	consumption.	Inmusik	was	additionally	interesting,	because	they	have	raised	an	Initial	

Coin	 Offer	 (ICO)	 and	 sold	 tokens	 to	 fund	 the	 venture	 -	 which	 is	 an	 approach	 often	 used	 in	

blockchain	based	startups	across	industries	(Icobench.com,	2018).	

	

The	last	case,	the	Taipei	based	Muzeum	Protocol,	we	found	already	in	our	initial	search.	This	case	

was	interesting	because	it	was	initiated	by	KKBOX,	the	largest	streaming	service	in	Asia.	We	found	

it	interesting	to	include	a	case	founded	by	a	streaming	service,	where	the	other	cases	were	totally	
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new	 startups.	Additionally,	when	 it	was	backed	by	 a	big	 cooperation,	 they	might	have	better	

opportunities	for	actually	implementing	their	proposed	system.	

	

Thus,	 the	 four	 cases,	we	 ended	 up	 studying	was	DotBC	 (US),	 Blokur	 (UK),	 Inmusik	 (US)	 and	

Muzeum	(TW).	There	are	several	other	use	cases	of	the	blockchain	technology	within	music	that	

could	have	been	relevant.	However,	the	cases	were	chosen	because	of	their	general	presence	in	

the	media,	an	overall	assessment	of	the	maturity	of	the	solutions,	when	looking	at	their	websites	

and	white	papers,	and	their	joint	covering	of	different	aspects	of	the	blockchain	technology.		

	

As	mentioned,	data	from	the	four	cases	was	collected	through	interviews	and	documents.	This	

will	be	outlined	in	more	detail	in	the	following.	

	

6.3.2 Interviews 
We	conducted	in	total	four	interviews:	one	interview	of	one	hour	with	each	of	the	founders	from	

the	four	cases.	We	figured	that	the	founders	would	be	the	ones	in	the	organisations	with	the	best	

and	broadest	understanding	of	the	systems	and	the	projected	industry	impact.		

	

Two	of	the	interviews	were	conducted	in	person,	while	the	other	two	were	done	via	Skype	call.	

The	reason	was	that	we	were	both	abroad	in	in	the	fall	of	2018;	Mads	was	doing	an	internship	in	

New	York,	and	Søren	was	on	exchange	in	Taipei,	which	happened	to	be	the	cities	where	two	of	

our	case	companies	were	 located.	All	 interviews	were	recorded	and	subsequently	transcribed	

verbatim,	so	that	the	raw	data	could	be	systematically	analysed.	For	the	physical	interviews,	we	

brought	a	printed	letter	of	consent,	in	which	we	informed	the	interviewees	about	the	use	of	the	

data,	which	they	signed.	See	example	of	letter	of	consent	in	appendix	3.	For	the	Skype	calls,	we	

instead	read	out	the	terms	of	use	and	made	them	confirm	orally	on	the	recording.	The	following	

paragraphs	 will	 present	 how	 we	 gained	 access	 and	 the	 consideration	 done	 in	 relation	 to	

conducting	the	interviews.		

	

6.3.2.1 Physical interviews: access and the trade-offs 
DotBC	was	contacted	by	email	and	Mads	met	in	person	with	the	founder	and	CEO,	Benji	Rogers	

on	a	restaurant	in	Brooklyn,	where	the	interview	was	conducted.	Muzeum	too	was	contacted	by	

email,	and	the	secretary	of	the	founder	Pochang	Wu	scheduled	a	meeting	at	KKBOX’s	main	office	

in	Taipei,	where	the	interview	was	conducted	in	a	meeting	room.	In	relation	to	these	interviews,	

there	was	some	methodically	trade-offs,	which	we	needed	to	consider.	As	we	were	only	abroad	
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in	the	fall	2018,	and	the	main	part	of	the	research	happened	in	the	spring	2019,	we	were	still	not	

clear	 about	 the	 scope	of	 the	 research	question,	 at	 the	 time	of	 the	 interview.	The	preliminary	

research	question	focussed	on	the	music	industry	as	a	whole	and	not	just	copyright	management	

efficiency.	 Therefore,	 the	 questions	 of	 the	 interview	 guides	were	 broader	 and	 hence	 also	 the	

answers,	which	meant	that	the	data	collected	from	these	interviews	were	less	focussed	than	the	

two	Skype	interviews	that	were	conducted	at	a	later	point.	Appendix	1	and	2	are	examples	of	the	

two	kinds	of	interview	guides.		

	

It	may	have	been	relevant	to	wait	with	the	two	first	interview	too,	in	order	to	gather	the	most	

useful	data.	However,	we	decided	that	the	opportunity	of	meeting	in	person	was	more	important	

than	having	the	final	scope	of	our	research	question.	This	was	because	meeting	in	person	gives	

better	opportunity	for	small	talk,	which	can	create	more	trust	and	a	more	relaxed	atmosphere	

than	a	 scheduled	 Skype	 call,	which	we	 have	 experienced	 often	will	 be	 a	more	 “to	 the	 point”	

conversation.	Creating	a	relaxed	and	trustful	atmosphere	is	important	when	conducting	survey	

style	interviews,	as	you	want	the	interviewee	to	talk	freely,	and	according	to	Gubrium	&	Holstein	

(1995),	the	open	and	soft	conversation	is	the	best	way	to	produce	good	and	hard	data.		

	

Additionally,	we	thought	that	having	the	interviews	that	early,	would	help	us	to	learn,	which	areas	

of	the	music	industry	would	be	most	relevant	to	focus	on	in	our	research.	On	a	straight	practical	

level,	gaining	access	can	be	a	great	challenge	when	doing	research	with	companies,	and	therefore	

when	we	had	the	chance	to	meet	the	founders,	we	did	not	want	to	miss	out	in	fear	for	that	being	

the	only	chance.	Thus,	after	considering	the	different	trade-offs,	we	decided	that	early	physical	

interviews	were	more	valuable	than	Skype	interviews	later	in	the	process.	Maybe,	it	could	have	

been	relevant	with	a	follow-up	interview	with	these	early	interviewees	at	a	later	point	in	time,	

however	we	assessed	that	the	data	collected	from	these	interviews	in	the	end	touched	much	upon	

the	subject	of	copyright	management	efficiency.	Therefore,	another	 interview	would	 to	a	high	

degree	just	be	a	repetition	of	the	first.	

	

6.3.2.2 Skype interviews 
As	mentioned,	the	two	last	interviews	were	conducted	via	Skype	call.	In	terms	of	Inmusik,	the	

interview	was	arranged	via	email,	where	 the	secretary	of	 the	 founder	and	CEO	Stephen	Brett,	

booked	an	online	meeting.	For	Blokur,	we	initially	tried	to	contact	the	company	through	a	form	

on	their	website.	As	they	did	not	reply,	we	wrote	directly	to	the	founder	and	CEO	Phil	Barry	on	

LinkedIn,	where	we	managed	to	arrange	a	Skype	interview.	We	could	clearly	see	the	differences	
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between	the	physical	and	Skype	interviews.	In	the	physical	interviews,	it	became	much	more	of	a	

conversation	where	the	interviewees	took	time	for	discussing	the	details	of	the	cases.	In	contrast,	

the	Skype	interviews	became	more	a	stylised	Q&A	with	the	interviewees	answering	shortly	our	

questions.	This	confirmed	our	thoughts	about	the	benefits	of	meeting	the	two	first	interviewees	

in	 real	 life	 and	 supported	 Gubrium	 &	 Holstein’s	 (1995)	 emphasis	 on	 the	 value	 of	 the	 soft	

conversation	 when	 conducting	 survey	 interviews.	 However,	 as	 the	 Skype	 interviews	 were	

conducted	at	a	 later	 time,	we	 reshaped	 the	 interview	guide,	 so	 that	 the	questions	were	more	

focussed	on	the	final	research	question	(appendix	1	and	2).	This	means	that	the	data	foundation	

on	which	we	build	our	analysis	differs	in	term	of	detail,	depth	and	focus.	But	as	earlier	mentioned,	

we	 found	 that	 even	 the	 two	 early	 interviews	 still	 had	 enough	 information	 about	 copyright	

management	efficiency	to	be	considered	useful	and	relevant	in	answering	the	research	question.	

	

6.3.3 Documents 
To	uncover	the	potential	effects	on	copyright	management	efficiency,	we	figured	that	documents	

uncovering	 the	 technical	 and	 industrial	 features	of	 the	 solutions	were	 the	most	 relevant.	 For	

Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik,	we	 found	 that	 their	white	 papers	were	 good	 at	 providing	 the	 needed	

overviews	-	these	were	publicly	available	at	their	websites.	DotBC	did	not	release	a	white	paper,	

but	by	contacting	the	CTO	of	the	company	Chris	Tse	on	LinkedIn,	we	got	access	to	their	patent	

application,	which	provided	a	detailed	description	of	their	system.	Blokur	too	did	not	have	any	

technical	documents	publicly	available.	We	asked	 first	Phil	Barry	and	later	 the	CTO	of	Blokur,	

Andres	Martin-Lopez	 on	 LinkedIn,	 if	 they	 had	a	white	 paper	 or	 other	 technical	 document	 to	

which,	we	could	get	access,	but	Phil	Barry	replied	on	mail,	that	they	did	not	have	that	kind	of	

documents	 to	 share.	 Andreas	 Martin-Lopez	 later	 confirmed	 that	 they	 could	 not	 share	 any	

technical	documents.	We	looked	at	the	internet	for	other	documents	relating	to	Blokur,	but	we	

were	 not	 able	 to	 find	 any	 that	 explained	 the	 technical	 background	 or	 projected	 industrial	

implications	to	a	useful	level	as	the	white	papers	or	the	patent	application	did.	Therefore,	we	had	

to	build	the	research	regarding	Blokur	only	on	the	interview.	This	is	a	clear	limitation	in	the	data	

regarding	Blokur,	however	we	considered	the	case	so	relevant	that	we	still	wanted	to	include	it	

in	the	research.	

	

6.3.4 Validity and reliability reflections on collected data  
The	choice	of	using	founders	as	interview	persons,	may	lead	to	limitations	in	the	data,	relating	

the	general	limitations	of	interviews	as	mentioned	earlier.	A	founder	will	often	be	invested	in	the	

company,	both	financially,	personally	and	emotionally,	and	therefore	wants	the	surroundings	to	
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believe	that	he	or	she	has	a	great	solution.	The	founders	we	talked	to	could	have	different	motives	

for	not	telling	facts	as	they	are,	but	instead	tell	a	version	of	the	reality,	which	make	them,	and	

their	systems	appear	better	than	they	are.	This	is	what	Gubrium	&	Holstein	(1995)	mean,	when	

they	say	that	you	cannot	expect	true	fact	out	of	an	interview,	but	only	personal	and	co-created	

meaning.	The	awareness	of	being	part	of	a	comparative	case	study,	might	amplify	such	potential	

tendencies,	as	the	comparison	with	competitors	could	make	them	talk	in	more	positive	manner	

about	their	company	in	order	to	look	better	than	their	competitors.		

	

This	leads	to	an	overall	risk	in	our	data,	that	it	overly	optimistic	in	terms	of	the	potentials	of	the	

system.	This	 risk	 could	 to	 some	degree	have	 been	mitigated	by	 supplementing	 the	data	with	

interview	persons	further	down	the	organisations,	who	were	less	personally	invested	and	thus	

had	 less	motives	 for	 overselling	 the	 companies.	We,	 however,	 tried	 to	 overcome	 the	 risk	 by	

including	the	documents	mentioned	above,	as	we	expected	them	to	give	an	even	more	factual	

view	of	the	cases	than	another	round	of	interviews.	Yet,	even	documents	cannot	be	considered	

non-biased.	White	papers	are	often	used	as	marketing	material	for	convincing	investors	to	invest	

in	the	startup	(Campbell	&	Naidoo,	2017).	This	function	of	the	document	needs	to	be	considered	

when	they	are	used	as	sources	in	the	research.	A	white	paper	too	might	exaggerate	beneficial	

aspects	and	oversell	the	system	in	order	to	attract	funding.		

	

Because	of	the	potential	biases	in	both	the	interview	and	documents,	we	tried	to	remain	critical	

towards	all	statements	during	the	analysis	of	the	data.	We	could	have	included	more	different	

documents	 and	 made	 interviews	 with	 more	 employees	 to	 get	 an	 even	 better	 factual	

understanding,	 however	 our	 aim	 was	 to	 understand	 the	 cases	 in	 terms	 of	 technology	 and	

projected	 impacts.	 And	 we	 assessed	 that	 the	 interviews,	 the	 white	 papers	 and	 the	 patent	

application	gave	us	the	appropriate	understanding	for	doing	the	research.	If	we	talked	to	more	

different	people	from	the	organisation,	we	might	have	gained	more	knowledge	about	the	business	

structures	and	the	organisations,	however	it	was	not	the	focus	of	our	research	to	be	so	close	to	

the	cases.	Thus,	we	assessed	that	we	got	enough	data	to	make	a	qualified	guess	of	the	potential	

effects.	

	

Regarding	reliability	of	this	thesis,	it	is	questionable	if	a	similar	comparative	case	study	will	reveal	

exactly	the	same	findings.	As	this	thesis	works	on	the	foundation	of	pragmatism,	the	findings	will	

always	be	affected	by	former	experience	and	the	current	situation,	which	the	data	is	collected	in.	

The	field	of	study	of	blockchain	technology	is	constantly	in	development	and	the	conditions	for	

research	can	therefore	change	within	short	time.	With	this	said	though,	we	have	built	a	research	
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design	on	the	four	indicators	for	creating	a	consistent	measurement	of	the	cases	throughout	the	

research.	This	research	design	can	be	applied	to	other	cases	than	the	four	used	in	this	thesis,	but	

it	cannot	guarantee	the	exact	same	findings	as	in	this	thesis.	

6.4 Method of data analysis  

In	 the	 analysis,	 we	 applied	 an	 abductive	 research	 approach,	 as	 this	 is	 a	 central	 element	 of	

pragmatism,	where	qualified	guesses	are	used	for	pointing	towards	an	unknown	object	(Egholm,	

2014;	Biesenthal,	2014).	As	explained	in	the	philosophical	foundation	chapter,	abduction	is	highly	

relevant	 for	 our	 research	 question.	 When	 talking	 about	 potential	 effects,	 we	 talk	 about	 an	

unknown	object	in	the	future,	about	which	we	cannot	prove	anything.	Thus,	our	best	chance,	is	to	

use	the	abductive	approach	to	give	qualified	guesses	and	provide	the	most	likely	answer	based	

on	the	interplay	between	our	prior	knowledge	from	the	literature	and	new	findings	from	our	data.	

As	qualified	guesses	are	based	on	prior	experience,	we	started	from	the	theory,	in	order	to	build	

an	understanding	of	the	field.	As	outlined	in	the	literature	review,	the	applied	theory	fell	into	two	

categories:	 1)	 Literature	 on	 copyright	 management.	 2)	 Literature	 on	 the	 possibilities	 and	

limitations	of	blockchain	technology	relating	the	music	industry.	

	

The	 literature	 on	 copyright	 management,	 we	 used	 to	 deconstruct	 the	 concept	 of	 copyright	

management	efficiency	to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	its	abstract	meaning,	as	recommended	

by	 Greenstein	 (2006).	 This	 resulted	 in	 an	 operationalisation	 of	 the	 concept	 into	 the	 four	

indicators,	presented	in	the	literature	review:	Transparency,	data	consistency,	transaction	costs,	

and	turnaround	time.	Building	on	Kumar	(2011),	we	saw	these	indicators	as	criteria,	which	are	

reflective	of	the	concept	of	copyright	management	efficiency.	Kumar	(2011),	argues	that	these	

indicators	should	be	further	operationalised	into	quantitative	variables,	to	which	you	can	assign	

numeric	 values	(Kerlinger	&	Lee,	 2000).	This	 step	would	 clearly	have	made	our	 results	more	

practically	useful,	as	a	quantification	could	answer	how	much	 the	 technology	would	affect	 the	

copyright	management	efficiency,	which	could	be	used	in	cost-benefit	assessments	regarding	if	it	

is	worth	investing	in.	However,	since	we	work	abductively	and	point	towards	an	unknown	object	

in	the	future,	it	was	not	possible	for	us	to	operationalise	the	concept	into	quantitative	variables,	

as	it	is	practically	impossible	to	measure	effects	in	the	future.	Further,	the	cases	are	still	on	a	start-

up	level,	which	means	that	none	of	them	has	a	solution	fully	implemented.	Therefore,	we	used	an	

eclectic	take	on	Kumar’s	(2011)	operationalisation	process;	where	we	only	operationalised	the	

concept	of	copyright	management	efficiency	into	the	four	indicators.	
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After	 settling	on	 the	 four	 indicators,	we	had	a	meeting	with	 the	head	of	music	 reporting	 and	

royalty	 distribution	 at	 Koda,	 Jens	 Juel	 Andersen,	 to	 check	 if	 these	 indicators	 were	 the	 most	

relevant	or	if	we	had	missed	some.	Access	was	gained	by	sending	an	email	directly	to	Jens	Juel	

Andersen,	 and	 the	 meeting	 was	 held	 in	 a	 conference	 room	 at	 Koda’s	 main	 office.	 Søren’s	

employment	and	professional	relation	to	Jens	Juel	Andersen	help	making	this	meeting	possible.	

The	 talk	 focussed	on	 copyright	management	 in	 general,	 however	we	avoided	mentioning	 the	

indicators,	as	we	did	not	want	to	bias	his	response.	He	told	us	about	which	initiatives	are	done	by	

CMO’s	globally	 to	 improve	efficiency,	and	his	answers	confirmed	the	relevance	of	all	our	 four	

indicators.	 This	 interview	 should	 not	 be	 viewed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 collected	 data,	 but	 only	 as	 a	

verification	for	the	right	direction	within	the	four	indicators.	

	

With	the	four	indicators	initially	identified	in	the	literature,	and	subsequently	confirmed	through	

the	expert	interview,	we	were	confident	to	use	them	in	the	analysis	as	a	means	to	qualitatively	

measuring	 the	 four	cases	and	propose	a	qualified	guess	on	 their	potential	effect	on	copyright	

management	efficiency.	This	approach	is	supported	on	Risjord	(2008)	who	argues	for	the	need	

to:	“make	explicit	both	the	theoretical	role	of	the	concept	and	its	relationship	to	observation	or	

practice.”	(p.	689).	Thus,	the	indicators	were	used	as	concrete,	measurable	translators	between	

our	 cases	 and	 the	 more	 abstract	 concept	 of	 copyright	 management	 efficiency,	 as	 presented	

visually	in	figure	5.	

	

	
Figure	 5:	 Cases	 and	 indicators	 for	measuring	 copyright	management	 efficiency.	 Source:	 Own	

work	
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6.4.1 Coding 
All	data	was	coded	through	a	two	cycle	process	as	described	by	Saldaña	(2013).	Before	starting	

the	first	cycle,	we	made	a	start	list	of	nine	provisional	codes	(Miles	et	al.	2013),	which	we	expected	

to	be	present	in	the	data.	These	provisional	codes	were	based	on	the	literature	review,	and	thus	

fell	into	two	categories:	Copyright	management	(consisting	of	the	four	indicators)	and	blockchain	

potentials.	The	start	list	is	found	in	the	appendix	4.	With	provisional	coding,	we	kept	it	open	for	

the	possibilities	of	the	codes	to	be	changed,	deleted	and	expanded	with	new	codes	from	the	data	

(Miles	 et	 al.,	 2013).	 This	 supports	 the	 abductive	 analytical	 approach	 of	 having	 a	 prior	

understanding	of	the	field	while	looking	for	puzzled	or	surprises,	which	cannot	be	framed	in	the	

existing	 theoretical	 frameworks	 (Timmermans	 &	 Tavory,	 2012).	 In	 the	 first	 cycle,	 we	 went	

through	the	interview	transcriptions	and	documents,	and	assigned	each	chunk	of	data	a	code.	We	

excluded	data,	which	was	not	related	to	the	subject	-	such	as	small	talk	during	the	interviews.	For	

the	 first	 coding	 cycle,	we	used	descriptive	 coding,	 assigning	 a	word	or	phrase	describing	 the	

chunk,	as	this	is	appropriate	when	analysing	different	kinds	of	data	(Miles	et	al.,	2013).	When	a	

data	 chunk	 contained	 more	 than	 one	 relevant	 point,	 we	 did	 simultaneous	 coding,	 assigning	

multiple	codes	to	one	chunk	(ibid.).	Additionally,	we	used	subcoding	(ibid)	when	a	data	chunk	

was	related	to	an	overall	code,	but	contained	a	specific	detail,	which	we	wanted	to	highlight	for	a	

more	nuanced	analysis.	For	example,	for	the	code	smart	contracts,	we	found	subcodes	such	as	

smart	contracts:	micro	payments,	smart	contracts:	limitations,	smart	contracts:	transaction	costs	

and	smart	contracts:	Ethereum,	each	pointing	to	different	aspects	of	smart	contracts	described	in	

the	data.	

	

The	 first	 cycle	was	done	 individually,	 so	 that	 one	of	 us	 coded	a	 source	 alone,	 after	which	 the	

source	got	coded	a	second	time	by	the	other.	We	chose	this	approach,	because	we	figured	that	

two	minds	approaching	the	same	data,	at	different	times,	would	see	different	things	and	thus	gain	

deeper	insights.	This	was	especially	relevant	because	of	our	two	different	positions	with	one	of	

us	employed	in	a	CMO	and	the	other	having	an	outside	view.	To	synchronize	our	coding	approach,	

we	started	out	coding	the	first	three	pages	of	the	first	interview	together.	In	this	way,	we	managed	

to	 talk	 through,	 how	 we	 would	 do	 the	 coding	 so	 that	 the	 codes	 and	 chunks	 became	 more	

consistent	after	we	split	up.	A	sample	of	a	coded	interview	transcription	can	be	found	in	appendix	

5.	The	coding	of	the	interview	transcriptions	was	done	in	Google	Docs	with	the	comment	function.	

Coding	 of	 the	 documents	 were	 done	 in	 the	 reference	 tool	 Mendeley,	 through	 the	 comment	

function,	which	works	much	like	Google	Docs.	We	abstained	from	using	coding	software	such	as	

NVivo,	 as	 our	 data-amount	 was	 not	 too	 comprehensive	 to	 be	 managed	 with	 more	 manual	
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methods,	 and	 we	 rather	 wanted	 to	 spend	 our	 time	 on	 making	 more	 in-depth	 analysis	 than	

learning	new	software.	In	appendix	6	an	example	of	how	we	outlined	the	data	in	the	first	cycle	is	

presented.	

	

In	 the	 second	 cycle,	 we	 did	 pattern	 coding,	 grouping	 the	 data	 chunks	 into	 fewer,	 broader	

categories	across	the	data	sources,	based	on	their	first	cycle	codes	(Miles	et	al.,	2013).	To	do	that,	

we	collected	all	the	coded	chunks	in	a	spreadsheet	together	with	their	codes	and	source.	We	used	

the	“filter”	function	to	sort	the	codes	alphabetically	to	collect	quotes	across	the	sources	and	get	

an	overview	over	the	different	themes	identified	in	the	data.	In	that	process,	we	returned	to	the	

raw	data	to	check	if	the	quotes	were	still	consistent	with	the	pattern	coding.	In	the	cases,	where	

it	did	not	fit,	we	went	back	and	altered	the	original	code	to	a	more	appropriate	first	cycle	code.	

After	 sorting	 the	 data	 chunks	 in	 this	 second	 cycle	 pattern	 coding,	 the	 206	 different	 codes	

(including	subcodes)	were	reduced	to	eleven	pattern	codes,	which	could	still	be	divided	in	the	

two	same	overall	categories	as	our	start	list:	Copyright	management	efficiency	and	blockchain	

potentials.	An	example	of	our	process	from	206	first	cycle	descriptive	codes	to	11	pattern	codes	

and	can	be	found	in	our	coding	tree	in	appendix	7	along	with	a	sample	from	the	second	cycle	stage	

in	appendix	8.	

	

6.4.2 Structure for presentation of findings 
Based	 on	 the	 coding,	 we	 did	 a	 workshop,	 where	 we	 experimented	 with	 different	 ways	 of	

structuring	the	presentation	of	our	results.	Figure	6	are	photos	of	our	sketched	models	from	the	

workshop.		

	

	
A								 	 	 	 		 B				 	 	 	 C	

Figure	6:	Workshop	models.	Source:	Own	work	
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As	sketched	in	photo	A,	we	wanted	to	present	the	findings	of	where	the	cases	(the	stars)	affect	

the	indicators	of	copyright	management	efficiency	-	which	would	be	the	four	indicators	identified	

in	 the	 literature	 plus	 potential	 new	 discoveries	 emerging	 from	 the	 data	 analysis.	 Miles	 &	

Huberman	(1994)	say	that	a	multiple	case	study	can	be	either	case-oriented	or	variable-oriented.	

As	our	area	of	interest	is	the	copyright	management	efficiency,	we	chose	the	variable-oriented	

strategy	-	which	could	be	named	indicator-oriented	in	our	specific	research.	This	means	that	our	

focus	is	more	in,	how	our	indicator	is	affected	by	the	technology,	than	how	the	individual	case	

performs	 across	 the	 indicators.	 Therefore,	 we	 decided	 that	 the	 indicators	 of	 copyright	

management	efficiency	should	lead	the	findings	presentation,	backed	by	the	pattern	codes	about	

blockchain	potentials	(see	photo	B).	We	summarized	the	structure	in	photo	C,	showing	that	we	

would	 visualise	 our	 results	 at	 the	 end	 in	 a	 table	with	 the	 indicators	 vertically	 and	 the	 cases	

horizontally,	to	create	an	overview	over	how	the	four	indicators	can	potentially	be	affected	across	

the	cases.	This	approach	for	visualisation	is	built	on	Miles	&	Huberman’s	(1994)	description	of	

the	variable-oriented	approach.		

	

Before	the	actual	data	presentation,	we	will	provide	a	short	introduction	of	the	four	cases,	as	this	

helps	to	understand	the	findings	we	did	from	the	data.	
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7. Case descriptions 
This	chapter	will	give	a	brief	description	of	the	four	case	companies.	It	gives	a	basic	introduction	

to	 their	 structures,	 which	 supports	 the	 understanding	 of	 the	 subsequent	 analysis.	 The	

descriptions	are	based	on	facts	provided	by	the	companies.	However,	for	this	part,	we	will	not	be	

critical	towards	the	facts,	but	just	present	the	cases	as	they	present	themselves.	

7.1 Dot Blockchain 

Dot	Blockchain	(DotBC)	was	founded	in	2016	by	a	group	of	music-entrepreneur-veterans;	Benji	

Rogers,	Ken	Umezaki,	Bill	Wilson,	Allen	Bargfrede	and	Chris	Tse	(BWW,	2018).	Benji	Rogers,	who	

has	been	the	public	face	of	DotBC,	left	the	company	in	March	2019	for	investing	more	time	in	his	

other	companies	(Musically,	2019).	Today,	 the	company	has	offices	 in	New	York,	London,	Los	

Angeles	and	Portland	(ibid.).	DotBC	 is	a	public	benefit	company,	which	mean	that	some	of	 its	

profit	goes	to	musicians’	education	(DotBC,	2019).	

	

DotBC	aim	at	building	their	own	blockchain	consisting	of	nodes	run	by	the	existing	players	of	the	

industry.	Their	overall	aim	is	to	build	a	rights	ecosystem	that	provides	better	information	to	both	

businesses	 and	 creators	 in	 the	music	 industry	 (DotBC,	 2019).	 It	will	 be	 a	 consortium	model,	

where	 the	whole	 industry	 is	a	part	 of	 it	 in	 a	peer-to-peer	network,	 so	DotBC	 is	not	 a	 central	

authority	 (ibid.).	The	 figure	below	visualises	the	architectural	structure	of	DotBC’s	blockchain	

based	system.	Ring	1	is	the	bundle	of	datasets	from	DotBC	that	form	the	foundation	of	the	system.	

Ring	 2	 is	 the	 private	 and	 public	 metadata	 of	 the	 system.	 The	 private	 metadata	 can	 only	 be	

accessed	 by	 the	 individual	 rights	 holders	 and	 it	 can	 consist	 of	 e.g.	 personal	 information	 or	

amounts	of	royalties	received.	The	public	metadata	is	publicly	accessible,	and	it	can	consist	of	

data	such	as	information	on	who	wrote	a	specific	song	and	which	publisher	they	are	signed	to.	

Ring	3	 is	 the	nodes	of	 the	blockchain,	which	 consist	 of	 all	 the	 stakeholders	within	 the	music	

industry	 e.g.	 labels,	 publishers	 or	 rights	 holders.	Ring	 4	 is	 a	 communication	 layer	where	 the	

nodes/stakeholders	can	communicate	with	each	other	in	the	system.	

	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

54	

	
Figure	7:	Structure	of	DotBC’s	system.	Source:	DotBC	

	

DotBC’s	blockchain	collaborate	with	the	Hyperledger	blockchain	community	and	they	build	their	

solution	on	the	Hyperledger	Sawtooth	blockchain	(Cooke,	2017).	They	have	further	engaged	in	a	

partnership	with	Digimarc	about	a	smartphone	app,	which	makes	it	possible	to	identify	songs	

from	audio	alone	and	hereby	direct	users	to	a	DotBC’s	platform	showing	the	metadata	recorded	

on	 the	 DotBC	 blockchain	 (DotBC,	 2019).	 In	 2018,	 DotBC	 announced	 that	 they	 had	 made	 a	

partnership	with	Warner	Music	Group	(both	label	and	publisher)	(Musically,	2018).	There	has	

though	 not	 been	 any	 further	 information	 about	 the	 content	 of	 the	 partnership	 since	 the	

announcement	of	it.	

7.2 Muzeum 

Muzeum	was	founded	in	2017	in	Taiwan	by	Pochang	Wu	(Muzeum,	2019).	Muzeum	is	a	project	

under	KK	Farm’s	R&D	department,	which	is	a	digital	lab	that	is	developing	and	experimenting	in	

digital	solutions	(ibid.).	As	it	is	still	considered	a	R&D	project,	they	have	still	not	made	an	actual	

business	model	for	Muzeum	(Wu,	2018).	KK	Farm	is	a	part	of	KK	Box,	which	is	Asia's	largest	music	

streaming	service	provider	with	over	10	million	users	and	over	10	million	music	tracks	from	over	

500	music	labels	and	publishers	(KKBOX	Linkedin,	2019).	See	organisation	structure	below:	
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Figure	8:	KKBOX	organisation.	Source:	Muzeum	

	

Muzeum	is	a	blockchain	based	system	with	a	public	domain	database	 for	creative	 talents	and	

content	 (Muzeum,	2019).	Muzeum	 is	projected	 to	be	 an	open	platform	 for	both	 collaboration	

between	artists,	licensing	of	copyright	and	transferring	of	copyright	(ibid.).	Licensing	will	be	done	

though	smart	contracts	based	on	Ethereum,	and	a	distributed	ledger	will	be	available	for	rights	

holders	 to	 track	 content	 usage	 and	 royalty	 distribution	 (ibid.).	 Further,	 Muzeum	 gives	 the	

opportunity	for	building	new	applications	based	on	the	system.	Everyone	will	be	able	to	create	

applications	utilising	 the	data	from	the	public	system	(ibid.).	The	 first	application	released	on	

Muzeum	is	called	Oursong	app.	It	was	launched	in	April	2019,	and	it	makes	it	possible	for	rights	

holders	to	record	and	license	their	copyright	directly	to	users	(Oursong,	2019).	

7.3 Blokur 

Blokur	was	founded	in	2016	by	Phil	Barry	(Blokur	Linkedin,	2019).	The	year	before,	Barry	had	

founded	 another	 blockchain	 based	music	 company,	 the	 American	Ujo	Music,	which	 aimed	 at	

creating	a	blockchain	based	token	platform	for	funding	of	artists	(Ujo	Music,	2019).	Phil	Barry,	

however,	left	Ujo	after	one	year	to	start	Blokur.	Blokur	is	a	commercial	for-profit	company	with	

main	office	in	London	(Blokur	Linkedin,	2019).	They	are	creating	a	blockchain-based	platform,	

which	 aims	 at	 helping	 rights	 holders	 and	 music	 companies	 by	 providing	 accurate	 rights	

information	(ibid.).	For	doing	this,	they	are	building	an	Ethereum	based	database,	which	collect	

data	 from	 different	 sources	 into	 one	 register	 of	 correct	 data.	 The	 platform	 uses	 AI	machine	

learning	to	combine	the	data	sources	(ibid.).	These	functions	can	clean	incomplete	rights	data	and	

thereby	avoiding	or	help	settling	disputes	over	copyright	ownership.	
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Figure	9:	Data	flow	in	Blokur.	Source:	Blokur.com	

	

The	business	model	of	Blokur	 is	based	on	a	subscription	model	 (Barry,	2019).	Publishers	and	

other	 interested	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 music	 industry	 can	 subscribe	 to	 get	 access	 to	 Blokur’s	

database	for	a	monthly	fee,	which	is	the	main	income	for	Blokur.	Lately,	Blokur	have	for	example	

worked	with	Universal	Music	Group	on	a	playlist campaign across Europe called Ferrero Kinder Joy 

(Blokur	Linkedin,	2019).	Here,	Blokur	managed	to	use	their	system	for	matching	the	songs	from	

the	playlist	with	their	own	data.	This	made	it	possible	for	Universal	Music	Group	to	identify	all	

the	publishers	and	rights	holders	involved,	and	thereby	made	it	possible	for	Universal	to	clear	the	

rights	they	needed	(ibid.).	

7.4 Inmusik 

Inmusik	 is	 a	 commercial	 for-profit	 company	 based	 in	 the	 US,	 founded	 in	 2015	 by	 their	 CEO	

Stephen	Brett	 (Inmusik	Linkedin,	2019).	 Inmusik	aims	at	creating	a	new	blockchain-powered	

ecosystem,	which	among	others	 includes	a	new	music	streaming	service.	This	new	ecosystem	

should	be	implemented	as	a	peer-to-peer	platform,	enabling	direct	payments	between	user	and	

artist.	 On	 the	 platform,	 the	 concepts	 of	music	 streaming	 and	 social	media	 are	 combined	 and	

includes	community	curation	of	which	artists	should	be	featured	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	In	

this	regard,	the	platform	aims	at	providing	transparent	payouts	for	both	rights	holders	and	music	

fans,	 contributing	 to	 the	 curation	 process	 (Inmusik	 Linkedin,	 2019).	 Hereby	 fans	 should	 be	

rewarded	for	their	interaction	with	the	music	industry	as	influencers.	The	platform	will	also	have	

the	possibility	of	building	applications	in	extension	of	the	platform	(ibid.).		

	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

57	

	
Figure	 10:	 Connection	 between	 artists,	 fans	 and	 stakeholders	 in	 Inmusik’s	 system.	 Source:	

Medium	

	

Inmusik	especially	focus	on	fairness	and	wants	to	implement	a	token	platform	that	increases	the	

earnings	for	all	participants	in	the	music	industry	(Brett,	2019).	They	further	believe	in	a	direct	

connection	between	 the	users	and	the	 rights	holders	 through	 their	platform.	 In	2018	 Inmusk	

launched	 an	 ICO	 (Initial	 coin	 offer)	 by	 selling	 tokens	 for	 receiving	 funding	 to	 the	 company	

(ICObench,	2018).	In	the	company’s	roadmap	it	was	planned	to	release	a	version	of	the	streaming	

app	in	2018	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	As	of	May	2018,	the	app	has	not	been	launched	yet.	
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8. Findings and analysis  
The	following	chapter	will	outline	the	findings	done	in	the	data	through	the	coding	and	analysis.	

As	mentioned	 in	 the	method	 section,	 the	 chapter	will	 be	 structured	after	 the	 four	 indicators,	

which	was	identified	in	the	literature.	As	these	are	reflective	of	copyright	management	efficiency,	

this	is	a	way	to	assess	the	potential	effect	of	each	system.	We	will	present	how	each	of	the	cases	

relate	 to	 respectively	 data	 consistency,	 transparency,	 transaction	 costs	 and	 turnaround	 time.	

Each	indicator	will	be	presented	after	the	following	structure:	First	an	overall	assessment	of	the	

presence	of	the	indicator	in	the	data	will	be	made,	based	on	the	percentage	of	data	chunks	across	

all	sources	that	relates	to	the	indicator	in	question.	Then,	the	way	each	case	articulates	the	issue,	

will	be	outlined.	At	last,	the	way	each	case	relates	to	a	potential	blockchain	based	solution	will	be	

presented.	In	the	end,	there	will	be	a	presentation	of	four	additional	assessment	factors	that	was	

identified	 in	 the	coding	process.	These	are	added	because	 they	were	considered	relevant	and	

useful	to	include	in	the	assessment	of	the	potential	effect	of	the	cases.	

	

Each	part	of	the	analysis	is	concluded	with	a	table	summing	up	the	findings	of	the	part.	The	tables	

include	an	approximate	rating	of	each	case	-	either	low,	medium	or	high	–	based	on	the	findings	

of	how	they	perform	on	the	indicators	in	terms	of	potential	effect.	At	the	end	of	the	analysis,	a	

final	table	will	gather	all	the	ratings	into	one	visual	presentation	of	the	findings	

8.1 Data consistency  

The	first	indicator	presented	is	data	consistency,	which	in	the	literature	turned	out	to	be	central	

element	in	copyright	management	efficiency.	The	second	cycle	pattern	coding	of	the	data	showed	

that	a	little	more	than	15%	of	the	codes	from	all	the	interviews	and	documents	were	related	to	

data	consistency.	This	gives	an	overall	picture	that	data	consistency	is	an	area,	which	the	cases	

clearly	take	into	consideration.	The	following	will	first	present	how	each	of	the	cases	relate	to	the	

issue	of	data	consistency	and	subsequently,	how	they	approach	it	using	blockchain	technology.		

	

8.1.1 Data consistency in the cases 
The	issue	of	data	consistency	turned	out	to	be	slightly	different	across	the	cases	in	terms	of	focus	

and	importance.		
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The	most	obvious	case	in	this	regard	is	Blokur.	In	the	interview,	founder	Phil	Barry	clearly	states	

the	 importance	 of	 improving	 data	 consistency:	 “...that	 area	 [data	 consistency]	 is	 the	 biggest	

problem	and	I	think	it	will	have	the	biggest	impact	on	the	music	industry.”	(Barry,	2019).	Phil	

explains	the	effect	of	this	problem:	

	

“[...]	if	you	start	as	an	outsider	to	the	music	industry	and	you	read	stories	about	people	

not	 being	 paid	 enough	 or	 its	 taking	 a	 long	 time,	 then	 you	 might	 start	 [thinking]	

superficially	 at	 the	 level	 of,	 is	 the	 consumer	 paying	 enough?	 Then	 is	 Spotify	 paying	

enough?”	(Barry,	2019)	

	

However,	according	to	Barry,	these	problems,	in	most	cases	just	come	down	to	the	fact,	that	the	

copyright	ownership	data	is	too	inaccurate,	which	leads	to	costly	and	time-consuming	processes	

of	figuring	who	owns	the	music	(Barry,	2019).	Phil	expands	his	point	by	saying	that,	if	you	want	

to	improve	industry	processes	regarding	copyright	management,	you	have	to	start	with	the	rights	

information.	 Because	 copyright	 information	 determines	 who	 should	 be	 paid	 how	much,	 and	

according	to	Barry,	you	cannot	start	improving	processes	of	payment	and	licensing	until	know	

who	owns	the	music	(2019).	

	

DotBC	too	emphasises	problems	of	inconsistency	in	the	rights	data.	Benji	Rogers	says:	“I	would	

argue	that	the	biggest	fundamental	challenge	it	has	[the	music	industry],	is	that	it	doesn’t	know	

who	owns	what.	It	doesn’t	have	a	place	to	write	down,	who	owns	what.”	(Rogers,	2018).	Thus,	in	

resonance	with	Phil	Barry,	Rogers	thinks	that	the	biggest	problem	is	data	consistency.	This	point	

is	expanded	in	DotBC’s	patent	application,	which	explains	that	the	music	industry	has	been	unable	

to	track	ownership	data	in	a	consistent	and	dependably	way.	This	has	led	to	problems	in	terms	of	

knowing	 who	 would	 be	 owed	 royalties	 to	 a	 song	 (Rogers	 &	 Tse,	 patent	 application,	 2018).	

According	 to	 the	patent	 application,	 this	 results	 in	 artists	being	under-compensated	 for	 their	

work,	and	it	has	sizeable	negative	impact	for	the	industry	as	millions	of	dollars	every	year	are	lost	

because	of	lacking	rights	information	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018).	

	

Just	like	DotBC	and	Blokur,	Muzeum	has	a	great	focus	on	problems	in	data	consistency.	In	their	

white	paper,	they	say	that	in	the	music	industry:	“The	lack	of	standardization	and	fragmentation	

of	data	sources	create	inefficiencies	in	data	processing”	(Wu	et	al.,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	3).	In	

relation	 to	 copyright	data,	 they	 say	 that	 ownership	 information	of	 songs	 is	 “scattered	 among	

various	music	publishing	companies	and	copyright	organization,	usually	in	different	data	formats	
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and	varying	degree	of	completeness.”	(ibid.).	This,	according	to	Muzeum,	results	in	licensing	being	

done	through	manual,	labour-intensive	processes	creating	unnecessary	costs	and	delays.	

	

In	contrast	to	the	tree	other	cases,	Inmusik	do	not	mention	any	issues	of	data	consistency	neither	

through	their	white	paper	or	in	the	interview.		

	

8.1.2 Blockchain features for improving data consistency 
We	saw	how	data	consistency,	by	Blokur,	is	considered	as	the	main	problem	of	the	music	industry.	

So,	even	though	Phil	Barry	acknowledge	that	there	are	many	problems,	he	says	that	they	have	

decided	 just	 to	 focus	on	data	consistency	and	availability	of	 rights	 information	(Barry,	2019).	

According	to	Barry,	blockchain	technology	provides	very	good	opportunities	for	approaching	this	

problem:		

	

“I	think	that	the	marriage	of	the	need	for	accurate	rights	information,	that	everybody	can	

access	 and	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 blockchain	 to,	 [...]	 allow	 lots	 of	 different	people	 to	 reach	

consensus	about	a	set	of	facts,	is	an	[...]	obvious	alignment.”	(Barry,	2019)	

	

To	explain	the	concrete	problem	that	Blokur	solves,	Barry	compares	the	current	state	of	the	rights	

data	for	a	song	with	a	jigsaw	puzzle.	Each	person	involved	has	a	piece	of	the	puzzle	saying	e.g.	“I	

have	 three	 percent	 of	 the	 rights	 for	 four	months	 in	 Japan	 or	 12	 percent	 for	mechanicals	 in	

Germany”	(Barry,	2019).	According	to	Barry,	way	too	often,	pieces	of	the	puzzle	are	missing,	or	

there	are	pieces	that	do	not	fit,	are	conflicting	or	are	out	of	date.	Blokur	aims	at	putting	the	puzzle	

together	in	the	“most	accurate,	most	efficient	way”,	so	that	when	a	song	is	used,	it	is	clear	who	

should	 be	 paid	 (Barry,	 2019).	 In	 practice,	 Barry	 explains,	 Blokur	 get	 the	 data	 through	

partnerships	with	mainly	music	publishers.	The	data	from	the	different	partners	is	compared	to	

find	out,	when	they	talk	about	the	same	song	and	who	claims	how	much	of	which	rights	in	that	

particular	song.	The	information	is	stitch	together	into	a	register,	which	is	subsequently	captured	

on	the	blockchain	(Barry,	2019).		

	

Very	often,	however,	 the	rights	claims	do	not	add	up,	and	 they	get	conflicting	data.	For	 these	

instances,	 Blokur	 is	 using	 an	 algorithm	 that	 tries	 to	 automate	 a	 correct	 solution	 to	 the	 data	

inconsistency	 issue	before	 it	 is	 registered	on	the	blockchain.	Barry	explains	that	 if	the	parties	

disagree	with	the	result	of	the	algorithm,	“they	have	the	ability	to	open	a	counterclaim	as	a	human	

process;	provide	evidence	and	do	what	they	would	normally	[...]	do	in	collecting	society	contexts”	
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(Barry,	 2019).	When	 a	 solution	 has	 been	 settled,	 the	 result	 is	 finally	 captured	 on	 the	 public	

Ethereum	 blockchain,	which	 then	 becomes	 a	 record	 of	 the	 current	 best	 copyright	 ownership	

information	about	the	song.	Barry	explains	their	reasons	for	using	the	public	blockchain	instead	

of	making	their	own	blockchain	system:		

	

“...you	get	the	benefit	then	of	all	of	the	size	of	the	network,	so	it	makes	it	more	secure,	and	

also	from	a	user	perspective,	[...]	because	it	is	a	public	blockchain,	you	have	a	separation	

between	somebody	who	is	a	user	of	Blokur,	and	someone	that	needs	to	be	[...]	a	miner	in	

the	network”	(Barry,	2019).	

	

He	explains	that	if	you	instead	make	a	consortium,	you	need	to	make	the	users	mine	and	validate,	

which	would	not	be	attractive,	as	it	would	require	more	work	for	all	parties	to	keep	the	platform	

running.	If	you	instead	just	made	your	own	little	blockchain,	without	involving	the	users	in	the	

validation	 or	mining,	 then	 the	whole	 point	 of	 having	 a	 distributed	 register	would	 disappear,	

because	people	either	way	could	not	trust	what	was	on	the	blockchain	(Barry,	2019).	Thus,	Blokur	

uses	the	public	Ethereum	to	benefit	from	the	trust	and	security	based	on	the	scale	of	the	network,	

while	 not	 having	 to	 make	 the	 users	 validate	 and	 mine.	 Because	 of	 the	 immutability	 of	 the	

blockchain,	Barry	explains	that	changes	or	updates	in	the	rights	information	is	shown	as	an	audit	

trail,	where	you	can	go	back	and	see	changes	in	copyright	information	over	time	(Barry,	2019).		

	

Just	like	Barry,	Benji	Rogers	from	DotBC	see	data	consistency	as	the	fundamental	challenge	of	the	

music	 industry.	This	 challenge,	 also	DotBC	aim	at	approaching	 through	 their	 system.	 In	 their	

patent	application,	they	stress	that	there	have	been	several	prior	attempts	to	solve	the	issues	of	

data	 inconsistency	 through	 centralised	 systems,	 which	 all	 have	 failed	 (Rogers	 &	 Tse,	 patent	

application,	2018).	Instead,	DotBC	say	that	they	have	recognised	the	advantages	of	a	distributed	

system:	

	

“By	being	"distributed,"	there	may	be	multiple	different	copies	of	the	data	store	that	each	

hold	 a	 portion	 of	 all	 of	 the	 data	 in	 the	 data	 store,	with	 the	 different	 copies	 being	 [...]	

synchronized	to	ensure	that	data	held	in	one	matches	the	data	held	in	another,	but	with	

no	copy	of	the	data	store	being	treated	as	the	official	or	canonical	copy	of	the	data	store.”		

(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018,	p.	2).	

	

Figure	11	 from	 the	patent	 application	 summarises	 the	 structure.	The	 three	blockchain	 stores	

104A,	102A	and	108	are	all	synchronized.	When	an	artist	or	a	music	studio	finishes	a	song,	and	
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they	register	the	copyright	ownership	data	on	their	computer	(102),	it	will	be	added	to	their	node	

of	the	blockchain	(102A).	This	update	will	be	pushed	through	the	Communication	Network	(110)	

to	 the	other	nodes	of	the	network,	so	 that	the	CMO	(104)	will	get	the	 info	 in	 their	blockchain	

(104A)	and	the	users	in	theirs	(108).	When	a	user	plays	the	song	on	a	device	(106A/B/C),	it	will	

trigger	a	royalty	payment	based	on	the	data	in	the	node	(108),	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	

2018).	

	

	
Figure	11:	DotBC	architecture	model.	Source:	DotBC	

	

DotBC	says	about	the	copyright	data	that	“[CMOs]	would	aggregate,	at	a	single	point,	information	

on	who	has	contributed	to	a	song	and	who	is	owed	for	performances	of	the	work.”	(Rogers	&	Tse,	

patent	application,	2018,	p.	3).	Thus,	DotBC	aim	at	solving	the	data	consistency	issues	through	

the	 creation	 of	 one	 single	 distributed	 blockchain	 based	 system	 of	 rights	 information,	 which	

automatically	synchronizes	data	updates	across	the	nodes.	

	

According	 to	 Benji	 Rogers,	 the	 immutability	 of	 the	 blockchain	 further	 strengthens	 the	 data	

consistency.	In	the	interview,	he	explains	that	once	the	data	added	to	the	blockchain,	it	can	never	

be	deleted.	Instead,	changes	in	the	data	will	be	added	as	new	versions,	while	all	historical	versions	

will	keep	on	being	visible:	“[...]	in	a	DotBC	world,	if	you	altered	the	file,	you	would	be	proposing	it	

as	an	amendment	to	the	original	[...]”	(Rogers,	2018).	This	is	similar	to	the	audit	trail,	which	was	

proposed	by	Blokur.	In	general,	DotBC’s	idea	of	creating	a	single	distributed	blockchain	based	

database	 with	 accurate	 rights	 information	 seems	 close	 to	 the	 ideas	 of	 Blokur.	 However,	 in	
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contrast	to	Blokur’s	Ethereum	based	architecture,	Rogers	rejects	Ethereum	as	a	viable	solution	

for	 the	 music	 industry.	 He	 says	 that	 many	 other	 uses	 the	 public	 permissionless	 Ethereum	

blockchain,	but	he	sees	different	issues	with	the	technology	-	primarily,	he	points	to	scalability	

issues.	This	we	will	return	to	later.	In	the	patent	application,	however	they	write:	

	

“Embodyments	 [of	 the	 system]	 are	 not	 limited	 to	 operating	 with	 any	 particular	

implementation	of	blockchain	technologies,	and	may	operate	with	different	examples	of	

blockchains	 such	 as	 a	 Bitcoin	 style	 blockchain,	 an	 Ethereum-style	 blockchain,	 a	

blockchain	according	to	the	approaches	developed	by	Hyperledger,	or	other	Blockchain	

technologies”	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018,	p.	3).	

	

Mentioning	Ethereum	as	a	possibility	in	the	patent	application	does	not	correspond	with	Roger’s	

rejection	of	Ethereum	as	a	solution.	The	reason	for	this	discrepancy,	though,	might	be	that	they,	

in	the	patent	application	want	to	get	the	broadest	possible	protection,	and	thereby	mention	also	

Ethereum	 for	 not	 missing	 out	 on	 its	 future	 possibilities.	 Or	 it	 could	 be	 a	 way	 to	 exclude	

competitors	from	copying	their	concepts	through	an	Ethereum	based	blockchain	system.	

	

Finally,	DotBC	approaches	the	data	consistency	issue	with	the	concept	of	minimum	viable	data	

(Rogers,	2018).	This	means	that	their	system	has	a	minimum	requirement	of	the	amount	of	data	

added	to	allow	a	song	to	be	registered	on	the	blockchain.	The	ideas	are	described	in	the	patent	

applications:	“Ensuring	that	the	information	about	media	is	only	stored	in	the	data	store	when	

there	 is	more	 than	a	minimum	amount	of	 information	may	aid	in	preventing	 low-quality,	and	

unreliable,	information	from	being	stored”	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018,	p.	2).		

	

As	mentioned,	Muzeum	too	see	data	consistency	as	a	key	 issue	 in	the	music	 industry.	 In	their	

white	 paper,	 they	 expand	 this	 point	 by	 saying,	 “There	 has	 never	 been	 a	 decentralized	 yet	

universally	 agreeable	 depository	 of	 creator	 information,	 contribution	 history,	 and	 copyright	

ownership	information	at	scale	[...]	Furthermore,	there	is	no	standardization	of	data”	(Wu	et	al.,	

White	paper,	2018,	p.	2).	The	white	paper	claims	that	with	the	emerging	of	new	technologies,	

there	is	a	growing	voice	advocating	for	such	a	depository	with	standardisation	of	data	(Wu	et	al.,	

White	paper,	2018).	Thereby,	Muzeum	explain	how	they	aim	at	approaching	the	issues	relating	

data	consistency:	

	

“Muzeum	 leverages	 linked-data	 and	 distributed	 file	 system	 technologies	 to	 allow	 all	

industry	participants	to	share	a	common	database	for	the	synchronized	update	of	data	
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ensuring	consistency.	The	utilization	of	a	distributed	system	means	there	will	be	no	single	

centralized	organization	which	controls	the	data,	allowing	records	to	be	securely	stored	

and	more	open.”	(Wu,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	4)	

	

This	proposal	 looks	much	 like	 the	ones	of	Blokur	 and	DotBC:	 the	aim	of	securing	consistency	

through	creation	of	a	decentralised,	distributed	database,	for	all	industry	participants.	However,	

there	is	one	fundamental	difference	between	Muzeum	and	the	two	other	cases	in	terms	of	their	

projected	impact.	Where	Blokur	is	already	building	the	database	now	(Barry,	2018)	and	DotBC	

aim	at	being	live	within	few	years	(Rogers,	2018),	Muzeum	is	much	more	sceptical	in	terms	of	

impact	on	the	existing	music	catalogues.	Thereby,	Wu	explains:	

	

“[...]	it’s	very	hard:	“Hey	everyone	let’s	just	convert	all	your	copyrighters	to	blockchain.”	It’s	

impossible.	So	what	we	wanna	do.	Okay	from	now	on,	the	new	songs,	the	new	creative	

works,	we	gotta	records	on	blockchain.	Then	for	the	music	after	2019,	then	we	can	use	

blockchain	to	manage	it.”	(Wu,	2018)	

	

Thus,	Muzeum	do	not	aim	at	recording	the	historical	copyright	data	into	their	blockchain	based	

system.	 Instead,	 they	make	 a	 system	 for	 improving	 data	 consistency	 for	 future	 works.	 They	

believe	that	the	current	system	will	not	necessarily	change	with	the	introduction	of	the	new	one:	

“Maybe	the	old	model	will	never	change.	But	we	wanna	build	a	new	model	in	a	new	world,	maybe.	

So	those	old	world	and	new	world	can	exist	in	time.”	(Wu,	2018).	

	

As	mentioned,	data	consistency	is	not	a	focus	for	Inmusik.	However,	just	like	Muzeum,	Inmusik	

also	mention	the	challenge	of	introducing	a	new	system	in	an	old	world	with	historical	data:	

	

“cause	the	major	labels	own	the	history	of	music,	[…]	essentially	-	it’s	not	going	to	apply	

to	that,	it’s	gonna	be	from	now	on,	[…],	which	becomes	a	massive	massive	challenge.	[…],	

how	does	a	platform	work	out	historical	data	versus	future	data	using	two	completely	

different	systems.”	(Brett,	2019)		

	

Thus,	the	issue	for	Inmusik	lies	in	the	fact	that	the	major	labels	own	much	of	the	rights	of	the	

current	music	industry,	and	they	may	not	have	an	interest	in	sharing	the	data.	Therefore,	they	

conclude	that	their	solution,	 just	like	Muzeum,	will	only	apply	to	rights	information	registered	

from	now	on,	and	thus	the	system	will	not	impact	the	historical	data.	
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Even	though,	Inmusik	does	not	talk	explicitly	about	data	consistency,	they	refer	indirectly	to	the	

issue	when	saying:	“Inmusik’s	Token	is	the	first	cryptocurrency	that	attempts	to	accurately	and	

transparently	enable	an	industry	to	thrive	in	this	new	digital	age...”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	

The	fact	that	they	mention	“accuracy”,	could	be	viewed	as	a	sign	that	they	too	see	data	consistency	

as	an	issue,	which	they	try	to	approach.	Because,	if	accuracy	was	not	considered	an	issue,	it	would	

not	make	sense	for	them	to	highlight	it	as	a	positive	property	of	the	system.	However,	since	it	is	

only	mentioned	 indirectly,	 data	 consistency	 cannot	 be	 regarded	 as	 a	 focus	 area	 of	 Inmusik’s	

system	compared	to	the	three	first	cases.	

	

8.1.3 Sum up 
In	 relation	 to	data	 consistency,	we	 see	 that	both	Blokur,	DotBC	and	Muzeum	consider	 it	 as	 a	

fundamental	and	serious	issue	of	copyright	management	in	the	music	industry.	Even	though	they	

have	slightly	different	approaches	to	the	solution,	all	three	cases	have	in	common	that	they	aim	

at	creating	a	solution	consisting	of	one	single	distributed	blockchain	based	database	for	rights	

information.	The	dedicated	aims	of	Blokur	and	DotBC	of	improving	the	data	consistency	means	

that	 their	potential	 effect	will	 be	 considered	high.	Muzeum	 too	 have	 ambitious	 aims	 for	data	

consistency,	however,	their	system	will	only	apply	to	future	data,	and	therefore	not	improve	the	

data	consistency	of	the	existing	music.	Therefore,	their	potential	effect	will	only	be	considered	

medium.		Inmusik	do	not	relate	to	the	issue,	and	“accuracy”	is	just	mentioned	as	a	minor	detail	

when	explaining	the	benefits	of	their	solution.	Further,	their	system	too,	only	applies	to	future	

data,	and	therefore,	the	potential	effect	of	Inmusik	is	considered	low.	Below	is	a	visual	overview	

of	our	findings	from	the	analysis	and	the	rating	in	terms	of	potential	effect	on	data	consistency.	
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Table	1:	Overview	of	findings	from	data	consistency.	Source:	Own	work	

	

8.2 Transparency 

As	outlined	in	the	literature	review,	transparency	is	an	important	indicator	in	the	measurement	

of	copyright	management	efficiency.	It	became	apparent	that	there	was	a	high	presence	of	the	

concept	 in	 the	 data	 with	 almost	 14%	 of	 the	 statements	 centred	 around	 transparency.	 The	

following	chapter	will	present,	first	how	the	individual	cases	view	the	issue	of	transparency,	and	

subsequently,	 how	 they	 to	 different	 degrees	 aim	 at	 using	 blockchain	 features	 for	 improving	

transparency.	

	

8.2.1 Transparency in the cases 
It	was	a	clear	pattern	through	our	data	that	all	four	cases	focus	on	improving	transparency.	In	the	

white	paper,	Muzeum	say:	“Although	new	digital	distribution	and	media	services	have	emerged	

[the	last	20	years],	the	basic	business	infrastructure	for	content	creators	[...]	remain	stagnant	in	

terms	of	efficiency	and	transparency.”	(Wu	et	al.,	2018,	p.	2).	Pochang	Wu	expands	this	by	saying	

that	in	terms	of	copyright	royalty	payments,	it	is	“still	not	very	clear”	how	the	money	flows	(Wu,	
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2018).	 Muzeum	 see	 it	 as	 a	 serious	 problem	 that	 the	 rights	 holders	 cannot	 receive	 clear	

information	about	what	kinds	of	transactions	their	copyright	royalties	are	passing	through	(Wu,	

2018).	Wu	explains	this	with	an	example	from	his	own	life	as	an	artist	where	he	once	asked	his	

local	CMO	to	send	a	report	over	his	royalties:	“Like	one	time	[...]	I	would	see	my	public	royalty	of	

one	specific	song,	can	I	see	the	report?	They	say	no	sorry,	our	system	is	too	old	[...]”	(Wu,	2018).	

This,	 he	 sees	 a	 clear	 example	 of	 the	 lack	 transparency	 in	 the	 current	 copyright	management	

system.	

	

DotBC	supports	the	need	for	more	transparency.	In	their	patent	application	(2018),	they	refer	to	

the	general	need	for	artists	to	gain	better	access	to	data	about	their	royalties	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	

application,	2018).	They	explain	how	their	system	aim	at	helping	this	problem.	The	system	could	

update	the	rights	holder:	“[...]	before,	during	or	after	an	access	[a	play	or	use	of	the	music],	like	

sending	a	notification	that	a	royalty-triggering	event	(e.g.,	a	public	performance)	has	occurred.”	

(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018,	p.	2).	DotBC	says	 that	this	kind	of	notifications	could	

provide	 rights	 holders	 with	 transparent,	 real-time	 insight	 into	 the	 copyright	 management	

(Rogers	 &	 Tse,	 patent	 application,	 2018).	 DotBC,	 however,	 highlights	 a	 dilemma	 elating	

transparency	vs.	private	information.	In	the	patent	application,	they	refer	to	an	issue,	that	some	

artists	might	not	be	 interested	 in	 giving	 full	public	 transparency	 into	 their	 royalty	payments.		

Therefore,	 they	 suggest	 a	 system	 consisting	 of	 two	 blockchains:	 one	 public	 and	 one	 private	

(Rogers	 &	 Tse,	 patent	 application,	 2018).	 DotBC	 explains	 that	 it:	 “[...]	 may	 include	 a	 first	

blockchain,	synchronized	to	the	public	blockchain	[...]	and	a	second	blockchain,	containing	data	

private	[...]”	(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018,	p.	6).	By	dividing	the	copyright	information	

into	two	separate	blockchains,	it	creates	an	opportunity	for	providing	full	transparency	for	the	

individual	rights	holder,	while	limiting	the	public	insight	into	their	private	royalty	statements.	

Hereby,	DotBC	suggests	a	system	that	tries	to	balance	the	need	for	transparency	against	a	need	

for	privacy	of	the	rights	holders.		

	

The	case	of	Inmusik	urges	the	need	of	more	transparency	in	the	music	industry	for	creating	a	

fairer	system	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	In	the	white	paper,	they	outline	the	following	incentives	

behind	the	system:	“It	was	created	to	be	a	transparent	ecosystem	which	allows	the	business	of	

music	to	take	place	in	the	fairest	way	possible.”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	14).	So,	for	Inmusik,	

transparency	 is	 a	 means	 to	 foster	 fairness	 in	 the	 music	 industry.	 Inmusik,	 however,	 have	 a	

different	approach	to	transparency	than	DotBC	and	Muzeum,	as	they	also	want	to	pay	music	fans	

in	a	transparent	way.	Brett	expanded	this	aim	of	paying	music	fans:	
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“[…]	I	propose	[...]	that	any	value	that	is	created	should	be	rewarded	fairly	based	on	the	

measurable	value	that	they	offer,	and	the	impact	that	happens	as	a	result.	So,	if	you	can	

give	fans	the	ability	to	become	marketers	for	the	artist,	like	be	really	super	fans.	Shouldn’t	

they	be	rewarded	for	it?	I	think	they	should.	So,	if	they	choose,	they	can	do	this	on	two	or	

three	different	levels.”	(Brett,	2019).		

	

In	general,	Imusik	is	very	much	focused	on	the	user	side,	creating	opportunities	for	music	fans	to	

interact	 in	 new	ways	 through	 their	 blockchain	 based	 streaming	 system	 (Brett,	White	 paper,	

2018).	With	this	high	focus	on	the	fans,	Inmusik	seems	to	prioritise	the	rights	holders	lower	than	

the	other	cases.	This	focus	could	be	viewed	as	a	limitation	as	it	seems	to	lower	their	focus	on	

copyright	management.	This	should	be	 taken	 into	consideration	when	assessing	 the	potential	

effect	of	Inmusik	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	

	

In	sharp	contrast	 to	 Inmusik,	Blokur	almost	exclusively	 focuses	on	rights	 information.	Blokur	

values	 transparency	 highly	 and	 sees	 it	 as	 an	 important	 part	 of	 securing	 accuracy	 of	 rights	

information	for	the	music	industry.	As	mentioned,	Barry	says	that	there	is	a	good	match	between	

the	use	of	blockchain	technology	and	the	need	for	accurate	data	which	everybody	can	have	full	

access	to	(Barry,	2019).	Thereby,	Blokur	sees	transparency	in	as	a	crucial	element	in	securing	

more	 efficiency	 copyright	 management	 by	 providing	 access	 to	 the	 more	 accurate	 rights	

information.		

	

8.2.2 Blockchain features for improving transparency 
We	see	that	all	cases,	on	different	levels,	stress	transparency	as	an	issue.	The	focus	will	now	turn	

to	 the	 specific	 blockchain	 features,	 they	 want	 to	 apply	 for	 securing	 a	 higher	 degree	 of	

transparency.	

	

8.2.2.1 Database for transparent ownership data 
Across	the	data	from	all	the	four	cases,	we	see	that	they	share	the	aim	of	creating	a	new	blockchain	

based	database,	which	should	increase	the	transparency	regarding	access	to	copyright	ownership	

data	(Brett,	2019;	Barry,	 2019;	Wu,	2018;	Rogers,	 2018).	However,	 as	mentioned	 in	 the	data	

consistency	 part,	 Inmusik	 and	 Muzeum,	 do	 not	 aim	 at	 including	 historic	 metadata	 in	 their	

database,	as	they	believe	that	it	will	be	too	complicated	to	get	access	to	(Brett,	2019;	Wu,	2018).	

Thereby,	their	projected	improvements	of	transparency	will	only	apply	to	songs	released	from	

today	and	on.	Despite	this,	Muzeum	still	have	high	ambitions	for	their	database	in	the	long	term	
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for	 increasing	 transparency	 regarding	ownership	 information	of	 rights	holders	 for	 the	whole	

industry	(Wu,	White	paper,	2018).	The	aims	of	Inmusik	are	less	ambitions,	as	their	database	only	

aim	at	improving	transparency	within	their	own	streaming	universe	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	

In	terms	of	Blokur	and	DotBC,	they	have	great	ambitions	for	their	increasing	transparency	across	

the	whole	 industry	by	creating	 their	distributed	databases,	also	including	historical	data	 from	

songs	already	released	(Barry,	2019;	Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018).	

	

8.2.2.2 Disintermediation for transparent transaction data 
Besides	the	shared	aims	of	creating	a	blockchain	based	database	for	increased	transparency	of	

copyright	ownership	data,	disintermediation	was	a	recurrent	theme	in	relation	to	transparency.	

In	 this	 regard,	 however,	 the	 cases	 propose	 different	 takes	 on	 the	 possibilities	 of	 blockchain	

technology.	 Though,	 they	 all	 agreed	 about	 the	 issue	 of	 lacking	 transparency	 relating	 the	

transactions,	they	had	different	approaches	to	how	this	should	be	solved.		

	

In	the	case	of	Inmusik,	it	is	clear	they	want	more	direct	and	transparent	transactions	between	the	

users	and	the	rights	holders.	This,	they	aim	at	facilitating	by	enabling	peer-to-peer	transaction,	

cutting	out	the	existing	middlemen	(Brett,	2018,	White	paper).	Brett	explains	how	this	benefits	

the	rights	holders:	“[...]	the	artist	maintains	the	copyright,	and	the	artist	is	essentially	in	control	

[...]”	(Brett,	2019).	By	cutting	away	the	middlemen,	the	artist	has	the	control	over	the	licensing	of	

their	works,	and	this	allows	them	to	have	full	transparency	over	the	transactions	relating	to	their	

royalty	payments	(Brett,	2019).	

	

In	contrast,	Blokur	do	not	want	to	cut	away	middlemen.	According	to	Barry	(2019),	the	idea	of	

peer-to-peer	transactions	directly	between	artist	and	consumer	was	what	the	very	early	ideas	of	

blockchain	technology	in	music	focussed	in.	But	he	does	not	think	anymore,	that	it	is	desirable.	

Instead	of	using	the	blockchain	technology	for	disintermediation,	Blokur	exclusively	focus	on	the	

providing	giving	easier	access	to	accurate	copyright	data	(Barry,	2019).	Thereby,	Blokur	do	not	

increase	the	transparency	relating	copyright	related	transactions.	

	

	In	resonance	with	Blokur,	DotBC	do	not	see	disintermediation	as	an	attractive	possibility	 for	

their	system	(Rogers,	2018).	Instead,	Rogers	claim	that	their	system	will	help	the	intermediaries.	

Thereby,	 he	 has	 a	 very	 positive	 and	 inclusive	 approach,	when	 saying	 “Jah,	 I	 think	 it	 benefits	

everybody.”	(Rogers,	2018).	Thereby,	like	Blokur,	DotBC	focus	their	transparency	effort	on	better	

access	to	data.		
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Muzeum	proposes	properly	the	most	ambitious	aims	for	supporting	higher	transparency	in	the	

industry.	Like	Inmusik,	they	want	to	cut	away	the	middlemen	between	the	rights	holders	and	the	

users.	Wu	explains	that	the	goal	of	the	system	is	to	“[...]	take	back	[the	power]	from	the	middle	

men.	We	want	to	make	the	transactions	very	simple.	From	end	to	end.	When	it	comes	to	music,	to	

creators,	to	audiences,	or	found	labels	to	the	audience.”	(Wu,	2018).	By	implementing	a	simple	

peer-to-peer	system,	without	any	middlemen	Muzeum	can	potentially	increase	the	transparency	

both	in	terms	of	ownership	data	and	transactions.	In	contrast	to	Inmusik,	these	aims	should	not	

just	apply	within	the	system,	but	for	the	whole	music	industry	(Wu,	White	paper,	2018)	For	Wu,	

however,	this	does	not	mean	that	the	CMOs	should	disappear	completely,	their	roles	should	just	

be	minimised:	

	

“I	don’t	think	we	don’t	need	them	[the	CMOs],	but	I	 just	think	we	don’t	need	collective	

societies	to	[…]	calculate	the	money,	to	do	the	money	transactions	for	us.	But	we	do	need	

collective	societies	for	collecting	the	money	for	us.”	(Wu,	2018).		

	

Thus,	Muzeum	do	not	want	complete	disintermediation.	They	just	want	to	take	away	some	tasks	

from	 the	 CMOs	 relating	 calculations	 and	 transactions,	 because	 these	 processes	 are	 not	 very	

transparent.	Thereby	Muzeum	aims	at	increasing	transparency	through	partial	disintermediation	

by	reducing	the	role	of	middlemen	such	as	CMOs.	

	

8.2.3 Sum up 
In	relation	to	transparency,	we	see	how	all	four	cases	regard	it	as	an	important	issue	of	copyright	

management	in	the	music	 industry.	The	 four	cases,	however,	 suggest	different	approaches	 for	

improving	the	transparency	using	blockchain	technology.	Muzeum	and	Inmusik	aim	at	improving	

transparency	 both	 by	 providing	 better	 access	 to	 copyright	 ownership	 information	 in	 their	

databases,	but	especially	by	facilitation	peer-to-peer	transactions,	resulting	in	disintermediation	

of	the	current	CMOs.	By	cutting	away	the	middlemen,	the	transactions	will	be	fully	transparent	

for	 the	 rights	 holders.	 Muzeum’s	 aim	 of	 creating	 such	 a	 system	 benefitting	 the	 whole	music	

industry,	means	that	its	potential	effect	is	considered	high.	In	contrast,	Inmusik’s	system	will	only	

increase	the	transparency	within	their	own	ecosystem,	and	their	potential	effect	will	therefore	

only	 be	 considered	 medium.	 Blokur	 and	 DotBC	 also	 aim	 at	 building	 systems	 improving	 the	

transparency	 of	 the	 whole	 music	 industry.	 However,	 these	 two	 systems	 mainly	 focus	 on	

transparency	 regarding	 access	 to	 copyright	 ownership	 data,	 and	 only	 have	 a	minor	 focus	 on	

transactions	with	no	 intents	of	reducing	 the	number	of	middlemen.	Therefore,	 their	potential	
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effect	on	transparency,	will	be	considered	medium.	Below	is	a	visual	overview	of	our	findings	

from	the	analysis	and	the	rating	in	terms	of	potential	effect	on	transparency.	

	

	
Table	2:	Overview	of	findings	from	transparency.	Source:	Own	work	

	

8.3 Transaction costs 

The	third	indicator	is	transaction	costs,	which	had	a	key	role	in	copyright	management	efficiency	

according	to	the	literature.	In	our	coding,	the	pattern	code	transaction	costs	alone	only	accounted	

for	6%	of	the	coded	statements,	however	a	big	part	of	the	statements	relating	automation	was	

closely	related	 to	transaction	costs,	and	that	code	accounted	 for	16%	of	the	statements.	Thus,	

from	a	general	overview,	transaction	costs	itself	was	not	mentioned	much,	but	automation	was	

often	referred	 to	as	a	possibility	of	blockchain	 technology,	which	could	 increase	efficiency,	by	

reducing	transaction	costs.	As	transactions	costs	was	only	implicitly	present	across	the	cases,	we	

will	not	explicitly	state	how	the	cases	view	this	 issue.	 Instead	we	 found	 it	more	useful	 to	 just	

present	how	their	systems	aim	at	affecting	transaction	costs	through	blockchain	features.	
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8.3.1 Blockchain features for reducing transaction costs 
Muzeum	has	a	great	focus	on	reducing	transaction	costs	through	their	blockchain	based	system.	

According	to	Pochang	Wu,	 one	of	 the	greatest	obstacles	 for	artists	 to	make	money	 from	their	

works	is	that	the	copyright	licensing	process	is	very	complicated	because	you	have	to	go	through	

a	lot	of	middlemen,	who	all	take	a	cut	of	the	royalties.	This	makes	it	hard	for	creators	to	make	a	

living	(Wu,	2018).	Therefore,	as	mentioned	in	the	transparency	chapter,	disintermediation	is	one	

of	the	prime	goals	for	Muzeum	in	order	to	reduce	transaction	costs	and	increase	rights	holder	

income.	The	way	they	want	to	do	this	is	especially	through	automation	of	the	copyright	licensing	

processes:		

	

“Creators	and	copyright	holders	can	register	their	own	copyrights,	set	licensing	terms	and	

conditions,	 and	 execute	 licensing	 activities	 automatically	 on	 decentralized	 copyright	

management	 platforms.	 Licensees	 can	 accept	 the	 pre-set	 terms	 and	 conditions	 front-

loaded	 by	 the	 copyright	 holders,	 or	 negotiate	 customized	 licensing	 terms	 e-managed	

through	smart	contracts.”	(Wu	et	al.,	White	paper,	2018).	

	

Further	 Muzeum’s	 white	 paper	 explains	 that	 the	 smart	 contracts	 are	 able	 to,	 automatically	

perform	royalty	split	between	the	rights	holders,	so	that	everyone	automatically	gets	his	or	her	

share,	 without	 the	 involvement	 of	 intermediaries	 (Wu	 et	 al.,	 White	 paper,	 2018).	 Thus,	 by	

automating	both	the	licensing	and	royalty	split,	the	system	takes	away	tasks	traditionally	done	

by	the	CMOs.	Muzeum	sum	up	the	effects	of	their	system:	

	

“[…]	licensing	of	copyright	can	operate	in	a	trust-free	system,	which	dramatically	reduces	

cost	[...]	All	participants	in	the	creative	industries	can	take	advantage	of	this	open	platform	

and	allow	[…]	copyright	licensing	and	royalty	distribution	to	become	more	efficient	that	

at	present.”	(Wu	et	al.,	white	paper,	2018,	p.	4).	

	

Thus,	Muzeum’s	 system	aims	at	 increasing	 copyright	management	 efficient	by	 reducing	 costs	

through	disintermediation.	In	straight	contrast,	Blokur	do	not	believe	that	disintermediation	is	

the	way	forward	for	reducing	transaction	costs.	According	the	Phil	Barry,	this	is	a	wrong	focus	for	

blockchain	based	solutions.		

	

“in	the	beginning	when	this	technology	was	first	talked	about	in	music,	which	was	really	

when	I	did	a	project	with	Imogen	Heap	called,	Ujo,	[..].	people	were	talking	about	it	as	a	
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way	of	having	[…]	consumer	directly	interacting	[...]	with	the	artist,	and	all	of	the	business	

side	of	it	being	management	by	the	technology	and	there	being	nothing	in	between.	I	think	

we	are	long	way	of	that	really	being	attractive	for	either	side.”	(Barry,	2019).	

	

What	is	especially	interesting	is	that	he	criticises	his	own	former	work	in	Ujo	by	saying	that	his	

earlier	ideas	turned	out	not	to	be	attractive.	At	the	same	time,	this	indirectly	means	that	he	do	not	

believe	that	the	approach	of	Muzeum	is	appropriate.	Barry	expands	his	point:		

	

“...from	the	artist	point	of	view,	you	want	to	spend	your	time	making	music,	and	sure	you	

can	use	technology	to	improve	[...]	how	much	time	you	spend	on	everything	else	and	more	

time	being	creative,	but	still	you	need	partners	to	help	you	build	your	career,	so	I	think	on	

the	artist	side	also,	you	don’t	wanna	spend	all	you	 time	doing	administration	and	 just	

going	through	technology.	So	that	was	the	most	extreme	example	in	the	beginning	with	

things	like	Ujo.”	(Barry,	2019).	

	

Thus,	his	reason	for	rejecting	disintermediation	is	basically	that	musicians	want	to	make	music	

and	not	spend	their	 time	doing	all	 the	practical	 tasks.	Calling	his	earlier	attempt	an	“extreme	

example”	could	indicate	that	he	does	not	regard	solutions	that	aim	for	disintermediation	realistic.	

	

Yet,	Blokur	still	aim	at	reducing	transaction	costs.	Their	approach,	however,	goes	back	to	the	issue	

of	 data	 consistency,	which	 according	 to	Barry,	 results	 in	unnecessarily	high	 transaction	 costs	

(Barry,	2019).	As	mentioned,	he	says	that	there	today	is	a	huge	amount	of	costs	related	to	the	

process	of	identifying	who	should	be	paid	how	much.	Thus,	Barry	says	that	the	rights	database,	

Blokur	is	building	will	reduce	transaction	costs	relating	copyright:	“That	makes	it	quicker	and	

lower	costs	for	the	person	that	is	using	the	music	to	meet	their	obligations,	and	it	also	means	that	

the	person	that	wrote	the	song	gets	paid	more”	(Barry,	2019).		

	

Even	though	Blokur	do	not	focus	on	cost	reduction	through	automation	of	transactions,	Phil	Barry	

says	that	there	are	obvious	potentials	for	expanding	with	these	functionalities	in	the	future.	He	

especially	underlines	the	possibilities	of	automated	licensing	through	Ethereum	smart	contracts.	

However,	Blokur	have	chosen	to	start	another	place,	because	according	to	Barry,	first	step	is	to	

get	the	rights	information	settled.	

	

“[...]	over	time,	having	built	this	foundation,	which	is	the	accurate	rights	information,	we	

will	then	start	to	build	more	functionalities	on	the	top	that	is	more	transactional.	But	it	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

74	

will	take	us	a	little	while	to	move	towards	that	as	being	kind	of	a	core	part	of	the	business.”	

(Barry,	2019).	

	

With	this	said	though,	according	to	Phil	Barry,	it	will	take	at	least	five	to	ten	years	before	they	will	

be	 at	 a	 point	where	 the	 licensing,	 royalty	 collection	 and	payment	will	 be	 automated.	 And	 he	

stresses	the	practical	need	as	a	start-up	to	focus	on	just	one	thing	and	do	that	well	before	opening	

up	with	more	functionalities	(Barry,	2019).		

	

In	this	regard,	it	is	interesting,	that	Phil	Barry	comes	from	a	background	in	Ujo,	where	he	wanted	

to	do	the	whole	peer-to-peer	transaction	(Barry,	2019).	Now	that	he	has	tried	it,	he	says	that	it	

does	not	make	sense	to	start	there.	It	is	necessary	to	fix	all	the	rights	information	before	trying	to	

automate	the	transactions.	This	point	questions	whether	Muzeum	is	way	too	unrealistic	in	their	

ambitions	regarding	their	system.	On	the	other	hand,	Muzeum	explicitly	acknowledge	that	the	

task	 is	 very	 difficult,	 admitting	 that	 their	 system	might	 only	 apply	 to	 future	 and	 not	 for	 the	

historical	information.	

	

Another	point	that	showed	up	in	relation	to	Blokur	builds	on	the	fact	that	Barry	mentioned	that	

they	 primarily	 work	 with	 big	music	 publishers	when	 sourcing	 the	 data	 for	 their	 distributed	

database.	It	 is	interesting,	that	they	do	not	focus	more	on	the	CMOs,	even	though	they	are	the	

main	copyright	management	institutions.	This	could	indicate	that	Blokur	mainly	aim	at	serving	

the	interests	of	the	music	publishers.	At	the	same	time,	during	the	interview,	Phil	confirmed	that	

it	is	no	secret	that	the	big	publishers	nowadays	increasingly	go	for	direct	copyright	licensing	on	

digital	 platforms	without	 using	 the	 CMOs.	 Therefore,	 even	 though	 Phil	 rejects	motivations	 of	

disintermediation,	the	Blokur	solution	might	either	way	help	publishers	to	bypass	the	CMOs	and	

do	direct	licensing	in	the	future,	by	giving	them	access	to	an	accurate	rights	database	themselves.	

This	would	lower	the	transaction	costs	of	rights	holders	signed	to	the	publishers	but	weaken	the	

role	of	the	CMOs.		

	

For	Inmusik,	transaction	costs	are	very	much	in	focus.	As	mentioned	in	the	case	description,	their	

system	includes	the	building	of	a	new	music	streaming	platform,	which	facilitates	direct	peer-to-

peer	payment	from	the	user	to	the	copyright	holder	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	In	their	white	

paper,	they	explain	that	“Blockchain	based	smart	contracts	provide	accountability	in	a	way	no	

other	 technology	 can	 offer.	 They	 […]	 facilitate	 peer-to-peer	 financial	 transactions	 across	 the	

globe”	(Brett,	White	paper	2018,	p.	21).	Thus,	it	is	the	functionalities	of	blockchain	based	smart	
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contracts	that	enables	their	system	to	leverage	the	peer-to-peer	transactions.	The	result	of	peer-

to-peer	transactions	will	be	that	they,	just	like	Muzeum,	cut	away	the	middle	men.	As	mentioned,	

Brett	 highlights	 the	 benefits	 by	 saying	 that	 the	 artists	 then	 stay	 in	 control	 and	 keep	 their	

copyright,	while	it	stops	unfavourable	agreements,	which	is	currently	being	made	in	the	music	

industry	(Brett,	2019).	

	

Just	like	Muzeum,	Inmusik	stresses	the	automation	of	royalty	splits	as	a	great	advantage.	In	the	

white	 paper,	 they	 write	 that	 the	 system	 automatically	 can	 distribute	 royalties	 based	 on	

ownership,	which	 the	 artist	 provides,	when	 they	 upload	 songs	 to	 the	 platform	 (Brett,	White	

paper,	2019).	Brett	expands	this	point	by	explaining	the	possibilities	of	the	smart	contracts,	which	

enables	 rights	 holders	 to	 write	 in	 terms	 of	 usage.	 For	 example,	 “if	 a	 song	 is	 streamed	 in	

Philippines,	it’s	paid	out	0,002	cents	for	example.	If	it’s	streamed	in	The	Stated,	it’s	0,2	cents.	If	

it’s	used	in	a	movie,	its	10.000	dollars,	if	it’s	used	in	a	YouTube	corporate	video,	it’s	800	bucks”	

(Brett,	2019).	All	these	transactions	will,	according	to	Brett,	automatically	be	fulfilled.		

	

In	 the	white	 paper,	 they	 sum	 up	 how	 the	 peer-to-peer	 transactions	 and	 the	 automation	will	

reduce	 transaction	 costs	 by	 reducing	 manual	 paperwork:	 “Putting	 music	 business	 data	 and	

transactions	on	blockchain	smart	contracts	will	increase	the	speed	of	service	and	save	millions	in	

reduced	paperwork.”	(Brett,	White	Paper,	2018).	In	addition	to	the	savings	related	automation	

and	disintermediation,	Inmusik	also	claim	that	they	have	no	transaction	fees.	However,	regarding	

this	point	we	found	some	contradictions	in	the	data.	In	their	white	paper,	Inmusik	says:	

	

“The	solution	we	innovated	ensures	the	network	can	support	millions	of	transactions	per	

second	with	ZERO	transaction	fees”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	21).	

	

Thus,	they	claim	that	their	system	will	have	no	transaction	fees.	At	the	same	time,	however,	we	

found	that	Stephen	Brett	in	the	interview	said:		

	

“So,	what	we’re	doing	is	that	we	take	small	transaction	fees.	So,	if	an	artist	is	taking	there	

payout	 […]	 the	 service	 we	 provide	 will	 be	 at	 7.5%[...].	 And	 there	 will	 also	 be	 some	

transactional	fees	for	cryptocurrencies	so	whatever	the	mining	fee	costs,	we	make	sure	

we’re	covering	that	and	a	little	bit	extra,	to	make	sure	[that]	the	system	is	being	paid	for	

as	well..”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	
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So,	 the	white	paper	claims	“ZERO”	 transaction	 fees,	while	Brett	says	 that	 they	will	 take	small	

transaction	fees.	This	is	a	clear	contradiction,	and	it	could	question	the	trustworthiness	of	the	

claims	 of	 the	white	 paper.	 As	mentioned	 in	 the	method	 part,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 consider	 the	

function	of	a	document,	when	doing	document	analysis.	In	this	regard,	it	is	relevant	to	note,	that	

Inmusik	was	funded	through	an	ICO	(initial	coin	offer),	where	they	sold	tokens	to	investors	who	

believed	in	their	solution	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018).	Therefore,	from	the	company	point	of	view,	

a	central	function	of	the	white	paper	is	to	convince	people	to	invest	in	tokens.	In	this	process,	a	

start-up	like	Inmusik	could	potentially	be	tempted	to	exaggerate	the	benefits	in	the	white	paper,	

to	 persuade	 potential	 investors.	 This	 is	 of	 course	 speculations.	 However,	 throughout	 the	

document,	different	aspects	of	the	system	are	described	with	superlatives	and	remarkably	high	

numbers	without	evidence,	e.g.:	“[we	will]	attract	millions	of	fans	to	the	platforms”,	“the	network	

can	support	millions	of	transactions	per	second”,	“[we	enable]	amazing	application”	(Brett,	White	

paper,	2018,	p.	23).	These	statements	seem	odd	in	a	document	that	should	give	a	professional	

look	 into	 the	system.	This	could	be	 interpreted	as	an	attempted	persuasion,	which	could	also	

explain	the	contradictions	between	the	white	paper	and	Brett’s	statements	regarding	transaction	

fees.		

	

Returning	to	the	indicator	of	transaction	costs,	the	zero	transaction	fees,	as	claimed	in	the	white	

paper,	 may	 lower	 the	 transaction	 costs	 compared	 to	 today’s	 copyright	management	 system,	

where	the	CMOs	endure	administration	costs.	However,	if	they,	like	Stephen	Brett	says,	do	take	a	

transaction	fee,	they	may	remove	middlemen	and	facilitate	peer-to-peer	transactions,	however,	

then	they	will	just	impose	a	new	transaction	cost	themselves,	which	they	are	not	clear	about	in	

terms	of	size.	

	

DotBC	do	not	explicitly	talk	about	transaction	costs	as	a	focus	area	in	their	system.	However,	still	

some	of	the	same	functionalities,	which	the	other	cases	discuss	in	relation	to	transaction	costs	do	

also	apply	to	DotBC.	Thereby,	the	cost	reductions	regarding	copyright	management,	may	also	be	

affected	by	the	projected	aims	of	DotBC.	First,	they	write	in	the	patent	application	that	problems	

in	data	consistency	result	in	sizable	amounts	of	money	getting	lost,	because	industry	players	such	

as	CMOs,	cannot	detect	who	is	the	correct	rights	holder.	This	problem,	DotBC	want	to	mitigate	

through	their	distributed	rights	database,	which	makes	it	easier	for	industry	players	to	identify	

rights	holders	 (Rogers	&	Tse,	 patent	application,	 2018).	 If	 the	 identification	process	becomes	

easier,	and	the	CMOs	thereby	need	to	spend	less	resources,	this	will	in	turn	reduce	the	transaction	

costs	in	terms	of	administration	fees	from	CMOs.	Thus,	in	contrast	to	Muzeum	and	Inmusik,	Dot	
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Blokchain	do	not	want	to	cut	away	the	middlemen,	but	just	help	them	to	process	the	transactions	

more	efficiently.		

	

Additionally,	DotBC	too,	want	to	use	smart	contracts	to	automate	licensing	processes.	According	

to	Rogers	(2018),	in	the	future,	artists	will	be	able	to	write	in	licensing	terms	in	smart	contracts,	

so	that	if	e.g.	someone	wants	to	use	their	music	in	a	video,	the	smart	contract	will	automatically	

take	care	of	 the	 transaction	without	the	artist	even	know	who	has	 licenced	 it.	Because	of	 this	

automation,	there	is	no	administration	costs,	and	that	makes	it	profitable	to	do	micro-syncs	of	

just	 a	 few	 euro.	 This,	 Rogers	 says,	 will	 radically	 increase	 the	 total	 amount	 of	 fees	 from	

synchronisations:	“...the	management	companies	will	do	tens	of	thousands	of	syncs	per	year,	at	

much	more	volumes.”	(Rogers,	2018).	Thus,	the	projected	industry	impact	is	based	on	automation	

through	 smart	 contracts	 that	makes	 smaller	payments	profitable	by	 reducing	 the	 transaction	

costs.		

	

Rogers	says	that	their	system	will	be	“of	consortium	model,	where	everybody	is	a	part	of	it.	But	

we	[DotBC]	are	not	a	central	authority	like,	the	goal	is	that	DotBC	doesn’t	hold	the	keys”	(Rogers,	

2018).	Their	 aim	 is	 thereby,	 that	 the	nodes	of	 the	blockchain	 is	 run	by	 the	different	 industry	

players,	so	for	example	the	CMOs,	artists,	music	studios,	record	labels	etc.	all	run	their	own	nodes	

(Rogers	&	Tse,	patent	application,	2018).	This	is	the	opposite	of	Blokur,	where	Barry	(2019),	as	

mentioned,	says	that	at	a	consortium	model	is	not	favourable	for	the	music	industry,	because	it	

will	 require	work	 to	mine	 the	 blockchain.	 This	was	 the	 reason	why	 Blokur	 chose	 the	 public	

Ethereum	network,	so	that	the	users	do	not	need	to	mine.	However,	the	companies	share	the	aim	

of	making	a	system	that	reduce	costs	by	helps	the	existing	industry	players	instead	of	by	cutting	

them	away.	

	

8.3.2 Sum up 
The	four	cases	relate	to	transaction	costs	in	different	ways.	Not	all	of	them	has	it	as	an	explicit	

focus	on	transaction	costs,	but	they	all	have	some	focus	on	costs	in	their	different	approaches	to	

a	 blockchain	 based	 system.	 Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik	 have	 disintermediation	 and	 automation	 of	

transactions	 as	 their	 main	 aim,	 and	 thereby	 reduce	 costs	 by	 cutting	 away	middlemen.	 Even	

though	Inmusik	might	introduce	small	transaction	fees,	their	claimed	savings	in	transaction	costs	

means	 that	 the	 potential	 effect	 of	 both	 Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik	 on	 transaction	 costs	 will	 be	

considered	high.	DotBC	do	not	want	 to	 cut	 away	middlemen	but	 are	 focussed	on	helping	 the	

current	 industry	 players	 becoming	 more	 efficient	 through	 better	 data	 consistency	 and	
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automation	 of	 licensing,	which	will	 lower	 costs	 of	 the	 intermediaries.	 However,	 compared	 to	

Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik,	 the	maintaining	 of	 the	 current	 intermediaries	will	 inevitably	maintain	

some	transaction	costs.	Therefore,	the	potential	effect	of	Dot	Blockchain	on	transaction	costs	is	

considered	medium.	Blokur	has	a	narrower	 scope	 -	 they	will	 only	 lower	 transaction	 costs	by	

helping	current	players	through	better	data	consistency.	However,	their	system	may	contribute	

to	more	direct	 licensing	by	 the	publishers,	 and	 in	 the	 long	 term,	 they	 also	want	 to	 introduce	

automated	 transactions.	 Therefore,	 their	 potential	 effect	 on	 transaction	 costs	 is	 considered	

medium.	Below	is	a	visual	overview	of	our	findings	from	the	analysis	of	transaction	costs.	

	

	
Table	3:	Overview	of	findings	from	transaction	costs.	Source:	Own	work	

	

8.4 Turnaround time 

As	the	fourth	indicator,	turnaround	time	appeared	in	only	2%	of	all	codes,	which	indicates	a	low	

priority	in	the	focus	of	the	cases.	This	was	interesting	in	the	light	of	the	importance	this	indicator	

was	conferred	in	the	literature.	Below,	it	will	be	presented	how	the	cases	relate	to	this	indicator.	
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8.4.1 Turnaround time in the cases 
In	relation	to	turnaround	time,	we	found	a	general	disagreement	in	the	data	between	the	four	

cases.	Not	all	of	them	agreed	with	the	literature	and	considered	turnaround	time	as	an	issue	of	

copyright	management	efficiency.		

	

Muzeum	is	one	of	the	cases	that	stresses	the	importance	of	the	issue.	Thereby,	Wu	says	that	there	

are	unnecessarily	long	delays	in	turnaround	time	for	rights	holders	to	be	paid	their	royalties	(Wu,	

2018).	 This	 is	 further	 clear	 in	 the	white	 paper	when	 they	 claim	 that	 rights	 holders:	 “[...]	 are	

considered	lucky	to	receive	their	royalties	within	six	months	of	a	release.”	(Wu,	2018,	p.	3).		

	

Blokur	too	believes	that	there	are	too	long	turnaround	times	for	paying	copyright	holders.	For,	

Blokur,	however	sees	it	as	a	derived	factor	from	bad	data	consistency.	Barry	explains:	“[...]	there	

is	just	a	huge	amount	of	cost	and	errors	and	time	waste	in	the	process	of	identifying	what	music	

was	used	somewhere	and	working	out	who	owns	it.”	(Barry,	2019).	Thus,	Blokur	sees	turnaround	

time	as	important	mainly	in	the	context	of	time	waste	associated	with	lacking	data	consistency.		

	

In	 sharp	 contrast	 to	Muzeum	 and	 Blokur,	 DotBC	 is	 not	 concerned	 about	 turnaround	 time	 in	

payment	of	royalties.	According	to	Rogers,	turnaround	time	is	not	even	a	problem:		

	

“I	don’t	think	anyone	woke	up	yesterday	and	said,	“man,	I	wish	there	was	a	way	that	I	

could,	you	know,	get	paid	in	real	time	[...],	pay	me	weekly	or	monthly,	but	like,	it’s	not	the	

difference	maker.”	(Rogers,	2018).	

	

In	contrast	to	the	tree	other	cases,	Inmusik	do	not	even	mention	turnaround	time	neither	through	

their	 white	 paper	 or	 in	 the	 interview.	 Compared	 to	 their	 efforts	 in	 transactions	 costs	 and	

transparency,	this	indicates	that	they	too	do	not	find	it	important.		

 
8.4.2 Blockchain features for reducing turnaround time 
In	the	data,	we	found	that	especially	the	automation	and	disintermediation	could	be	important	

features	for	lowering	the	turnaround	time	of	copyright	management		

	

As	 earlier	 mentioned	 in	 the	 analysis,	 Muzeum	 want	 to	 use	 smart	 contracts	 for	 automating	

copyright	royalty	payments.	This	automation	can	improve	the	turnaround	time	in	different	ways.	

Muzeum	for	example	mention	the	difficulties	in	splitting	up	royalties	as	one	of	several	reasons	
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for	why	turnaround	time	can	be	high	(Wu	et	al.,	White	paper,	2018).	Muzeum	claims	that	their	

system	“will	automatically	perform	royalty	split	when	there	is	royalty	transferred	to	this	smart	

contract”	(Wu	et	al.,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	7).	Thus,	this	automation	will	in	turn	reduce	the	time	

spend	on	copyright	management.	One	of	the	main	aims	behind	Muzeum’s	use	of	smart	contracts	

is,	 as	 explained,	 to	 cut	 away	 middle	 men.	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 earlier	 mentioned	 benefits,	

disintermediation	can	also	speed	up	the	processes	for	handling	copyright	(Wu,	2018).	Muzeum	

stresses	that	the	many	intermediaries	in	the	current	copyright	management	system	are	slowing	

down	the	procedure	for	payment	of	the	rights	holders.	Muzeum’s	smart	comtract	based	peer-to-

peer	system,	with	no	intermediaries	can	therefore	lead	to	faster	payments	(Wu,	2018).		

	

Blokur	too	regarded	turnaround	time	as	a	key	issue	in	the	copyright	management	field.	However,	

in	 their	 view,	 the	 problem	was	 based	 on	 time	waste	 due	 to	 inconsistent	 data	 (Barry,	 2019).	

Therefore,	 their	 efforts	 for	 improving	 data	 consistency	 and	 access	 to	 data	 through	 their	

distributed	 database,	 may	 increase	 the	 general	 turnaround	 time	 by	 reducing	 time	 waste.	 In	

contrast	 to	Muzeum,	Blokur	 is	currently	not	aiming	at	changing	the	actual	 transactions	in	the	

music	industry,	and	thereby	their	effects	in	this	regard	may	be	lower	than	Muzeum.	However,	as	

mentioned	 they	 want	 to	 expand	 the	 system	with	more	 transactional	 functions	 in	 the	 future	

(Barry,	2019).	Such	a	development	will	most	likely	lead	to	a	reduced	turnaround	time,	as	is	the	

case	for	Muzeum.	

	

In	terms	of	DotBC,	Rogers	explicitly	claims	that	turnaround	time	is	not	an	issue	(Rogers,	2018).	

Thereby	 they	 do	 not	 have	 any	 objective	 of	 reducing	 the	 turnaround	 time	 by	 cutting	 away	

middlemen	like	Muzeum	(ibid.).	Their	creation	of	a	distributed	rights	database	may	either	way	

have	some	influence	on	turnaround	time	for	the	same	reasons	as	Blokur,	however	it	is	not	a	focus	

area	for	them,	and	they	do	not	includ	it	in	their	future	prospects.		

	

Inmusik,	does	not	mention	turnaround	time	as	an	issue.	However,	their	situation	is	quite	different	

from	DotBC’s.	Even	though,	they	do	not	explicitly	prioritise	turnaround	time,	many	of	their	aims	

are	much	 similar	 to	 those	 of	 Muzeum.	 They	 too	 want	 to	 use	 smart	 contracts	 for	 “automatic	

distribution	of	earnings.”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	12).	They	want	to	implement	a	peer-to-

peer	steaming	service	with	no	intermediaries	in	between	rights	holder	and	user	(Brett,	2019).	

Thereby,	 even	 though	 turnaround	 time	 is	 not	 an	 explicit	 aim,	 their	 system	 provide	 the	 same	

functionalities	 as	Muzeum	 and	 therefore	 has	 a	 great	 potential	 for	 reducing	 turnaround	 time	

compared	to	the	current	industry	structures.	
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8.4.3 Sum up 
In	relation	to	turnaround	time,	we	saw	that	Muzeum	and	Blokur	consider	it	as	an	important	part	

in	copyright	management.	DotBC	directly	disagree,	claiming	explicitly	that	turnaround	time	does	

not	matter.	Inmusik	seems	indifferent	and	do	not	even	mention	the	issue.	Muzeum’s	great	focus	

on	disintermediation	and	automation	through	smart	contracts	facilitation	real	time	peer-to-peer	

transaction	means	that	Muzeums	potential	effect	on	turnaround	time	is	considered	high.	Even	

though	Inmusik	does	not	mention	it	explicitly,	their	system	aims	at	having	much	the	same	peer-

to-peer	functionalities	as	Muzeum,	and	therefore,	their	potential	effect	is	also	considered	high.	

Blokur	do	not	aim	at	affecting	transactions	but	claim	that	the	improved	data	consistency	and	data	

access	 can	 reduce	 time	 waste.	 Additionally,	 they	 plan	 to	 extend	 the	 system	 with	 more	

transactional	 features	 in	 the	 future.	 Therefore,	 their	 potential	 effect	 is	 considered	 medium.	

DotBC’s	 rejection	 of	 the	 importance	 and	 their	 insistence	 on	 maintaining	 the	 current	

intermediaries	means	that	their	potential	effect	is	considered	low.	Below	is	a	visual	overview	of	

our	findings	from	the	analysis	of	turnaround	time.	

	

	
Table	4:	Overview	of	findings	from	turnaround	time.	Source:	Own	work	
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8.5 Beyond Copyright Management Efficiency 

8.5.1 Additional assessment factors  
In	addition	to	the	four	indicators	from	the	literature,	a	number	of	patterns	codes,	showed	up	from	

the	data.	We	found	that	these	codes	are	useful	to	include	in	the	findings,	as	they	influence	the	

potential	effects	of	the	cases	on	copyright	management	efficiency,	and	therefore	they	are	relevant	

for	answering	our	research	question.	The	section	below	will	outline	these	additional	findings.	The	

results	from	these	pattern	codes	will	subsequently	be	included	in	the	assessment	of	the	potential	

impact	 of	 the	 four	 cases	 on	 copyright	 management	 efficiency.	 Therefore,	 we	 name	 them,	

additional	assessment	factors.	These	are:	1)	Case	maturity,	2)	Business	structure,	3)	User	side	

and	4)	Limitations.		

	

8.5.1.1 Case maturity 
The	case	maturity	code	is	included	because	this	is	important	in	order	to	assess	when	and	to	what	

degree	it	is	likely	that	the	cases	can	deliver	on	their	promises.	Because,	even	though	all	four	cases	

all	 have	 numerous	 aims	 regarding	 copyright	management	 and	 blockchain,	 if	 they	 cannot	 say	

when	to	realize	them	or	it	is	far	out	in	some	unknown	future,	then	their	potential	effect	on	the	

copyright	management	efficiency	is	questionable.	

	

In	 the	 interview	 guide,	 we	 included	 a	 question	 about	 how	 far	 the	 cases	 were	 in	 the	 actual	

development.	This	uncovered	some	interesting	aspects	of	the	cases.	In	this	regards,	Benji	Rogers	

from	DotBC	says:		

	

“And	I	think	that	ehm,	we	we…	if	all	goes	to	plan,	early	next	year	[2019],	we	will	show	a	

song,	 coming	 out	 of	 a	 door,	 into	 the…	with	 the	 back	 and	 forth,	 through	 the	machine	

learning	 into	 the	 supply	 chain	with	a...	with	a	digital	service	provider	 catching	 it.	And	

saying,	yes	we	got	it,	we’ll	show	the	end	to	end.	And	if,	fingers	crossed,	touch	wood,	with	

a	really	cool	artist	too.	Ehm	so,	but	look,	I	mean	you	know,	what	we	are	doing	is	really	

hard.	Like	this	is,	at	the	at	the	edge..”	(Rogers,	2018).	

	

Thus,	he	actually	says	that	they	are	every	close	to	going	live.	However,	the	way	he	frames	it,	makes	

his	statement	seem	uncertain.	This	is	evident	when	Benji	Rogers	says,	“I	think	that	eh,”,	“If	all	goes	

to	plan”,	“Fingers	crossed”	and	“what	we	are	doing	is	really	hard”.	This	seems	like	disclaimers,	as	

though	he	does	not	really	believe	in	it	himself.	Further,	he	says	“So,	once	DotBC	exists	-	once	you	
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build	the	DotBC…”	(Ibid.),	and	he	multiple	times	refer	to	an	undefined	future	situation	by	saying:	

“we’re	going	into	a	world	where	[…]	it	will	be	kind	of	hyper	licensing”,	“We	gonna	go	to	a	world	

in	which	you	can	minutely	license	at	speed	and	scale”	and	“We’re	going	to	a	world	where	media	

will	become	code“	(ibid.).	These	statements	sound	more	like	a	blurry	vision	statement,	and	in	

connection	to	Benji’s	cautions	quote	above,	they	could	question	the	maturity	of	the	DotBC	system.		

	

In	relation	to	Inmusik,	there	is	again	some	contrary	between	the	white	paper	and	the	interview.	

The	white	paper	says:	

	

“With	18,000	independent	artists	already	signed	up,	partnerships	with	labels	and	$7.25	

Million	 invested	 (at	 time	 of	 writing),	 Inmusik	 is	 poised	 to	 be	 the	 leading	 music	

cryptocurrency”	(Brett,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	8).	

	

By	stressing	the	number	of	artists	and	funding,	by	using	the	word	“already”	and	by	saying	that	

they	 are	 “poised	 to	be	 the	 leading…”,	 they	 indicate	 that	 they	 are	 in	 control,	 and	 they	 give	 an	

impression	that	they	are	ready	to	launch	something	ground-breaking.	However,	when	explaining	

their	 aims	 of	 disintermediation	 and	 automation	 through	 smart	 contracts,	 Brett	 says	 in	 the	

interview:	

	

“…it’s	a	very	long	way	from	getting	to	something	like	that.	You	are	still	talking	five	to	ten	

years	before	we	start	seeing	that	level	of	integration	happen,	and	even	with	that	said,	I	

don’t	think	it	is	going	to	massively	disrupt	the	music	industry”	(Brett,	2019).	

	

Additionally,	he	admits	 that	they	have	a	great	challenge	with	 including	historical	data	in	their	

platform.	When	explaining	their	approach	to	addressing	this	challenge	he	says:		

	

“Eh,	 how	 does	 a	 platform	work	 out	 ehm	 historical	 data	 versus	 future	 data	 using	 two	

completely	different	systems?	So,	the	game	isn’t	fully	….	Ehhh	defined	just	yet.	It’s	gonna	

be	a	lot	of	very	smart	people	working	on	this	over	the	next	few	years,	I	think,	and	they	are	

gonna	help	to	solve	it.”	(Brett,	2018).		

	

Thus,	the	confidence	about	becoming	a	leading	player	in	the	music	industry,	seems	much	more	

questionable	when	talking	to	the	founder.	He	does	not	have	a	plan	for	solving	the	data	issues	and	

the	prospects	of	a	fully	working	system	are	up	to	a	decade	-	which	reveals	that	their	system	is	not	

very	mature.	
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As	mentioned,	Blokur’s	system	has	a	narrower	scope,	as	their	aim,	at	least	in	the	first	phase,	is	

only	to	build	a	global	accurate	rights	database.	Phil	Barry	explains	how	far	they	are	in	the	process	

of	building	such	a	rights	database:	

	

“we’ve	been	working	already	with	most	of	the	big	music	publishers	in	the	world,	[...],	so	

in	terms	of	the	market	share	of	the	music	industry	[...],	75%	of	music	publishing	is	working	

with	Blokur.	That	means	that	we	already	have	significant	portion	of	the	data	of	the	most	

valuable	 songs	 that	 there	 are	 in	 the	world.	 Of	 cause	 there	 is	 a	whole,	 you	 know,	 the	

remaining	25%	is	just	millions	of	songwriters	and	independent	publishers	and	everything	

outside	that”	(Barry,	2019).	

	

Phil	confirms	that	the	rights	data	of	these	songs	is	already	registered	with	their	hashes	on	the	

public	 Ethereum	 blockchain	 (Barry,	 2019).	 Thus,	 it	 seems	 like	 Blokur	 is	 quite	 far	 in	 their	

development,	 especially	 because	 they	 do	 not	 promise	more	 than	 just	 providing	 a	 blockchain	

based	database.	It	is	interesting	though,	to	notice	that	he	does	not	give	a	number	of	songs	in	the	

database,	but	only	telling	the	amount	by	explain	that	the	song	they	have,	account	for	75%	of	the	

total	revenue	generated.	This	point	will	be	expanded	further	in	the	discussion	part.	When	talking	

system	maturity,	Pochang	Wu	provides	an	outline	of	Muzeum’s	launch	strategy:	

	

“When	we	finish	Muzeum	Protocol,	of	course	we	want	to	share	it	with	the	industry.	But	

it’s	too	hard	for	them	to	understand.	It’s	hard	to	adopt	the	new	technology	right	away	[...]	

to	what	blockchain	is”	(Wu,	2018).		

	

To	address	this	challenge,	they	use	a	strategy,	where	they	start	with	building	an	application	on	

top	of	the	blockchain,	where	you	do	not	need	to	know	anything	about	blockchain	technology:	“We	

have	to	make	the	user	experience	very	simple.	For	the	fans,	music	creators,	for	the	people	in	the	

industry	[to	experience]	what	blockchain	can	do.	And	after	that,	we	can	that	to	adopt	and	build	

more	applications”	(Wu,	2018)		

	

The	 first	 application,	 which	 Wu	 talks	 about	 is	 called	 OurSong,	 and	 is	 a	 platform,	 where	

songwriters	can	upload	their	songs	and	register	rights	information	while	at	the	same	time	giving	

fans	 the	 possibility	 of	 listening	 at	 buying	 shares	 of	 the	 songs	 (Wu,	 2018).	 Wu	 explains	 the	

projected	plans	 “Right	now	our	 time	table	 is	we’re	 gonna	 release	 the	 application	 first.	 So,	we	
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launch	Our	Song…	I	think	 it’s	next	April	 [2019].”	 (Wu,	2018).	For	the	 further	development	he	

explains:		

	

“...	 every	 song	 on	OurSong,	 have	 that	 very	 clear	 copyright	 share	 records,	 have	 all	 the	

copyright	 tokens	and	management	 tools.	Maybe	 two	or	 three	years	 later,	we	can	 then	

really	use	token	in	blockchain	to	manage	their	copyright.	After	that	all	the	licensing	and	

royalty	splittings,	we	can	do	on	blockchain.	And	fulfil	the	vision	of	Muzeum“	(Wu,	2018).	

	

Thus,	Muzeum	will	add	the	projected	functions	continuously	the	next	three	years,	but	they	start	

already	with	 the	 first	 use	 case	 in	 the	 spring	2019,	which	 includes	 just	 copyright	 information	

through	the	OurSong	application.		

	

Despite	the	projected	launch	strategy,	Pochang	Wu	seems	humble	when	talking	about	Muzeum	

and	the	future:	“I	still	think	we	now	are	not	the	perfect	solution	yet.	So,	and	I	don’t	see	any	perfect	

solution	yet	[...]	so	we	should	reference	to	each	other.	To	combine	together	maybe,	and	to	create	

one	 final	 automate	 solution	 for	 the	 whole	 industry”	 (Wu,	 2018).	 Thus,	 he	 does	 not	 see	 the	

Muzeum	solution	as	 the	one	 that	will	 transform	the	 industry,	but	he	 thinks	 that	 they	need	to	

cooperate	with	their	competitors	to	find	that	one	right	solution.	

	

8.5.1.2 Business structure 
In	 addition	 to	 the	 case	 maturity,	 the	 business	 structures	 appeared	 to	 be	 an	 interesting	 and	

relevant	area	for	assessing	the	cases’	potential	effect	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	It	also	

highlights	the	economic	interests	of	the	individual	case	companies.	

	

DotBC	is	a	part	commercial	and	non-profit	company:	“[...]	It’s	called	a	public	benefit.	And	what	

that	means	is	that	we	are	obligated	to	give	between	5	and	25	percent	of	our	profits	to	musicians’	

education	 as	 a	 gesture	 of	 charity.”	 (Rogers,	 2018).	 But	 even	 though	 DotBC	 gives	 away	 a	

percentage	of	their	profits,	they	are	still	taking	in	profit	for	themselves.	Rogers,	however,	does	

not	elaborate	on	how	this	profit	should	be	created.	

	

Inmusik’s	 business	 structure	 is	 based	 around	 fees	when	 using	 their	 system	 (Brett,	 2019).	As	

mentioned,	this	contradicts	promises	in	the	white	paper.	Inmusik	is	a	for-profit	company	whose	

income	 is	 expected	 to	 come	 from	 usage	 fees	 from	 their	 system.	 Another	 interesting	detail	 in	

Inmusik’s	business	structure	is	the	following	statement	from	Stephen	Brett:		
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“[...]	about	a	year	ago,	we	started	looking	at	blockchain	as	a	potential	solution	for,	well	for	

funding	-	to	be	honest	-	and	then	also	as	a	really	good	viable	solution	for,	so	many	different	

challenges,	the	music	industry	has.”	(Brett,	2019)	

	

So	 basically,	 he	 says	 that	 their	 main	 objective	 for	 using	 blockchain	 was	 to	 get	 funding.	 This	

statement	could	question	the	true	belief	in	blockchain	use	of	their	system.	If	blockchain	was	used	

to	strengthen	the	brand	of	the	company,	instead	of	its	relevance	for	contributing	to	the	copyright	

management	area,	this	can	question	the	whole	relevance	of	the	use	case	of	the	technology.	This	

will	be	discussed	later.	

	

Blokur’s	business	structure	is	different	in	the	way,	that	it	is	built	around	a	B2B	platform	where	

their	clients	can	log	in	for	accessing	the	rights	information.	Barry	explains:	

	

“Blokur	is	quite	different	to	most	of	the	other	companies	doing	this,	[...]	it's	not	a	concept,	

something	that	is	quite	far	advanced	in	terms	of	the	adaption	but	because	it's	a	business	

to	business	platform	and	we	don’t	do	lots	of	PR	and	things,	you	wouldn’t	know	about	it,	

[...]”	(Barry,	2019).	

	

The	platform	access	is	based	around	subscriptions:	“[...]	we	are	a	business,	and	it’s	a	subscription	

based	[...]	access	to	the	platform.	So,	it’s	for	example	enterprise	software	normal	subscription	type	

business	model.	There	is	nothing	very	complicated	in	terms	of	blockchain	tokens	anything	like	

that.”	(Barry,	2019).	By	taking	the	focus	on	subscriptions,	Blokur	differs	in	its	business	structure	

in	comparison	to	the	rest.	Another	interesting	factor	in	Phil	Barry’s	statement	is	that	it	is	a	for-

profit	business.	 In	contrast	to	DotBC’s	semi	commercial	 “public	benefit”	structure,	Blokur	 is	a	

100%	commercial	company	with	no	public	obligations.	As	mentioned,	the	CMOs	are	non-profit.	

Therefore,	it	is	interesting	to	raise	the	question	if	there	could	be	a	clash	between	the	existing	non-

profit	 structures	 and	 the	 entering	 of	 commercial	 actors,	which	 potentially	 can	 substitute	 the	

functions	of	the	CMOs.	This	will	be	treated	later	in	the	discussion.	

	

In	terms	of	Muzeum,	Wu	said	that	they	simply	have	no	business	structure	at	the	moment:	“So	we	

don’t	really	have	business	structure	for	Muzeum	Protocol.”	(Wu,	2018).	Pochang	Wu	explains	that	

that	Muzeum	is	still	so	new	that	they	are	not	full	settled	on	how	the	business	structure	should	be.	

The	funding	is	coming	from	two	sources:	“...	half	is	from	the	Ministry	of	Culture,	It’s	a	grant,	based	

on	the	project,	and	half	is	from	KK	Box	Ideation	Lab.”	(Wu,	2018).	As	half	of	the	funding	is	coming	
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from	 government	 support,	 the	 business	 structure	 of	 Muzeum	 will	 likely	 have	 some	 kind	 of	

social/public	focus,	as	was	also	the	case	of	DotBC.		

	

8.5.1.3 User side 
The	main	focus	of	this	thesis	has	been	on	the	copyright	management	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	

music	 industry.	However,	 a	 recurrent	 area	 through	 the	data	has	been	how	 the	 cases	 and	 the	

blockchain	technology	relate	to	the	user	side.	The	point	of	view	of	the	cases	relating	this	subject	

will	therefore	be	presented	here.	

	

DotBC	are	clear	about,	that	they	do	not	want	to	change	how	people	listen	to	music.	They	only	

want	to	build	a	system,	that	strengthens	the	backend	of	the	industry.	Benji	Rogers	explains	that:	

“[...]	people	don’t	need	more	ways	to	listen	to	music.	There	are	plenty.”	(Rogers,	2018).	He	further	

criticizes	the	use	of	Ethereum	as	a	way	to	facilitate	user	payment:		

	

“It	it	it	that	isn’t	a	problem,	like.	And	so,	I	remember	someone	was	like	“Ohh	we	gonna	

build	these	artist	pages	and	you	can	buy	their	songs	in	Ethereum”	like,	who	buys	songs?!	

Like,	who	does	that?”	(Rogers,	2018).		

	

Thus,	DotBC	do	not	focus	on	the	user	side,	they	think	the	user	side	already	works	fine,	so	they	

only	want	to	improve	the	industry	processes.	

	

In	 the	 case	of	 Inmusik,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 their	 focus	 is	 equally	 on	 the	user	 side	 as	 on	 copyright	

management.	Inmusik	want	to	implement	many	new	features	to	the	user	side	with	their	system.	

Most	importantly,	in	contrast	to	DotBC,	they	actually	want	to	change	how	people	are	listening	to	

music.	As	mentioned	in	the	case	description,	Inmusik	want	to	make	a	new	streaming	service.	But	

on	top	of	that,	they	also	want	to	be	an	investing	platform	for	helping	the	artists:	“[...]	we	wanna	

help	artists	get	funded	by	their	fans.	So	think	of	it	like	an	investment	platform,	where	a	fan	can	

invest	 in	 an	 artist,	 and	 then	own	a	 stake	 in	 their	 future	 success,	 and	basically	 get	paid	out	 a	

dividend,	 every	 single	 month	 or	 every	 single	 quarter	 based	 on	 what	 the	 artist	 generates	 in	

revenue	that	month	or	that	quarter.”	(Brett,	2019).	This	investing	platform	is	based	on	tokens,	so	

users	can	buy	tokens	for	investing	in	the	artists.	Stephen	Brett	further	claims	that	users	are	going	

to	pay	for	listening	to	the	artists	though	tokens:	“Users	who	are	listening	to	music	pay	for	this	

privilege	with	their	Inmusik	Tokens,	which	can	be	purchased	or	earned,	creating	a	real	exchange	

of	value,	[...]”	(Brett,	2019).	Thus,	Inmusik	aim	at	radically	changing	the	user	side	of	the	industry	
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and	educate	 their	users	 in	a	new	way	of	engaging	with	music	 through	their	blockchain	based	

platform.	

	

Blokur	is	similar	to	DotBC,	as	it	also	does	not	focus	on	changing	the	user	side.	The	case	generally	

views	the	user	side	today	as	well	functioning	and	is	therefore	exclusively	focusing	on	the	backend	

of	the	industry.	Phil	Barry	explains	further:	“I	think	on	the	consumer	side,	you	know,	they	want	

to	be	able	to	listen	to	all	their	favourite	music	in	one	place	and	having	it	nicely	sorted	and	all	of	

those	kinds	of	things,	and	that’s	really	what	Spotify	is	doing	for	you.”	(Barry,	2019).	Therefore,	

Blokur	do	not	aim	at	creating	changes	on	user	side	with	their	system.	

	

On	 the	user	side,	Muzeum	is	more	similar	to	 Inmusik.	Muzeum	also	want	 to	use	 tokens	as	an	

investing	tool,	which	potentially	can	change	the	user	side	of	the	industry	radically.	In	Muzeum’s	

white	 paper	 it	 is	 explained	 with	 the	 following:	 “Creators	 can	 tokenize	 and	 sell	 part	 of	 the	

copyright	 of	 their	 creative	works	by	 leveraging	 token	 issuance	 and	 smart	 contracts.	 Fans	 can	

purchase	copyright	shares	to	support	the	creators	[...]”	(Wu	et	al.,	White	paper,	2018,	p.	25).		

	

Muzeum	 is	 much	 concerned	 about	 user	 experience	 and	 therefore	 they	 aim	 at	 keeping	 the	

underlying	blockchain	technology	hidden,	so	that	users	do	not	need	to	acquire	new	knowledge	in	

order	to	use	the	system:	“You	don’t	even	need	to	know	what	a	crypto	wallet	is.	We	have	to	make	

the	user	experience	very	simple.	For	the	fans,	music	creators,	for	the	people	in	the	industry.”	(Wu,	

2018).	 Hereby	Muzeum	 is	 taking	 a	different	 stand	 regarding	 the	 useability	 of	 the	 blockchain	

technology,	in	comparison	to	Inmusik	that	wanted	to	educate	users	in	blockchain	technology.	

	

8.5.1.4 Limitations 
Through	 the	data,	we	 found	 that	different	 limitations	 are	mentioned	 regarding	aspects	 of	 the	

blockchain	technology	that	does	not	fit	to	the	music	industry.	Some	of	these	have	already	been	

mentioned,	but	we	find	it	relevant	to	expand	this	area,	because	the	founders	across	the	cases	are	

all	very	close	to	the	practice	of	the	technology.	So,	uncovering	their	view	on	the	technological	

limitations	is	an	important	part	of	examining	the	potentials.	

	

The	first	limitations	identified	is	that	Benji	Rogers,	as	mentioned,	is	fundamentally	against	using	

Ethereum	for	 the	music	 industry,	 “…because	 it	can’t	work	[with	 the]	problems	that	the	music	

industry	actually	have”	(Rogers,	2018).	He	explains:	
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“Every	which	way	we	looked	at	it,	we	couldn’t	make	it	work	with	a	business	case	of	the	

industry	 [...]	 the	 idea	 of	 encrypting	 information,	 doesn’t	 really	 make	 sense	 in	 that	

framework.	But	mostly,	I	think	it’s	about	like,	you	know,	it’s	a	bunch	of	hammers	looking,	

walking	around	looking	for	nail”	(Rogers,	2018).	

	

Thus,	Rogers	clearly	do	not	believe	in	Ethereum	and	the	companies	using	that	in	their	solution.	

This	is	interesting	because	Ethereum	has	a	key	role	in	the	systems	of	both	Muzeum	and	Blokur.	

One	of	the	main	issues	found	in	the	data	is	scalability.	Rogers	lays	the	grounds	for	this	issue	by	

outlining	the	data	amounts	regarding	copyright	management:	

	

“...	 one	 PRO	 [CMO]	 in	 Europe,	 in	 London,	 had	 to	process,	 in	 2016	 4,3	 trillion	 lines	 of	

information	per	year.	[…]	There’s	a	25-30%	growth	on	that.	So,	[…]	we	are	now	sitting	at	

8	trillion	transactions	a	year	for	the	UK.	And	then	add	Germany,	right.	16	trillion,	and	the	

US:	20	trillion.	Like,	it	endless!	So,	if	you	are	looking	at	6	to	9	transactions	per	seconds	on	

reporting	side,	ha!	[Laughing]	how	do	you	get	there?”	(Rogers,	2018).	

	

Thus,	he	points	out	that	the	limited	processing	capacity	of	Ethereum	of	just	a	few	transactions	

per	second	is	not	nearly	enough	to	handle	the	data	amounts.		

	

Inmusik	 supports	 this	 point	 by	 saying:	 “With	 the	 Bitcoin	 Blockchain	 capable	 of	 handling	 7	

transactions	per	second	and	Ethereum	15	transactions	per	second,	it’s	not	remotely	close	to	the	

capacity	needed	to	capture	music	streaming	data	on	a	distributed	leger”	(Brett,	White	Paper	p.	

19).	A	less	technological	limitation	is	the	issue	of	industry	resistance	and	adaptability.	Steve	Brett,	

especially,	highlight	this	challenge	by	saying:		

	

“I	don’t	think	it	[the	system]	is	going	to	massively	disrupt	the	music	industry.	Eeehhh	well,	

it	will	disrupt	the	industry,	but	maybe	not	the	major	players	like…	cause	the	major	labels	

own	the	history	of	music,	ehh	essentially	-	it’s	not	going	to	apply	to	that,	it’s	gonna	be	from	

now	on,	ehm,	which	becomes	a	massive	massive	challenge”.	(Brett,	2019).	

	

As	mentioned,	 Steve	 Brett	 sees	 it	 as	 a	 great	 issue	 how	 to	merge	 historical	 data	 from	 the	 old	

institutions	with	the	newly	added	data	and	does	not	come	up	with	a	plan	for	approaching	this	

challenge	(Brett,	2019).	Benji	Rogers	supports	this	by	saying	“…when	you	introduce	something	

new,	ehh,	you	know,	it’s	hard	to	just	pull	the	rock	out	from	under	people”	(Rogers,	2018),	and	

Pochang	Wu	too	explains	that	it	can	be	very	difficult	for	existing	industry	players	to	understand	
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and	adopt	to	new	technologies	–	which	was	the	reason	why	their	launch	strategy	focus	on	user	

friendly	applications.	As	Puchang	Wu	says:	“if	we	do	it	this	way,	we	only	gotta	find	1	or	2,	very	

important	use	cases	[…]	for	the	participant.	But	this	way	you	have	to	persuade	very…	A	lot	of	

people.”	 (Wu,	 2018).	 Thus,	 for	Wu,	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 new	 technology	 require	 that	 you	

persuade	people	–	which	shows	that	the	industry	adaptability	can	be	a	challenge.	

	

Finally,	Benji	Rogers	is	very	critical	towards	many	of	the	other	blockchain	based	solutions	for	the	

music	industry.	He	directly	says,	that	there	is	a	lot	of	bullshit	in	the	music	industry	regarding	all	

the	different	blockchain	initiatives	(Rogers,	2018).	He	says	“I	don’t	see	a	true	utility	value	to	a	lot	

of	the	decentralized	proposals	in	the	music	space.	So,	effectively,	they	are	scam	coins”.	He	expands	

this	by	saying	that	a	lot	of	people	are	only	using	blockchain	because	it	is	hyped,	and	they	can	get	

a	lot	of	money	out	of	it	“they	stake	a	whole	bunch	of	claims	that	just	aren’t	required”.	Especially	

he	criticises	companies	which	try	to	build	new	blockchain	based	streaming	platforms:	“on	the	

space	of	companies	that	are	trying	to	[be]	like	Spotify	on	a	blockchain	[...]	I	think	it’s	“pure	shit”	

(Rogers,	2018).	Even	though	this	is	the	opinions	of	 just	one	person,	it	is	still	 interesting,	as	he	

indirectly	criticises	both	Muzeum	and	Blokur	for	their	use	of	Ethereum,	and	Inmusik	for	their	aim	

of	 creating	 a	 blockchain	 based	 streaming	 service.	 This	 point	will	 be	 discussed	 further	 in	 the	

discussion	part	of	the	thesis.	

	

8.5.2 Sum up 
The	additional	assessment	factors	were	included,	because	of	their	influence	on	the	potential	effect	

of	the	cases.	In	the	table	below,	the	factors	are	summed	up	and	each	case	is	provided	with	a	rating,	

as	was	also	done	for	the	four	indicators.	The	rating	is	based	on	an	overall	assessment	across	the	

factors	for	unveiling	their	potential	effect	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	A	short	outline	of	

the	reasons	behind	the	rating	is	provided	in	the	table.	A	more	in-depth	outline	of	the	ratings	will	

follow	in	the	next	chapter,	which	sums	up	the	whole	analysis.	
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Table	5:	Overview	of	findings	from	additional	assessment	factors.	Source:	Own	work	

	

8.6 Findings sum up 

We	will	now	sum	up	the	main	findings	from	the	analysis	of	this	thesis.	As	our	research	question	

aims	 at	measuring	 the	potential	 effect	 of	 blockchain	based	 system	on	 copyright	management	

efficiency,	we	will	base	this	measurement	on	how	well	the	cases	performed	for	each	of	the	four	

indicators	and	for	the	additional	factors	from	the	pattern	codes.	This	measurement	will	be	based	

on	three	different	levels:	high,	medium	and	low.	These	three	levels	shall	be	viewed	as	a	qualified	

guess	for	how	well	each	case	have	performed	in	the	analysis.	

	

8.6.1 Blokur 
The	key	 aim	of	Blokur	 turned	out	 to	be	 improving	data	 consistency,	and	 the	whole	 system	 is	

centred	around	the	cleaning	of	inconsistent	data.	Therefore,	the	potential	effect	of	Blokur	on	data	

consistency	is	considered	high.	In	terms	of	transparency,	their	database	might	make	copyright	

ownership	data	more	transparent,	however	they	do	not	focus	on	transaction	or	changing	the	state	

of	the	current	intermediaries,	and	therefore	the	potential	effect	on	transparency	is	considered	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

92	

medium.	For	transaction	costs,	they	aim	at	reducing	costs	by	increasing	data	consistency,	and	

making	 the	 author	 identification	 process	 simpler.	 However,	 their	 lacking	 focus	 on	 the	 actual	

transaction	means	 that	 their	potential	effect	on	 transactions	costs	 is	considered	medium.	The	

same	applies	to	turnaround	time,	where	the	effect	also	is	considered	medium.	The	turnaround	

time	should	be	reduced	as	a	derived	effect	of	increased	data	consistency,	which	will	lead	to	lesser	

time	waste.	However,	still	they	do	not	focus	on	the	time	of	the	actual	transaction.	They,	though,	

mention	that	this	could	be	an	aim	for	the	future.	

	

For	the	additional	assessment	factors,	it	turned	out	that	Blokur	is	quite	far	in	the	development	of	

their	system.	They	already	have	a	big	part	of	the	data	of	the	most	valuable	songs	recorded	in	their	

database.	They	have	a	business	structure,	which	from	the	outside,	seems	legit	as	they	can	account	

for	their	revenue	streams,	however	being	a	“for-profit”	system	may	result	in	potential	conflicts	

and	resistance	if	they	end	up	challenging	the	position	of	the	CMOs.	They	do	not	focus	at	all	on	the	

user	side,	so	their	full	focus	is	on	improving	industry	processes	in	relation	to	rights.	However,	if	

they	want	to	expand	their	system	with	more	transactional	functionalities	in	the	future,	they	may	

encounter	limitations	in	terms	of	the	scalability	issues	of	Ethereum.	In	terms	of	Blokur’s	current	

aims	though,	 the	additional	assessment	factors	 together	mean	that	the	potentials	of	Blokur	 to	

realise	their	projected	aims,	and	thereby	affecting	copyright	management	efficiency	is	considered	

relatively	high.		

	

8.6.2 Dot Blockchain 
Data	consistency	 is	a	key	goal	of	Dot	Blokchain	 too,	 through	their	projected	blockchain	based	

distributed	 database,	 which	 is	 shared	 among	 the	 industry	 players.	 Therefore,	 their	 potential	

effect	on	data	consistency	is	considered	high.	The	database	may	result	in	increased	transparency	

in	 terms	of	public	 access	 to	 copyright	data.	They	 have	 a	bit	more	 focus	 on	 transactions	 than	

Blokur,	through	automation	of	payments,	however,	they	still	do	not	want	to	change	the	position	

of	 the	 current	 intermediaries,	and	also,	 they	want	 to	 keep	 some	 transaction	 info	on	 a	private	

blockchain.	Therefore,	their	potential	effect	on	transparency	is	considered	medium.	The	database	

and	the	automation	should	lower	transaction	costs	by	saving	processing	time	and	resources	for	

the	current	CMOs.	However,	as	they	only	want	to	help	middle	men	and	not	bypass	them,	like	some	

of	the	other	cases,	the	potential	effect	is	relatively	lower,	and	thus	it	will	be	considered	medium.	

They	do	not	consider	turnaround	time	as	an	issue	of	copyright	management,	and	as	they	will	keep	

the	current	middlemen,	this	indicator	will	not	be	much	affected.	The	projected	automations	may	
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lead	to	some	reduction	of	turnaround	time	in	the	future,	but	as	this	is	still	not	a	focus	of	DotBC,	

its	potential	effect	is	considered	low.	

	

In	terms	of	the	additional	assessment	factors,	DotBC’s	case	maturity	was	considered	low,	as	they	

were	very	unclear	about	their	status	and	projected	launch.	We	did	not	get	any	answer	on,	how	

the	business	structure	will	be	sustainable.	Like	Blokur,	the	user	side	is	not	in	focus	-	they	only	

want	 to	 improve	 the	 efficiency	 of	 the	 industry,	 which	 could	 indicate	 a	 high	 potential	 effect.	

However,	 there	 may	 be	 a	 serious	 limitation	 in	 their	 aim	 of	 building	 a	 consortium	 model	

blockchain,	as	it	requires	the	industry	partners	to	run	the	nodes	of	the	network	themselves	and	

thereby	 impose	 costs	 in	 terms	 of	 mining	 and	 computer	 power.	 Because	 of	 the	 questionable	

maturity	 and	 business	 structure,	 and	 the	 limitations	 regarding	 the	 consortium	 model,	 the	

additional	assessment	factors	indicate	that	their	overall	potential	effect	is	considered	low.	

	

8.6.3 Muzeum 
Like	Blokur	and	DotBC,	Muzeum	too	aim	at	 increasing	data	consistency	 through	a	distributed	

right	database.	However,	they	do	not	believe	that	it	will	apply	to	the	existing	data,	but	just	for	

future	 songs.	Therefore,	 their	potential	 effect	 on	data	 consistency	 is	 considered	medium.	The	

public	database	will	make	it	clearer	who	owns	the	copyright	and	their	focus	on	disintermediation	

through	smart	contract	will	make	the	transactions	clearer.	The	potential	effect	in	transparency	is	

therefore	considered	high.	The	same	accounts	for	transaction	costs	and	turnaround	time	because	

the	 automation	 of	 transaction	 will	 cut	 away	 expensive	 and	 time-consuming	middlemen,	 and	

therefore	the	potential	effect	on	these	two	indicators	is	considered	high.	

	

For	 the	 additional	 assessment	 factors,	 the	 system	 is	 considered	quite	mature	 as	 they	 already	

launch	the	first	use	case	at	the	time	of	the	writing,	though	a	range	of	the	projected	functionalities	

will	be	added	continuously	the	next	2-3	year.	We	do	not	have	much	information	about	the	long-

term	business	plan,	however	they	are	publicly	funded	and	is	backed	by	a	big	cooperation,	so	this	

seems	quite	viable.	They	have	a	very	broad	focus	of	both	improving	processes	for	the	industry	

and	 changing	 consumption	 patterns	 by	 creating	 the	 opportunities	 for	 token	 purchase.	 These	

broad	aims	may	remove	the	focus	from	copyright	management.	And	also,	they	may	encounter	

scalability	issues	relating	their	use	of	Ethereum	for	executing	smart	contracts.	Because	of	this,	the	

additional	assessment	factors	indicate	a	medium	potential	effect.	
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8.6.4 Inmusik 
Finally,	Inmusik	has	no	focus	on	improving	data	consistency,	and	like	Muzeum,	the	solution	only	

applies	to	future	data.	Therefore,	the	potential	effect	in	this	regard	is	considered	low.	In	contrast,	

they	 have	 a	 great	 focus	 on	 transparency,	 which	 they	 want	 to	 improve	 through	 peer-to-peer	

transactions.	However,	because	of	lower	ambitions	on	the	database	side,	their	potential	effect	on	

transparency	is	considered	medium.	The	great	focus	on	automation	and	disintermediation	they	

want	to	cut	away	expensive	middlemen	and	this	leads	a	high	potential	effect	on	transaction	costs.	

However,	 contradictory	 claims	 were	 identified	 between	 the	 white	 paper	 and	 the	 interview,	

whether	 this	 means	 zero	 transaction	 costs	 or	 low	 transaction	 costs.	 The	 automation	 and	

disintermediation	may	also	lead	to	faster	payments	and	therefore	the	potential	effect	of	Inmusik	

on	turnaround	time	is	also	considered	high.	

	

In	terms	of	the	additional	assessment	factors,	many	of	the	promises	of	Inmusik	lies	far	out	in	the	

future	and	they	have	no	plan	for	solving	the	compatibility	issues	between	old	and	new	data.	The	

case	maturity	is	therefore	considered	low.	In	terms	of	business	structure,	it	seems	questionable,	

especially	in	regard	to	the	contradictory	info	regarding	transaction	fees	and	the	statement	that	

they	saw	blockchain	as	a	way	to	get	funded.	They	have	a	great	focus	on	the	user	side	by	creating	

both	a	new	streaming	and	 investment	platform,	and	 they	aim	at	changing	the	way	people	use	

music.	Thus,	this	may	mean	that	they	have	a	smaller	focus	on	actual	improving	the	processes	of	

the	 industry,	 and	 might	 mean	 that	 their	 effects	 will	 only	 apply	 within	 their	 own	 streaming	

universe	and	not	to	the	broader	music	industry.	The	fact,	that	they	build	their	own	blockchain	

based	streaming	platform	may	be	a	limitation	in	itself,	as	this	according	to	both	Benji	Rogers	and	

Phil	 Barry	 is	 not	 needed.	 The	 low	 maturity,	 the	 questionable	 business	 structure,	 and	 the	

limitations	regarding	the	user	side	and	streaming	platform	mean	that	the	additional	assessment	

factors	indicates	that	the	potential	effects	of	Inmusik	will	be	low.	

	

8.6.5 Overview of findings 
To	provide	an	overview,	the	results	of	the	analysis	are	summarised	in	the	table	below.	The	table	

presents	the	four	indicators	of	copyright	management	efficiency	and	gives	an	assessed	value	of	

the	potential	effect	of	each	of	the	four	cases	on	the	four	indicators.	We	use	a	value	system	of	low	

to	high	based	on	the	projected	effect	of	the	cases.	The	additional	assessment	factors	in	terms	of	

case	maturity,	business	structure,	user	side	and	limitations	are	added	as	a	fifth	indicator	as	we	

found,	that	these	needed	to	be	considered	when	assessing	the	potential	effect.	The	findings	from	

the	analysis	will	be	discussed	further	in	the	following	discussion	chapter.	
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Table	6:	Overview	of	findings	from	analysis.	Source:	Own	work	
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9. Discussion 
The	data	from	the	four	cases	provides	a	range	of	learnings	and	insights	regarding	the	potential	

effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	In	the	following	chapter,	

these	insights	will	be	discussed	in	relation	to	the	literature	in	order	to	understand	the	implication	

for	 copyright	management	 efficiency	 and	how	 the	 thesis	 can	 contribute	 to	 the	 literature.	The	

structure	of	the	discussion	will	be	based	on	the	four	indicators	and	the	additional	assessment	

factors,	which	was	found	in	the	pattern	codes.	Hereafter,	the	contributions	to	the	literature	and	

implications	 for	business	practice	will	 be	presented.	At	 last,	 challenges	and	 limitations	of	 the	

thesis	will	be	outlined,	before	ending	with	recommendations	for	further	research.	

9.1 Data consistency  

Through	 our	 data,	 we	 found	 that	 all	 four	 cases	 to	 different	 degrees	 aim	 at	 improving	 data	

consistency	by	creating	a	new	distributed	blockchain	based	database	for	copyright	information.	

This	aim	 is	highly	consistent	with	 the	possibilities	found	 in	the	 literature,	which	said	 that	the	

problems	 of	 the	 inconsistent	 copyright	 data	 being	 stored	 in	 a	 fragmented	 way	 across	many	

databases	could	be	solved	with	such	a	blockchain	based	global	register	(O'Dair	&	Beaven,	2017;	

Sellin	&	Seppälä,	2017).	The	literature,	though,	also	said	that	the	creation	of	such	a	database	might	

be	 difficult,	 based	 on	 previous	 attempts	 that	 failed	 because	 of	 stakeholder	 issues	 and	

incompatible	data	formats.	In	our	results,	we	found	that	this	concern	is	highly	relevant.	Especially	

Inmusik	did	not	have	a	solution	for	how	to	include	historical	data	in	their	system,	and	Muzeum	

mentioned	that	it	is	difficult	to	get	the	current	industry	players	on	board.	The	proposed	solution	

of	 these	 two	 case	 companies	 was	 simply	 to	 exclude	 existing	 repertoire	 and	 just	 start	 the	

registration	of	copyright	data	of	music	released	from	today.	It	could	be	questioned	how	big	an	

impact	this	in	reality	will	have.	With	40	million	songs	on	Spotify	alone,	one	could	assume	that	it	

will	take	many	years	before	enough	new	songs	have	been	recorded	in	these	databases	for	them	

to	represent	enough	of	the	world	repertoire	to	have	an	actual	effect	on	copyright	management.	

And	still,	this	does	not	solve	the	issues	of	data	consistency	regarding	the	40	million	existing	songs,	

which	 include	 thousands	 of	 popular	 songs,	 which	 most	 likely	 will	 keep	 on	 being	 played	 for	

decades.	This	 concern	 is	 additionally	 relevant	 in	 the	 light	 of	 the	blockchain	 technology	being	

relatively	young	and	under	constant	development.	If	it	takes,	e.g.	10	years,	for	a	database	to	really	

have	 an	 impact,	 which	 was	 mentioned	 by	 Stephen	 Brett	 from	 Inmusik,	 who	 knows	 which	

technologies	are	used	then?	With	such	long	prospects,	we	risk	that	the	technology	is	outdated	

before	we	can	even	start	using	the	system.	
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With	Blokur	we	found	a	different	approach	to	solving	the	issues	of	historical	data	and	stakeholder	

interests.	 They	 record	 existing	 data	 in	 their	 database,	 but	 instead	 of	 making	 a	 huge	 project	

involving	all	the	data	of	the	industry	at	once,	they	build	it	incrementally,	including	data	from	a	

few	publishers	a	time.	This	incremental	approach	seems	healthy	in	contrast	to	the	GRD	project	

which,	 according	 to	 the	 literature,	 failed	 among	 other	 because	 of	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 task	 and	

disagreements	between	the	many	stakeholders.	An	 incremental	approach	 to	building	a	global	

rights	database	could	be	the	way	forward	because	it	breaks	up	the	project	in	manageable	steps.	

It	could	make	it	easier	to	change	direction	if	the	project	encounters	obstacles	and	it	might	make	

stakeholder	issues	more	manageable,	as	you	do	not	need	to	include	the	whole	industry	in	the	

decision	making	at	once.	

	

In	relation	to	the	approach	of	Blokur	however,	we	noticed	an	interesting	detail.	Blokur	showcase	

their	alleged	success	of	their	database	by	saying	that	the	songs	they	have	registered	account	for	

75%	of	the	total	copyright	income.	This	number	seems	high,	but	at	the	same	time	we	know	that	

the	 streaming	 economy	 is	 described	 as	 a	 blockbuster	 economy.	 In	 the	 background	 chapter,	

Pedersen’s	(2018)	research	showed	that	the	top	1%	artists	accounted	for	80,63%	of	all	Danish	

streams	 in	2016.	Now,	 in	 the	Scandinavian	countries,	 streaming	 is	especially	popular,	but	 the	

numbers	still	show	the	tendency	that	a	very	small	number	of	artists	get	a	very	big	part	of	the	

income.	With	this	in	mind,	the	75%	represented	by	Blokur	is	not	necessarily	as	impressive.	Taking	

Pedersen’s	 (2018)	research	 into	account,	 the	number	does	not	say	anything	about	how	many	

songs	they	have	registered.	Considering	why	Phil	Barry	uses	 this	metric	 instead	of	saying	the	

number	or	percentage	of	songs,	it	could	indicate,	that	the	latter	does	not	sound	as	impressive,	and	

therefore	he	presents	 the	high	 income	number	 instead.	 If	 this	 is	 true,	 this	 could	question	 the	

efficiency	 of	 Blokur’s	 approach	 and	 underline	 the	 identified	 difficulty	 of	 building	 a	 global	

distributed	blockchain	based	database	with	copyright	information.	

	

Another	reason	for	using	the	income	metric	however	could	be,	that	the	value,	is	more	important	

for	Blokur’s	business	than	the	number	of	songs.	Being	a	B2B	platform,	one	could	imagine	that	

only	big	publishers	that	represent	the	valuable	songs	are	interested	in	paying	for	access	to	the	

most	accurate	information	to	manage	their	copyright	more	efficiently.	Phil	Barry	says	that	the	

remaining	25%	copyright	 income	 is	 represented	by	millions	of	 independent	 songwriters	and	

publishers.	Following	Pedersen	(2018),	these	millions	of	songs	only	generate	little	revenue	each,	

and	thus	the	owners	do	not	have	the	incentive	of	paying	to	get	access	to	the	rights	information.	

Blokur	therefore,	may	not	have	an	economic	incentive	for	using	resources	to	collect,	clean	and	
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record	the	copyright	data	of	these	songs.	Returning	to	the	metric,	if	they	used	the	number	of	songs	

to	assess	the	completeness	of	their	database,	they	could	not	use	it	for	measuring	the	potential	

income.	 But	 by	 using	market	 value,	 there	 is	 a	 bigger	 chance	 that	 it	 indicates	 their	 potential	

income,	even	if	it	only	concerns	a	smaller	number	of	songs.	

	

This	brings	about	a	discussion	regarding	ownership	and	control	of	such	right	databases.	In	the	

data,	we	found	that	DotBC	and	Muzeum	will	make	systems	controlled	by	the	industry	with	no	

central	authority.	This	lack	of	need	for	a	central	authority	supports	one	of	the	key	properties	of	

the	 technology	 found	 in	 the	 literature.	 In	 this	 regard	however,	 the	 literature	 also	points	 to	 a	

limitation	regarding	who	will	enter	and	verify	the	data.	Because,	if	there	is	no	authority,	there	is	

no	gatekeeper,	and	thus	dirty	and	wrongful	data	may	enter	the	blockchain.	This	would	harm	data	

consistency	and	thereby	the	copyright	management	efficiency.	DotBC	approaches	this	issue	with	

the	 concept	of	minimum	viable	 data,	which	defines	minimum	requirements	of	meta-data	 that	

needs	 to	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 song	 to	 enter	 the	 system.	 However,	 this	 is	 only	 a	 quantitative	

measure	and	it	does	not	mitigate	risks	of	wrong	data.	The	literature	points	to	the	immutability	of	

a	blockchain	as	a	critical	property	regarding	dirty	data,	because	once	data	has	been	entered,	it	

cannot	be	deleted.	Our	data	however,	rejects	this	concern	as	both	Blokur	and	DotBC	said	that	

changes	 and	 updates	 can	 just	 be	 added	 as	 amendments	 leaving	 an	 immutable	 audit	 trail	 or	

version	history.	However,	this	still	 leaves	the	issue	of	who	should	add	these	amendments	and	

verify	the	correctness	of	the	updates.	This	issue	remains	a	trade-off	between	a	distributed	and	a	

centralised	copyright	database.	

	

Blokur	 provides	 a	 solution	 for	 the	 issue	 of	 avoiding	 dirty	 data	 through	 their	 algorithm	 that	

combine	data	sources	to	the	most	correct	result	before	it	is	added	to	the	database.	However,	it	

also	means	that	they	control	what	is	added	to	the	database.	This	may	be	problematic,	because	the	

basic	 idea	 of	 having	 a	 distributed	 database	 disappears	 if	 Blokur	 act	 as	 a	 central	 authority	

controlling	 the	 access.	 In	 this	 regard,	 the	only	 function	of	 using	blockchain	 is	 to	 ensure	 trust	

because	the	data	is	immutable	as	addressed	in	the	literature	review.	Going	back	to	the	fact	that	

Blokur	 is	 a	private	 for-profit	 company,	Blokur´s	 control	 over	 the	 addition	of	 data	 could	have	

radical	 consequences	 for	 the	 copyright	 management.	 One	 of	 the	 qualities	 of	 the	 traditional	

collective	CMO	system,	 is	 that	all	 songs	are	 treated	equal.	However,	 if	a	private	company	 like	

Blokur	succeeds	in	making	a	global	rights	database,	they	may	make	it	more	efficient	for	the	big	

publishers	 to	 license	 directly	 using	 their	 service.	 But	 if	 all	 the	 small,	 independent	 artists	 are	

excluded	because	they	are	not	profitable	for	the	platform,	they	are	left	with	the	collective	system,	

which	 becomes	 increasingly	 inefficient	 as	 the	 big	 revenue	 generating	 repertoire	 disappears.	
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Thereby,	commercial	interests	may	result	in	a	system	that	potentially	increases	the	polarization	

by	 helping	 a	 few	 profitable	 rights	 holders,	 while	 having	 a	 negative	 effect	 on	 the	 copyright	

management	efficiency	for	the	majority.	

9.2 Transparency 

The	analysis	showed	that	all	four	cases	to	different	degrees	view	transparency	as	an	important	

factor	in	copyright	management.	This	is	consistent	with	the	literature	showing	a	consensus	about	

the	need	for	more	transparency	relating	the	black	box	issue,	and	also	the	fact	that	the	Collective	

rights	management	directive	(2014)	aims	at	 improving	 this.	As	mentioned,	Blokur	and	DotBC	

propose	 systems	 for	approaching	 the	 transparency	 issues	 through	 their	distributed	database.	

However,	even	though	such	a	database	potentially	can	give	public	access	to	rights	information	

and	 reduce	 the	number	of	 disputes	over	 copyright	 ownership,	 it	 is	 questionable	how	much	a	

database	 alone	 will	 improve	 transparency	 in	 the	 end.	 This	 is	 because,	 the	 black	 box	 issues,	

according	 to	 the	 literature,	 primarily	 relate	 to	 the	 transactions	 from	 the	 user,	 through	 the	

middlemen	 to	 the	 rights	 holder.	 And	a	distributed	 database	 alone	 does	not	 change	 this	 flow.	

Additionally,	as	mentioned	earlier,	Blokur	may	cover	primarily	 the	highest	income	generating	

songs	and	not	include	much	of	the	smaller	niche	parts	of	the	industry,	so	their	potential	effect	

may	be	limited	to	the	high-income	repertoire.	It	can	further	be	argued	that	Blokur’s	database	do	

not	give	universal	access,	as	the	access	is	based	on	a	paid	subscription.	This	will	limit	its	potential	

for	 increasing	 transparency,	 as	 not	 all	 stakeholders	 are	 likely	 to	pay	 the	 subscription	 fee	 for	

passing	 the	 paywall.	 This	 points	 to	 the	 implications,	 that	 the	 business	 structure	 behind	 the	

systems,	should	be	taken	into	account	when	evaluating	the	effect	on	transparency,	as	it	may	have	

influence	on,	who	will	benefit	from	the	system.	Additionally,	that	a	database	alone	may	not	solve	

the	transparency	issues,	because	it	does	not	relate	to	the	transactions.	

	

The	findings	further	showed	that	Inmusik	and	Muzeum,	in	addition	to	a	rights	database,	aim	at	

bypassing	middlemen	and	thereby	eliminating	some	of	 the	 transactions	 involved	 in	copyright	

management.	As	outlined	in	the	analysis,	disintermediation	between	the	users	and	rights	holders	

can	potentially	increase	transparency	in	copyright	management.	Muzeum	specifically	suggests	

taking	 away	 tasks	 from	 CMOs	 relating	 calculation	 of	 royalties.	 This	 action	 may	 potentially	

improve	 the	 black	 box	 issue,	 as	 it	 will	 take	 away	 the	 CMO	 transactions,	 which	 limit	 the	

transparency	 in	 the	royalty	payments.	 Inmusik	 further	suggests	a	system	where	 the	user	and	

rights	 holder	 are	 connected	 directly,	 facilitating	 peer-to-peer	 transactions	 without	 any	

intermediators	between.	The	proposed	solutions	of	the	two	companies	are	much	consistent	with	
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the	literature,	which	highlights	disintermediation	as	an	opportunity	in	the	blockchain	technology	

for	solving	transparency	issues.	With	this	said	though,	reducing	the	roles	of	the	CMOs	may	not	

necessarily	be	just	positive.	The	CMOs	have	had	a	central	role	in	the	music	industry	for	decades,	

and	 nobody	 can	 be	 certain	 what	 consequences	 such	 a	 limitation	 of	 their	 role	 in	 copyright	

management	will	have	for	transparency.	In	the	later	years,	the	European	CMOs	have	been	forced	

through	EU	legislation	to	deliver	transparency	reports	for	increasing	the	transparency	in	their	

businesses	(Koda,	2017a).	Additionally,	the	CMOs	are	non-profit	and	are	obliged	to	serve	all	rights	

holders	 equally,	 as	 they	 are	 owned	 by	 the	 rights	holders	 themselves,	 and	 their	 transparency	

efforts	will	include	all,	no	matter	income.	On	this	foundation,	we	can	question	to	what	degree	a	

new	 blockchain	 based	 system	 actually	 will	 support	 transparency.	 The	 European	 CMOs	 are	

already	working	towards	more	transparency,	and	a	privately	owned	blockchain	system	do	not	

have	the	incentives	of	helping	the	small	rights	holders,	and	thereby,	in	contrast	to	the	CMOs,	their	

effect	may	be	limited	to	only	some	rights	holders.	

9.3 Transaction costs 

We	 found	 two	 overall	 approaches	 in	 the	 data	 for	 using	 blockchain	 technology	 to	 reduce	

transaction	 costs	 in	 copyright	 management.	 Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik	 aim	 at	 cutting	 away	

middlemen	by	using	smart	contracts	to	automate	licensing	and	royalty	splits.	In	contrast,	DotBC	

and	Blokur	aim	at	helping	the	existing	middlemen	to	reduce	costs.		

	

Starting	 with	 the	 first	 approach,	 there	 is	 a	 range	 of	 interesting	 discussions	 relating	

disintermediation.	 First	 of	 these	 is	 the	 question	whether	 it	 is	 even	 interesting	 for	 the	 rights	

holders	to	bypass	the	middlemen.	For	both	Muzeum	and	Inmusik,	the	middlemen	are	considered	

costly,	redundant	entities,	which	should	be	replaced	by	smart	contracts.	However,	these	cases	do	

not	take	into	consideration	the	value	creation	of	the	intermediaries.	In	the	literature,	we	saw	that	

O’Dair	&	Beaven	(2017)	said	that	CMOs	have	an	important	role	in	negotiating	common	licensing	

terms	 with	 powerful	 music	 users	 like	 BBC.	 Additionally,	 they	 have	 a	 political	 role	 pushing	

legislators	by	lobbying	on	behalf	of	the	rights	holders.	By	only	focusing	on	the	transaction	costs,	

the	two	cases	do	not	consider	this	role	of	value	creation,	which	is	critical	in	order	to	assess	the	

net	 effect	 of	 having	 the	 CMOs	 as	 middlemen.	 The	 reason	 for	 this	 could	 be	 that	 the	 value	

destruction	is	much	easier	to	quantise.	E.g.	Koda	publicly	announce	that	their	administration	fee	

is	9.8%	(Koda,	2017a),	but	there	are	no	numbers	quantizing	the	effect	of	their	negotiation	and	

lobby	work.	Therefore,	it	is	much	easier	just	to	focus	on	the	9.8%,	even	though	this	does	not	tell	

the	full	story.	One	could	say	that	the	value	creation	of	the	intermediaries	should	be	considered	
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when	 evaluating	 the	 effect	 of	 the	 blockchain	 systems	 like	Muzeum	 and	 Inmusik,	 that	 aim	 at	

reducing	 transaction	 costs	 through	disintermediation.	However,	 the	bigger	 rights	holders	 are	

often	represented	by	big	commercial	publishers,	whom	may	still	negotiate	on	their	behalf.	This	

means	that	disintermediation	of	CMOs	theoretically	can	lead	to	an	increased	economic	polarising	

between	small	and	big	rights	holders,	as	only	the	small	loses	their	representatives	and	thereby	

their	 negotiation	 power.	 Thereby,	 the	 effect	 cannot	 be	 considered	 efficient	 in	 this	 thesis’s	

understanding	of	the	concept	as	the	unsought	consequences	of	bypassing	CMOs	surpass	the	goal	

itself	of	reducing	transactions	actions.	

	

On	a	technical	level,	we	found	that	there	may	be	scalability	issues	in	relation	to	the	use	of	the	

Ethereum	 platform	 for	 smart	 contracts	 facilitating	 automated	 transaction.	 The	 maximum	

transactions	per	second	of	Ethereum	does	not	nearly	live	up	to	the	amount	of	transactions	coming	

from	streaming.	Thereby,	the	aims	of	Muzeum	to	automate	licensing	and	royalty	split	through	

Ethereum	may	be	problematic.	The	Ethereum	community	are	these	days	working	hard	on	finding	

ways	to	scale	(Hutchins,	2018).	However,	still	scalability	remain	an	issue	and	should	be	taken	into	

consideration	 in	 the	 literature	 when	 talking	 about	 the	 potential	 effect	 of	 smart	 contracts	 on	

transaction	costs	in	copyright	management.	

	

In	relation	to	smart	contracts,	there	was	one	point	from	the	literature	that	was	not	identified	in	

the	 data.	 The	 fact	 that	 there	 is	 no	 international	 copyright	 law,	may	make	 it	 difficult	 to	write	

general	 licensing	 terms	 into	 a	 smart	 contract.	 Stephen	 Brett	 from	 Inmusik,	 though,	 says	 that	

different	licensing	terms	from	different	areas	and	uses	can	be	written	in.	But	with	176	member	

countries	in	the	Berne	convention,	 it	will	be	an	enormous	task	to	write	smart	contracts	for	so	

many	different	legislations.	This	issue	is	important	for	the	companies	to	take	into	consideration	

if	they	want	to	reduce	costs	by	automate	copyright	licensing	using	smart	contracts.	

	

Instead	of	bypassing	middlemen,	Blokur	and	DotBC	aim	at	reducing	transaction	cost	by	helping	

them.	 In	 this	 regards,	 Phil	 Barry	 says	 that	 with	 Ujo,	 he	 tried	 out	 the	 idea	 of	 peer-to-peer	

transaction	with	no	intermediaries.	He	now	claims	that	this	is	far	from	being	attractive	yet	and	

says	 that	 the	 first	 step	 is	 to	 get	 the	 data	 right	 before	 it	make	 sense	 to	 include	 transactional	

functionalities.	This	finding	supports	Finck	&	Moscon	(2018),	who	in	the	literature	stressed	that	

the	 creation	 of	 a	 blockchain	 based	 database	 is	 a	prerequisite	 for	 using	 the	 benefits	 of	 smart	

contracts.	Phil	Barry’s	comment	is	interesting	in	the	light	of	his	experience	as	a	founder	of	his	

now	 second	 blockchain	 startup.	 This	 was	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 why	 we	 chose	 Blokur	 as	 case	

company	as	one	could	imagine	that	he	did	some	learnings	from	his	first	startup,	which	he	has	
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brought	into	Blokur.	Therefore,	it	seems	reasonable	to	trust	his	views,	and	this	could	question	the	

approaches	of	Muzeum	and	Inmusik,	and	much	of	the	possibilities	identified	in	the	literature.	

	

The	approach	of	Blokur	and	DotBC	for	reducing	transaction	costs	is	more	seen	as	a	derived	effect	

from	the	creation	of	a	distributed	database	with	high	data	consistency.	This	makes	it	easier	and	

cheaper	for	the	CMOs	to	manage	copyright	licensing	by	reducing	the	costs	that	are	connected	to	

the	identification	process	today.	In	terms	of	DotBC,	they	want	to	help	the	current	intermediaries,	

while	they	also	want	to	use	smart	contracts	for	automating	copyright	licensing.	Benji	Rogers	said	

that	this	will	result	in	no	transaction	fees,	which	allows	micro-sync	licensing	of	small	amounts,	

and	thereby	increase	the	amount	of	licenses.	This	focus	on	micro-licensing,	is	consistent	with	the	

possibilities	of	micro-payments,	as	described	in	the	literature.	However,	it	seems	a	little	odd	that	

DotBC	 says	 that	 their	 solution	 will	 help	 the	 current	 intermediaries,	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	

automating	licensing	and	royalty	payments,	which	are	key	functions	of	the	CMOs.	In	this	regard,	

one	could	imagine	a	future	situation,	where	the	role	of	the	CMOs	was	limited	to	the	proactive	

work	of	making	sure	that	users	pay	when	using	music,	but	the	administration	of	royalty	split	and	

payment	could	be	automated	by	smart	contracts.	This	scenario	is	supported	by	Wu	(2018),	who	

says	that	the	industry	does	not	need	the	CMOs	for	doing	calculation	and	transactions	-	only	for	

collecting	money.	In	such	a	situation,	the	CMOs	would	not	be	bypassed,	but	they	might	shrink	as	

some	 tasks	would	be	 automated.	Thereby,	 the	 transaction	 costs	 could	be	 reduced.	This	point	

makes	sense,	as	one	of	the	main	tasks	of	CMOs,	as	mentioned	is	to	proactively	reach	out	to	music	

users,	negotiate	deals	and	collect	the	money.	This	work	is	difficult	to	imagine	being	handled	by	

smart	contracts,	especially	because	it	today	often	results	in	tailor	made	deals	with	institutions	

like	BBC.	This	point	softens	Finck	&	Moscon’s	(2017)	and	Silver’s	(2016)	conjectures	that	smart	

contracts	may	make	the	services	of	the	CMOs	unnecessary	and	thereby	lead	to	disintermediation.	

Some	services	might	be	automated	and	thus	reduce	 transaction	costs,	but	some	tasks	require	

more	human	interaction	and	negotiation	skills,	which	cannot	be	handled	through	smart	contracts.	

9.4 Turnaround time  

In	the	analysis,	we	found	that	turnaround	time	was	only	prioritised	by	two	of	the	cases,	one	did	

not	mention	it,	and	one	explicitly	did	not	consider	 it	as	relevant.	This	contradicts	 the	existing	

literature,	as	researchers	such	as	Günther	(2015)	and	O’Dair	&	Beaven	(2017)	are	pleading	for	

the	 importance	 of	 turnaround	 time	 in	 copyright	 management.	 The	 main	 argument	 of	 the	

literature	is	based	on	the	long	time	it	takes	for	rights	holders	to	be	paid	their	entitled	royalties.	

Only	Muzeum	and	Blokur	support	this	statement	as	their	systems	aim	at	lowering	the	turnaround	
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time.	This	could	be	seen	as	a	practical	implication	for	the	cases	of	Inmusik	and	DotBC	that	should	

acknowledge	the	importance	of	turnaround	time	in	the	copyright	management	field.	A	reason	for	

the	 lacking	 focus	 from	 the	 two	 cases,	 however,	 could	 potentially	 be	 found	 in	 the	 fact	 that	

turnaround	time	most	likely	is	more	relevant	for	rights	holder	than	for	other	stakeholders,	such	

as	publishers.	A	publisher	could	potentially	have	an	interest	in	delaying	this	process	for	securing	

higher	cash-flows,	before	it	reaches	the	rights	holders.	If	royalties	for	example	can	be	“delayed”	

30	days	and	stay	within	their	accounts,	it	will	support	their	cash	flows	and	create	better	liquidity	

in	 this	period.	Thereby,	 a	 company	 like	DotBC,	may	not	 experience	a	 great	push	 for	 reducing	

turnaround	time	from	its	collaborators	like	Warner	Music.	Another	reason	could	be	based	on	the	

difference	between	different	types	of	rights	holders.	Rights	holders	who	are	full	time	professional	

musicians	may	be	more	dependent	on	a	monthly	pay,	than	rights	holders	who	are	only	musicians	

in	 their	 spare	 time	and	only	 see	 royalty	payments	 as	 an	 extra	 income.	Therefore,	 spare	 time	

musicians	might	not	view	the	turnaround	time	as	important,	as	the	full-time	musicians	will	do.	

Different	needs	between	different	groups	of	rights	holders	may	therefore	potentially	be	a	reason	

for	why	turnaround	time	is	not	perceived	equally	important	for	the	four	cases.	

9.5 Additional assessment factors 

In	addition	to	the	findings	within	the	four	indicators,	we	found	a	number	of	findings	from	the	

pattern	codes,	which	was	used	as	additional	assessment	factors.	These	will	be	discussed	below.	

	

9.5.1 Case maturity 
Case	maturity	was	presented	as	an	important	angle	to	the	findings,	because	the	cases,	in	fact,	will	

not	 have	 any	 effect	 of	 copyright	 management	 efficiency	 before	 they	 are	 launched.	 The	 data	

showed	that	the	maturity	of	especially	Inmusik	and	DotBC	is	questionable.	In	relation	to	DotBC,	

the	fact	that	Benji	Rogers	has	stepped	out,	as	mentioned	in	the	case	description,	 is	even	more	

interesting.	 If	 he	 really	 believed,	 that	 he	 had	 invented	 a	 system,	 which	 could	 solve	 the	 big	

problems	of	the	industry,	would	he	then	have	left?	There	can	of	course	be	many	reasons	behind	

his	exit,	however	one	could	question	if	he,	just	like	Phil	Barry	did	with	Ujo,	realised	that	DotBC’s	

goals	were	too	ambitious	to	be	realistic.	His	reluctant	way	of	presenting	their	time	schedule	in	

our	data	at	least	could	indicate	that.	

	

In	relation	to	Blokur	and	Muzeum,	it	seems	like	they	are	much	further	in	their	development.	The	

earlier	discussion	questions	how	many	songs	Blokur	really	have,	but	in	terms	of	their	potential	

interest	in	registering	the	most	valuable	songs,	they	seem	to	be	far.	Pochang	Wu	announced	that	
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Muzeum	would	 launch	 the	OurSong	app	 in	April	2019,	 and	 this	was	 accomplished	 (OurSong,	

2019).	What	the	two	systems	have	in	common	is	their	approach	of	starting	just	with	recording	of	

copyright	data	instead	of	doing	everything	at	once.	Looking	back	at	DotBC,	their	approach	is	very	

ambitious	 as	 they	want	 to	 include	 the	whole	 industry	 in	 their	 set-up	 for	 running	 nodes	 and	

sharing	data.	In	the	literature	regarding	the	GRD	project	that	failed	in	2014,	we	learned	that	such	

an	ambitious	approach	can	be	dangerous	-	which	might	be	contributing	to	Benji	Roger’s	exit.	In	

contrast,	Blokur	and	Muzeum	have	chosen	a	more	incremental	approach	starting	with	one	focus,	

building	a	relatively	simple	system	that	then	can	be	scaled.	This	brings	a	potential	learning	that	

in	order	to	create	a	blockchain	based	system	that	realistically	can	affect	copyright	management	

efficiency,	it	may	be	relevant	to	just	focus	on	rights	data	as	a	start,	and	slowly,	incrementally	build	

relations	to	industry	partners	instead	of	inventing	a	whole	new	system	at	once.	

	

9.5.2 Business structure 
In	 the	 data,	 we	 found	 some	 interesting	 differences	 in	 the	 business	 structures.	 Where	 the	

traditional	 CMOs	 are	 all	 non-profit,	 two	 of	 our	 case	 companies	 were	 for-profit	 (Blokur	 and	

Inmusik),	one	was	public	benefit,	which	means	75-95%	for-profit	(DotBC)	and	one	was	uncertain	

(Muzeum),	as	Pochang	Wu	said	that	they	really	did	not	have	any	business	model	yet.	This	may	

have	some	different	consequences:	First	of	all,	 the	 two	 for-profit	companies	need	 to	get	 their	

profit	 from	somewhere,	and	 therefore	 they	need	 to	charge	someone	 for	 their	services.	 In	 this	

regard,	we	found	that	Blokur	charge	a	subscription	fee	for	access	to	their	platform,	and	Inmusik	

charge	a	transaction	fee	when	their	platform	is	used.	This	may	lead	to	some	industry	resistance.	

Because,	why	should	the	CMOs	have	interest	in	sharing	their	copyright	databases	with	services	

that	may	become	competitors	and	who	will	earn	money	on	the	data?	This	concern	was	identified	

in	the	literature	because	data	has	such	a	great	value.	We	found	that	Inmusik	admitted,	that	it	was	

too	difficult	to	include	historical	data,	however	for	systems	like	Blokur,	who	include	historical	

data,	this	kind	of	resistance	may	be	a	limitation	for	the	completion	of	their	database.	On	the	other	

hand,	as	mentioned,	it	might	not	be	interesting	for	them	to	have	the	full	repertoire	in	the	database,	

as	they	just	need	the	songs	that	are	valuable	enough	for	publishers	to	pay	for	access.	However,	

this	again	mean	that	they	might	only	affect	the	copyright	management	efficiency	of	the	biggest	

songs.	

	

In	 relation	 to	 Inmusik,	 we	 found	 that	 they,	 at	 least	 according	 to	 the	 interview,	 will	 take	 a	

transaction	 fee.	 This	 point	 is	 interesting	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 literature,	 where	 Finck	 &	Moscon	

(2017)	say	that	complete	disintermediation	 is	unrealistic	because	the	blockchain	projects	will	
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become	intermediaries	themselves.	If	Inmusik	manage	to	bypass	the	CMOs,	but	then	impose	a	

transaction	fee,	in	reality	they	can	be	seen	as	a	new	intermediate.	They	may	still	be	able	to	do	it	

cheaper	 than	 the	CMOs,	but	there	are	no	promises.	At	least,	we	know	that	the	CMOs	are	non-

profit,	 but	 if	 a	 private	 blockchain	 company	 like	 Inmusik	 in	 the	 future	 manage	 to	 control	 a	

substantial	part	of	the	copyright	management,	they	can	in	fact	put	their	own	transaction	fees	at	

the	level	of	their	choice.	Thereby,	there	could	be	a	risk,	that	they	would	put	the	fees	e.g.	just	below	

the	 level	 of	 the	CMOs,	which	would	not	 give	much	value	 to	 the	 copyright	holders	 in	 terms	of	

reduced	transaction	costs.	Especially	in	the	light	of	the	above-mentioned	risk	of	losing	the	CMOs	

as	negotiation	and	lobbying	body.	Thus,	the	profit-seeking	business	structure	may	theoretically	

be	an	obstacle	for	increasing	copyright	management	efficiency.	

	

In	relation	to	DotBC,	it	is	interesting	to	consider	the	motives	behind	the	public	benefit	business	

structure.	In	the	data,	we	found	that	this	construction	means	that	they	have	to	give	5-25%	of	their	

profit	 to	 musicians’	 education.	 As	 the	 minimum	 requirement	 is	 only	 5%,	 in	 fact	 it	 is	 not	

necessarily	much	different	from	the	above-mentioned	for-profit	systems.	Additionally,	it	seems	a	

little	random,	that	profit	from	rights	holders’	funds,	need	to	educate	new	musicians	instead	of	just	

being	paid	to	the	owners.	One	could	wonder	if	this	construction	more	has	a	political	background	

in	order	to	gain	legitimacy	and	support	from	the	industry,	as	a	public	benefit	structure	sounds	

more	like	an	organisation	that	benefits	everyone	than	a	private	for-profit	company.	

	

Returning	to	Blokur,	the	fact	that	they	create	a	B2B	platform	that	require	a	subscription	fee	raises	

a	fundamental	question	of	why	they	need	a	blockchain	based	database	at	all?	If	both	the	data-

entry	and	access	 is	controlled	by	Blokur,	 then	 they	could	 just	as	well	have	made	a	 traditional	

centralised	database.	In	this	regard,	the	use	of	blockchain	technology	maybe	could	be	a	strategy	

for	 gaining	 access	 to	 data	 from	 the	 publishers.	 By	 talking	 about	 transparency,	 distributed	

database,	trust	and	immutability,	it	may	be	easier	to	convince	parties	to	share	their	data,	even	

though	they	apparently	only	get	 the	benefit	of	 immutability.	 If	 this	 is	 true,	 it	points	 to	a	more	

strategic	motivation	 for	 using	 blockchain	 technology.	 This	 kind	 of	motivation,	we	 also	 found	

indications	of	with	 Inmusik,	where	 Stephen	Brett	 said	 that	 they	 saw	blockchain	 as	 a	 tool	 for	

funding.	 This	 too	 questions	 whether	 they	 really	 need	 a	 blockchain	 based	 solution,	 or	 the	

motivation	mostly	was	to	take	advantage	of	a	hype	within	the	technology.	
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9.5.3 User side  
We	found	that	the	four	cases	differ	in	relation	to	their	projected	impact	on	the	user	side.	Muzeum	

and	 Inmusik	want	 to	make	 the	music	users	use	 their	platforms	 for	 listening	and	 investing	 in	

music.	DotBC	and	Blokur,	in	contrast,	say	that	users	do	not	need	new	ways	of	consuming	music	-	

the	streaming	model	is	ideal.	This	controversy	is	interesting	and	needs	to	be	discussed.	Returning	

to	the	research	question,	none	of	the	four	indicators	of	copyright	management	efficiency	relate	to	

the	user	side,	so	changes	at	the	user	side	should	not	necessarily	improve	the	efficiency.	Therefore,	

it	 could	 be	 considered	 if	 the	 aim	 of	 changing	 user	 behaviour	 could	 remove	 the	 focus	 from	

copyright	management	and	thereby	lead	to	a	smaller	impact	than	the	cases	exclusively	aiming	on	

the	 industry	 side.	 In	 terms	 of	 Blokur,	 we	 already	 discussed	 how	 their	 narrow	 scope	 might	

contribute	 to	the	maturity	of	 the	system	compared	to	 the	comprehensive	aims	of	 for	example	

Inmusik.	 Barry	 further	 stressed	 the	 need	 for	 startups	 to	 just	 focus	 on	 one	 thing	 in	 order	 to	

succeed.	On	the	other	hand,	one	cannot	say	that	Blokur	and	DotBC	are	necessarily	right,	when	

saying	that	the	user	side	is	good	enough	and	should	not	change.	Because	people	probably	also	

saw	the	CDs	as	the	perfect	solution	before	streaming,	so	you	cannot	know	before,	if	an	even	better	

solution	exists	in	the	future.	However,	returning	to	the	issues	of	copyright	management,	one	could	

expect	 that	companies	 focussing	exclusively	on	 improving	 the	 industry	processes	may	have	a	

bigger	impact	than	systems	that	focus	on	both	the	industry	and	user	side.	

	

9.5.4 Limitations 
Most	of	the	limitations	identified	in	the	data	have	already	been	discussed	in	connection	with	other	

subjects	above.	Therefore,	we	will	only	outline	them	here	from	a	general	approach.	Through	the	

data,	we	found	it	interesting,	that	all	the	interview	persons	underline	that	the	implementation	of	

a	blockchain	based	system	is	extremely	difficult.	But	what	makes	it	so	difficult?	We	have	already	

outlined	the	technical	scalability	issues	and	the	potential	industry	resistance	based	on	a	potential	

fear	 of	 disintermediation.	 However,	 another	 kind	 of	 resistance	 has	 not	 been	 discussed	 yet.	

Because,	Pochang	Wu	pointed	out	that	it	is	difficult	for	the	industry	to	adapt	to	new	technologies	

like	blockchain	because	 they	do	not	understand	 it.	 This	 could	be	 seen	as	a	 result	 of	 the	CMO	

construction	being	very	old.	From	the	literature,	we	know	that	the	first	CMO,	Sacem,	was	founded	

166	years	ago,	in	1851.	Even	though	many	processes	have	been	optimised	and	automated,	the	

process	of	copyright	licensing,	money	collection,	royalty	split	and	distribution	follow	the	same	

ideas	as	back	then.	This	way	of	thinking	may	be	so	embedded	in	the	mindset	of	the	industry,	that	

it	 is	 difficult	 for	 new	 technologies,	 that	 aim	 at	 changing	 this,	 to	 be	 accepted.	 Therefore,	 the	

industry	 adaptability	 should	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 by	 the	 literature,	 as	 this	 seems	 like	 an	
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important	limitation	for	blockchain	based	systems	trying	to	impact	the	copyright	management	

efficiency.	

	

In	 addition,	 we	 found	 that	 especially	 Benji	 Rogers	 was	 critical	 towards	 many	 blockchain	

initiatives	in	the	music	space.	He	goes	as	far	as	calling	them	“scam	coins”	and	says	that	companies	

making	blockchain	based	streaming	services	are	completely	irrelevant.	He	claims	that	many	just	

use	blockchain	because	the	hype	allows	them	to	make	a	lot	of	money	out	of	it.	Even	though	this	

point	is	controversial,	it	is	interesting	to	relate	it	to	the	discussion	above	relating	Stephen	Brett’s	

statement,	 that	 Inmusik	 initially	 saw	 blockchain	 as	 a	 solution	 for	 getting	 funding.	 The	 same	

applies	to	Blokur’s	use	of	blockchain	for	a	system	that	potentially	just	as	well	could	be	based	on	

a	 traditional	 centralised	database.	 These	 findings	may	 to	 some	 degree	 confirm	Benji	 Roger’s	

accusations,	if	the	blockchain	is	not	used	because	of	its	ability	to	solve	problems,	but	its	ability	to	

attract	 resources.	 This	 suspicion	 is	 further	 to	 some	 degree	 confirmed	 by	 the	 contradictions	

between	Brett’s	interview	and	Inmusik’s	laudatory	white	paper	-	which	could	indicate	that	the	

white	 paper	 exaggerates	 the	 possibilities	 of	 the	 blockchain	 technology	 in	 order	 to	 attract	

investors.	Even	though	these	are	still	just	indications,	the	literature	should	take	into	account,	that	

there	may	be	other	interests	related	to	using	blockchain	technology	than	just	helping	the	industry	

as	people	may	take	advantage	of	the	hype.	

9.6 Contributions & implications 

In	 our	 data,	 we	 did	 a	 range	 of	 findings,	 which	 confirmed	 the	 expectations	 of	 the	 literature.	

Especially	the	possibilities	regarding	the	construction	of	a	new	distributed	database	turned	out	

to	be	much	consistent	with	the	literature.	Our	data	additionally	confirmed	the	difficulties	relating	

existing	 data	 formats	 and	 industry	 resistance,	 the	 aims	 of	 disintermediation	 through	 smart	

contracts	as	well	as	the	risk	of	blockchain	based	systems	becoming	new	intermediaries.		

	

However,	 the	 research	 also	 resulted	 in	 findings,	 which	 contribute	 with	 new	 knowledge	 and	

uncover	new	aspects	of	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems.	These	insights	showed	

that	the	potential	effects	are	highly	influenced	by	several	factors	that	should	be	taken	into	account	

in	 future	 literature.	Additionally,	 the	 findings	have	some	practical	 implications	that	should	be	

considered	by	businesses	in	the	field	blockchain	and	copyright	management	in	order	to	benefit	

from	the	possibilities	of	the	technology.	First,	the	contributions	to	the	literature	will	be	presented.	
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9.6.1 Contributions to literature 
Þ The	business	structure	behind	blockchain	systems	should	be	taken	into	account	by	the	

literature,	 as	 this	 has	 influence	 on	 the	 potential	 effect	 of	 the	 system	 on	 copyright	

management	efficiency.	

Systems	backed	by	private	for-profit	companies	may	find	it	more	difficult	to	get	access	to	data	

because	of	industry	resistance.	The	commercial	interests	of	private	entities	might	mean	that	the	

benefit	only	applies	to	the	popular	repertoire.	This	may	increase	polarization	by	helping	a	few	

profitable	rights	holders	while	having	a	negative	effect	on	the	copyright	management	efficiency	

for	the	majority.	

	

Þ The	prospects	of	disintermediation	as	described	in	the	literature	may	not	be	interesting	

for	the	rights	holders,	as	the	CMOs	also	create	value,	which	should	be	taken	into	account	

by	the	literature.	

Blockchain	based	smart	contracts	might	lead	to	reduced	transaction	costs	and	turnaround	time	

by	automating	transactions.	However,	the	CMOs	may	still	be	needed	for	collecting	the	money	from	

the	users,	negotiating	deals	and	doing	political	lobby	work.	A	solution	could	be	to	automate	the	

transactional	 roles	 of	 the	 CMOs	 but	 keeping	 them	 as	 a	 representative	 of	 the	 rightsholders.	

	

Þ Scalability	 issues	of	current	blockchain	systems	 inhibit	 the	possibilities	 for	automated	

transactions	through	smart	contract.	

The	 streaming	 economy	 results	 in	 trillion	 of	 transactions	 per	 year,	 however	 the	 current	

blockchain	systems	are	not	nearly	fast	enough	to	process	these	many	transactions.	

	

Þ There	may	 be	 strategic	 incentives	 behind	 using	 blockchain	 technology,	which	 are	 not	

about	solving	industry	problems.	

Because	of	the	hype	of	the	technology,	startups	could	be	tempted	to	use	blockchain	more	as	a	way	

to	get	access	to	resources	such	as	data	and	funding,	than	to	solve	real	industry	problems.	

	

9.6.2 Implications for business practice 
In	 addition	 to	 the	 literature	 contributions,	 our	 findings	 have	 important	 implications	 for	 the	

business	practice	of	blockchain	based	systems	in	the	music	industry.	These	implications	should	

be	taken	into	account	by	businesses	in	the	field	in	order	for	them	to	benefit	from	the	possibilities	

of	the	technology.	

	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

109	

Þ Blockchain	based	systems	need	to	include	historical	data,	in	order	to	have	a	significant	

effect	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	

If	the	system	only	includes	new	songs	and	does	not	include	data	from	the	hits	that	have	previously	

been	released,	 it	will	take	too	many	years	before	 it	 starts	having	an	impact.	At	 that	point,	 the	

technologies	might	have	changed	so	a	blockchain	based	system	is	no	longer	relevant.	

	

Þ Blockchain	based	systems	should	be	built	incrementally	in	order	to	can	have	an	effect.	

The	many	theoretical	potentials	should	not	be	included	all	at	once.		

If	the	system	has	too	broad	aims,	it	can	restrain	the	possibility	of	making	a	solution,	that	will	have	

an	effect.	In	this	regard,	especially	the	industry	adaptability	needs	to	be	taken	into	account	as	big	

ambitious	systems	aiming	at	changing	too	much	at	once	may	not	gain	support	from	the	industry.			

	

Þ Blockchain	 based	 systems	 should	 not	 focus	 on	 the	 user	 side,	 if	 they	 want	 to	 have	 a	

significant	effect	on	copyright	management	efficiency.	

Systems	that	aim	at	changing	consumer	behaviour	remove	the	focus	from	the	industry	side.	A	full	

focus	on	copyright	management	makes	it	more	likely	to	create	a	functioning	system	that	improves	

the	copyright	management	efficiency.	

	

Þ Blockchain	based	systems	should	take	national	difference	between	copyright	legislation	

into	account,	when	developing	solutions,	which	include	smart	contracts.	

Automated	licensing	and	transactions	through	smart	contracts	sound	smart,	but	the	differences	

between	legislation	in	different	countries	makes	it	complex	to	predefine	general	licensing	terms	

in	automated	smart	contracts.	

	

Þ Blockchain	based	systems	aiming	at	improving	copyright	management	efficiency	should	

prioritise	the	turnaround	time.	

Two	of	the	cases	did	not	consider	turnaround	time	as	relevant.	However,	turnaround	time	was	in	

the	literature	identified	as	one	of	the	four	key	indicators	of	copyright	management	efficiency.	This	

should	therefore	be	taken	into	account	when	creating	a	system	aiming	at	improving	copyright	

management	efficiency.	
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9.7 Challenges & limitations 

An	overall	challenge	throughout	our	research	has	been	the	condition	of	working	with	a	potential	

effect.	By	examining	conditions	in	a	future	situation,	it	is	difficult	to	prove	an	effect.	This	challenge,	

we	tried	to	approach	by	using	abduction	for	pointing	towards	the	potential	effect	as	the	unknown	

object.	 Also,	 the	 fact	 that	 we	 analysed	 cases	 whose	 systems	 were	 not	 fully	 developed	 and	

implemented	yet,	gave	challenges.	This	meant	that	we	needed	to	base	some	of	our	findings	and	

conclusions	 on	 stated	 aims	 and	 incentives.	 A	 potential	 limitation	 in	 this	 regard,	 is	 that	 the	

interviews	and	white	papers,	as	mentioned	in	the	method	section,	may	be	biased,	as	our	sources	

might	exaggerate	their	benefits.	As	the	systems	are	not	fully	developed,	we	could	not	fact	check	

the	data	to	assess	the	correctness.	We	tried	to	take	account	for	this	by	having	a	critical	approach	

to	the	data	and	discussing	it	with	the	theory	on	the	subject.	However,	still	this	means	that	the	

contributions	 of	 the	 thesis	 should	 be	 considered	 as	 humble	 suggestions	 for	 the	 literature	 to	

supplement	in	the	future.	

	

The	fact	that	the	research	combines	the	complex	area	of	copyright	management,	which	these	days	

undergoes	great	changes,	with	a	relatively	new	technology	that	is	under	constant	development,	

brings	a	challenge.	This	means	that	a	new	reality	can	quickly	arise	as	a	result	of	changes	in	the	

industry,	legislation	and	in	the	technological	developments	of	blockchain.	Thereby,	the	findings	

from	the	research	may	quickly	become	outdated.	The	thesis	should	hereby	be	viewed	as	part	of	

the	early	start	for	the	prospects	of	what	blockchain	can	do	for	copyright	management	in	the	music	

industry,	 which	may	 be	 changed	 as	 the	 fields	 develop.	 Before	 summing	 up	 the	 thesis	 in	 our	

conclusion,	we	will	turn	the	focus	to	recommendations	for	future	research	within	the	field.	

9.8 Further research 

The	thesis	 leads	to	different	 insights	regarding	blockchain	 in	 the	copyright	management	area.	

One	contribution	was	that	the	business	structure	behind	a	system	has	influence	on	its	potential	

effect.	In	extension	of	this,	it	would	be	relevant	for	future	research	to	examine	who	should	create	

such	 a	 system.	 Should	 it	 be	 independent	 entities	 like	 cases	of	 this	 study,	 the	CMOs	or	 a	 third	

construction?		

	

In	extension	to	the	challenges	and	limitations	mentioned	above,	the	fact	that	all	four	cases	were	

still	under	development	makes	it	highly	relevant	to	conduct	a	similar	study	at	a	later	point	in	time	

when	or	if	some	of	the	cases	are	going	live.	For	further	research,	we	therefore	recommend	doing	



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

111	

a	study	of	blockchain	based	systems	that	has	been	implemented.	This	would	make	it	possible	not	

just	to	uncover	potential	effect	but	also	understand	the	actual	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	

on	copyright	management	efficiency.		

	

The	 paper	 has	 focussed	 on	 the	 possibilities	 of	 blockchain	 technology.	 However,	 for	 future	

research,	it	could	be	relevant	to	examine	the	potential	effect	of	other	technologies.	For	example,	

we	saw	how	AI	and	machine	learning	could	be	used	to	combine	metadata	sources.	The	broader	

potentials	of	these	technologies	within	copyright	management,	could	be	interesting	to	examine	

further	in	order	to	assess,	which	technologies	are	relevant	to	include	in	the	field.	

	

Another	point	for	further	research	is	that	the	cases	experience	different	difficulties	for	creating	

and	implementing	their	systems.	Therefore,	 it	could	be	interesting	to	examine,	which	kinds	of	

industry	structures	that	inhibit	the	development	and	adoption	of	new	technologies.	This	angle	

would	be	an	interesting	take	on	the	potentials	of	blockchain	technology.	
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10. Conclusion 
This	thesis	aimed	at	uncovering	how	blockchain	technology	can	help	the	copyright	management	

area	of	the	music	industry.	This	was	relevant	because	the	copyright	management	system	these	

years	undergoes	radical	transformations	that	make	new	demands	for	efficiency.	The	potentials	

of	blockchain	technology	was	examined	through	the	following	research	question:	

	

What	is	the	potential	effect	of	blockchain	based	systems	on	copyright	management	

efficiency	in	the	music	industry?	

	

For	answering	the	research	question,	we	did	a	comparative	case	study	including	four	blockchain	

companies.	The	potential	effect	was	measured	through	four	indicators	of	copyright	management	

efficiency,	which	were	 identified	 in	 the	 copyright	management	 literature.	These	were	1)	data	

consistency,	2)	transparency,	3)	transaction	costs	and	4)	turnaround	time.	In	the	analysis	of	the	

cases,	 additional	 assessment	 factors	 appeared	 from	 the	 data,	 which	 were	 included	 in	 the	

measurement	of	 the	potential	 effect.	 The	 findings	were	 compared	 to	 existing	 literature	 about	

blockchain	 possibilities	 in	 the	 music	 industry.	 Through	 the	 analysis,	 the	 thesis	 showed	 that	

blockchain	 based	 systems	 potentially	 can	 have	 positive	 effects	 on	 copyright	 management	

efficiency,	however	the	effects	are	highly	influenced	by	several	factors.		

	

Firstly,	 blockchain	 based	 systems	 can	 potentially	 improve	 the	 data	 consistency	 through	 the	

creation	of	a	shared	global	distributed	database	of	copyright	ownership	data.	For	achieving	this	

effect,	however,	the	systems	need	to	be	built	incrementally	and	include	the	rights	data	from	both	

historical	 and	 future	 repertoire.	 Even	 though	 blockchain	 is	 immutable,	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 able	 to	

handle	 changes	 in	 copyright	 ownership	by	 leaving	historical	 audit	 trails.	 The	 effect	 is	 further	

influenced	 by	 the	 business	 structure	 behind	 the	 system.	 For-profit	 companies	 may	 thereby	

encounter	industry	resistance,	restricting	the	access	to	historical	data,	and	their	effects	may	only	

apply	to	the	biggest	rights	holders.	

	

Secondly,	blockchain	based	systems	can	potentially	increase	the	transparency	by	giving	public	

access	 to	 rights	 information	 on	 a	 distributed	 database	 and	 by	 facilitating	 peer-to-peer	

transactions	and	thus	bypassing	existing	CMOs.	However,	even	though	disintermediation	of	the	

CMOs	may	increase	the	transparency,	it	may	also	have	negative	effects	on	copyright	management	
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efficiency,	as	the	CMOs	have	a	central	role	in	collecting	royalties,	especially	for	the	smaller	rights	

holders,	who	are	not	represented	by	commercial	publishers.	

	

Thirdly,	blockchain	based	systems	can	potentially	reduce	the	transaction	costs	by	improving	data	

consistency,	and	 thereby	 lower	 the	amount	of	resources	used	on	 identification	processes	and	

disputes	over	copyright	ownership.	Further,	automation	of	transactions	through	smart	contracts	

may	lead	to	reduced	transaction	cost	through	disintermediation	of	the	CMOs.	However,	as	CMOs	

also	create	value	through	negotiation	and	lobby	work	on	behalf	of	the	rights	holders,	complete	

disintermediation	may	not	be	beneficial.	The	big	rights	holders	will	often	be	represented	by	a	

publisher,	 but	 the	 small	 rights	 holders	 will	 lose	 an	 important	 representative,	 and	 this	 may	

therefore	increase	polarisation.	A	proposed	solution	is	a	reduction	of	the	CMO	roles	to	collection	

and	negotiation,	so	only	transactions	and	royalty	payment	is	done	through	smart	contracts.	The	

potential	effects	provided	by	smart	contracts,	however,	are	further	limited	by	scalability	issues	

of	blockchain	systems	such	as	Ethereum,	and	differences	between	national	copyright	laws	when	

building	smart	contracts.	

	

Finally,	blockchain	based	system	can	potentially	reduce	the	turnaround	time	of	royalty	payments	

also	 by	 automating	 transactions	 through	 smart	 contracts	 and	 bypassing	 middlemen.	 Among	

blockchain	 based	 systems	 though,	 this	 aim	 is	 limited	 compared	 to	 the	 other	 indicators.	 For	

achieving	this	effect,	the	blockchain	based	systems	need	to	acknowledge	its	importance	for	the	

rights	holders	in	the	music	industry.	

	

The	thesis	contributes	to	the	existing	literature	by	shedding	light	on	several	factors,	which	highly	

influence	the	potential	effects	of	blockchain	based	systems.	These	factors	are:	1)	The	business	

structure	behind	a	blockchain	based	systems	has	a	great	influence	on	its	potential	effects	2)	The	

CMOs	have	an	important	value	creating	role	in	the	music	industry,	which	means	that	bypassing	

them	may	not	be	beneficial,	3)	The	possibilities	of	smart	contract-based	transactions	is	limited	by	

scalability	issues	in	the	blockchain	systems,	4)	There	may	be	strategic	incentives	behind	using	

blockchain	technology,	which	are	not	about	solving	industry	problems.	

	

The	findings	further	have	some	implications	for	the	business	practice	in	the	field	of	blockchain	

and	copyright	management.	These	should	be	considered	by	businesses	in	order	to	benefit	from	

the	possibilities	of	the	technology.	The	implications	are:	1)	In	order	to	have	an	effect,	the	system	

needs	 to	 include	 historical	 data,	 2)	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 build	 the	 system	 incrementally	 to	

accommodate	existing	industry	structures,	3)	the	system	should	not	focus	on	the	user	side,	as	it	
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limits	the	potential	effect	on	the	industry	side,	4)	the	system	needs	to	take	national	differences	

between	copyright	legislation	into	account,	when	it	 includes	automated	transactions	on	smart	

contracts,	5)	turnaround	time	of	royalty	payments	should	be	prioritised	as	it	is	a	central	part	of	

copyright	management	efficiency.	

	

The	 findings	 of	 the	 thesis	 show	 that	 there	 are	 some	 exciting	 possibilities	 of	 the	 blockchain	

technology	within	the	field	of	copyright	management.	Blockchain	based	systems	could	potentially	

increase	 the	efficiency	significantly,	as	 they	have	 the	potential	 for	 improving	all	 the	 identified	

aspects	 of	 copyright	 management	 efficiency.	 However,	 there	 are	 many	 obstacles	 ahead	 for	

securing	these	effects,	and	we	discovered	numerous	new	factors	that	need	to	be	in	place	before	

these	effects	can	unfold.	Despite	this,	we	found	the	blockchain	technology	an	exciting	area	with	

obvious	possibilities	for	copyright	management.	Therefore,	we	are	sure	that	the	field	will	be	much	

in	 focus	 the	 coming	 years.	We	 are	 excited	 to	 follow	 the	 development,	 and	we	 hope	 that	 our	

research	 and	 findings	will	 contribute	 to	 a	beneficial	development	of	 the	new	 systems	 for	 the	

music	industry.	
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12. Appendixes 

Appendix 1: Example of interview guide - Phil Barry, 
Blokur 

	

Interview guide - Phil Barry, Blokur - 12.03.19 

Theme/topic Questions 

Introduction/briefing General introduction to CBP and the objective of the master thesis 

Presentation of the interview guide  

Ask the interviewee to present himself and his background 

Problem and 
industry 

What do you see as the problem in today’s music industry – why is 
Blokur needed? 

How would the industry look different, if your visions for Blokur will be 
reached? 
	

How will Blokur impact copyright management? 
	

And why rights data? 

Who will benefit from the solution and who might be harmed? 

Who are your clients today? 

Technology Can you briefly explain the technological architecture - where does 
blockchain deliver the value to your business? 

How does Blokur differentiate from other blockchain initiatives (Dotbc, 
Inmusik)? 

There are many expectations to the blockchain technology in the music 
industry: transparency, speed, fairness, transaction costs, 
disintermediation, global database etc. Why do you have your 
specific focus?  

Who will have access to adding the information to the blockchain? 
Public / private, permissioned / permissionless? 
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How far are you in the development? 

Business structure How are you funded today?  
How is your revenue model - Who will pay for the technology in the 
long term? 

Should Blokur generate money? Is it for-profit or non-profit? 

Who are your biggest competitors?  

Blockchain in the 
future 

Where is Blokur in 5 years? 

Do you think that you can make one big blockchain for all, or do you 
think there will be competing blockchain solution offering the same 
service as you do? 
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Appendix 2: Example of interview guide - Benji Rogers, 
DotBC 

	

Interview guide - Benji Rogers, DotBC - 13.11.18 

Theme/topic Questions 

Introduction/briefing General introduction to CBP and the objective of the master thesis 

Presentation of the interview guide  

Ask the interviewee to present himself and his background 

Problem and 
industry 

What do you see as the problem in today’s music industry – why is 
DotBC needed? 

How would the industry look different, if your visions for DotBC will be 
reached? 
What will it mean for the current players - e.g. the artists, copyright 
MGMT bodies like PRS and ASCAP, record labels, publishers etc. 	

Who will benefit from the solution and who might be harmed? 

Technology Can you briefly explain the technological architecture - watermarking of 
files, blockchain page 

You say, that you make a new music file format - however, is the 
difference between traditional music files and your’s not just the 
watermark that points to the URL with the blockchain information? Or 
are there other differences?  

How does DotBC differentiate from other blockchain initiatives (Stem, 
Blokur)? 
I read an article on how Ujo and Bittunes are dependent on Ethereum 
and Bitcoins for a standard database. DotBC is not dependent on any 
established database? You are your own? 

You mention Wav and MP3 are like faxes and letters. What exactly do 
you mean by this? 

How far are you in the development? 

Who will run the nodes of the blockchain? Only you or also other 
players, or will it be run only in the cloud by Hyperledger? 
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Who will have access to adding the information to the blockchain?  

Business Model How are you funded today?  
How is your revenue model - Who will pay for the technology in the 
long term? 

What would be the incentives of the “customers”?  

Should DotBC generate money? Is it for-profit or non-profit? 

In last month you published you are entering a partnership with Warner 
Music Group. Can you elaborate on this deal? What is it about, and 
what does it mean to DotBC? (Major label and publisher) 

Who are your biggest competitors?  

Blockchain in the 
future 

Where is DotBC in 5 years? 

Will Spotify, Pandora, Amazon etc. have the same role in the music 
industry in 5 years, if DotBC is realised? 

Do you think that you can make one big blockchain for all, or do you 
think there will be competing blockchain solution offering the same 
service as you do? 

 

	  



	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	

128	

Appendix 3: Letter of consent 
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Appendix 4: Start list of codes 
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Appendix 5: Example of coded interview 
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Appendix 6: Example of coding - First cycle 
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Appendix 7: Coding tree 
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Appendix 8: Example of coding - Second cycle 

	
	

	


