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ABSTRACT

MUSIC INDUSTRY'S TURBULENT RELATION WITH STREAMING:

POLITICAL ECONOMY OF SPOTIFY

Saygin, Tahsin Mert
M.S. Department of Political Science and Public Administration

Supervisor: Assoc.Prof. Barig Cakmur

December 2022, 123 pages

Amidst the advent of digital technologies and increasing Internet use, there have been
fundamental changes in how (popular) music is produced, distributed, licensed, and
consumed in the 21 century. This thesis provides an overall picture of the process that
resulted in recording industry revenues rising above the year in which they began to
decline and makes the most important actor of this process — Spotify — its subject of
study within the political economy framework. Even though illegal file-sharing is still
not entirely over, Spotify succeeded in making nearly 200 million people pay every
month for recorded music. Hence, another purpose of this thesis is to reveal what was
behind this ‘success’. Operating in an oligopoly with a few companies, the streaming
format is the ground for the market’s very existence. This study argues that Spotify
occupies a key position as it is institutionalizing digital music, while owning what the
music industry needs the most: the enormous user data and the means (e.g., algorithms,

v



playlists) of demand manipulation. It speeds up the circulation of capital, provides a
significant source of income for major labels, and offers them the tools to minimize
their risks. Based on a medley of available online resources and eight in-depth
interviews with various actors in the music industry, this study employs a combination

of qualitative and quantitative research.

Keywords: Spotify, streaming, digital music, political economy, music industry
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MUZIK ENDUSTRISININ STREAMING ILE IMTIHANI: SPOTIFY’IN
EKONOMI POLITIGi

Saygin, Tahsin Mert
Yiiksek Lisans, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yo6netimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Baris Cakmur

Aralik 2022, 123 sayfa

Dijital teknolojilerin gelismesi ve artan Internet kullaniminin etkisiyle, 21. yiizyilda
(popiiler) miizigin tiretim, dagitim, lisanslama ve tiiketimi 6nemli degisikliklere sahne
oldu. Bu tez, kayit endiistrisi gelirlerinin milenyumun bagindaki parlak giinlerine
donmesiyle sonuglanan siirecin genel bir ¢er¢evesini sunmakta ve bu siirecin en 6nemli
aktorii olan Spotify't ekonomi politik bir ¢ergevede arastirma nesnesi yapmaktadir.
Yasadis1 dosya paylagimi tamamen sona ermemis olsa da Spotify, simdiye kadar
yaklagik 200 milyon kisiyi kayithh miizik i¢in her ay 6deme yapmaya ikna edebildi.
Dolayistyla, bu tezin bir diger amaci da bu “bagar1”nin arkasinda ne oldugunu ortaya
cikarmaktir. Yalnizca birka¢ sirketin hdkim oldugu oligopolistik bir pazar olan
streaming formati, miizik piyasasinin var olabilmesinin sebebi oldugu 6l¢iide 6nem
kazanmaktadir. Bu calisma, sermaye dolasimini hizlandiran, major sirketler icin

onemli bir gelir kaynag1 saglayan ve onlara risklerini en aza indirecek araglar sunan
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Spotify'in dijital miizigi kurumsallagtiran kilit bir konumda oldugunu; bu konumu,
miizik endiistrisinin ihtiya¢ duydugu devasa kullanic1 verileri ve talep manipiilasyonu
araglarmi (algoritmalar, ¢alma listeleri) tekelinde tutmasina bor¢lu oldugunu 6ne
stiriiyor. Muhtelif ¢cevrimici kaynaklara ve miizik piyasasindaki ¢esitli mesleklerden
katilimcilarla yapilan sekiz derinlemesine goriismeye dayanan bu tez, nicel ve nitel

aragtirma yontemlerinden yararlanmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Spotify, streaming, dijital miizik, ekonomi politik, miizik

endustrisi
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For 103 music workers who ended their lives during the pandemic in Turkey
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Amid the early stages of music as a commodity, Ludwig van Beethoven’s letter,
written to a music publisher to whom he tried to sell his songs, might sound like a

prophecy from two centuries ago:

With regard to the banker's draft, as you give me my choice, I beg you will
make it payable by Germiiller or Schiiller. The entire sum for the four works
will amount to 70 ducats; I understand no currency but Vienna ducats, so how
many dollars in gold they make in your money is no affair of mine, for really I
am a very bad man of business and accountant. Now this troublesome business
is concluded; — I call it so, heartily wishing that it could be otherwise here
below! There ought to be only one grand dépot of art in the world, to which
the artist might repair with his works, and on presenting them receive what he
required; but as it now is, one must be half a tradesman besides — and how is
this to be endured? Good heavens! I may well call it troublesome! [emphasis
added] (Nohl, 1867, as cited in Cakmur, 2001: 45).

Irrespective of what exactly he had anticipated in 1801, Beethoven’s dream of
dépot came true with the Swedish music streaming company Spotify, which
undoubtedly emerged as the representative of a global and controllable music industry.
With over 80 million tracks, Spotify has 456 million monthly active users, including

195 million paying subscribers in 183 countries.!

! https://newsroom.spotify.com/company-info/. Retrieved on November 2, 2022.
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Though they are not associated in our imagination, most of the music we perceive is
produced and distributed within a large industry. Today, what we hear or listen to that
fill us with various emotions comes from an even more complex set of industrial
relations than before. Thus, it is crucial to shed light on the structure of the music
industry because as a medium of communication, music places meanings and images
before us (i.e., ideology) and therefore appears as an essential part of how we perceive
the world. To this respect, this study primarily investigates why — rather than how —

ideology works.

The music industry has experienced significant transformations within the 21 century.
Beginning with Peer-To-Peer (P2P) technology, infinite duplication and sharing of
musical products had become available without almost any cost, opening a new
window to the potential for decentralizing the traditional distribution system. This
process presented a challenge for the established relations of the music industry and
its power holders, manifesting in a sharp decline in industry revenues. 'Piracy' had been
chosen as the scapegoat, which tended to exclude music distribution from market
relations. In the course of time, the music industry's power holders managed to reverse
the rise of piracy and started to make huge profits from digitalized phonograms. Since
the early 2000s, music became ubiquitous by means of newly introduced portable
hardware such as cassette / CD players, MP3 players, and later mobile phones, laptops,
Bluetooth speakers. Music is more to be heard than to be listened; it is soundtracking
to the individual’s other occupations. Access to the music of distant geographies is
easier than ever, and so is the affordability: the cost of music production and

distribution has lowered.

Since 2017, the music industry’s largest revenue has come from digital services,
particularly streaming. On the basis of a monthly subscription, these services grant
users access to a vast catalog of ‘licit” world music for a considerably low price. On
the one hand, while streaming generates more and more revenue, it is widely accepted
that streaming companies underpay the majority of artists. On the other hand, the
financial reports of the most popular one, Spotify, indicate that the company has not
made any profit so far. However, the service keeps expanding the number of

subscribers each year. Given these circumstances, this thesis asks, “what role does
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streaming play in the current market composition of the music industry?” This research
question seeks to understand how this sales model shapes the mediation between the

producers and consumers of music.

Streaming services have been the savior of the music industry: covering more than half
of the global recorded music industry revenues, it is the dominant way of engagement
with music. Spotify, controlling one-third of this streaming market, steps forth as the
‘thriving’ representative of this digital sales channel. The company’s primary mission
is to provide licensed music to its users and to distribute a share of its revenues as
royalties to the license holders in proportion to their stream counts within the service.
However, in an oligopolistic streaming market, Spotify and other companies still
cannot charge high prices for their services and enjoy monopoly profits. Despite its
195 million subscribers, financial reports of Spotify show that the company has not
proven itself to be profitable yet. Then, the question arises, how does Spotify still stand
as a strong actor and control one-third of the market even though it is not yet

profitable?

Operating in an oligopolistic market with a few companies, the streaming format is the
ground for the very existence of the market. This study argues that Spotify occupies a
key position as it is institutionalizing digital music, while owning what music industry
needs the most: the enormous user data and the means (e.g., algorithms, playlists) for
demand manipulation. The company is positioned over (rather than within) the music
market. It speeds up the circulation of capital, provides a considerable source of

income for major labels, and offers them a bunch of tools to minimize their risks.

To understand how music is produced, licensed, distributed, and exchanged; this study
reviews each of these phases with respect to a particular focus on Spotify. On the one
hand, the recording industry is dominated by three labels operating in an oligopolistic
market. On the other hand, new oligopolies have emerged in distribution and music
streaming. Therefore, the way people are engaged with music is subject to new sets of
regulations imposed by, in this case, Spotify. Reciprocally, the production of music
had to transform itself in accordance with this new actor that had joined the value
chain. Single format became a ‘norm’ in the industry. Songs are produced faster and

tend to be shorter. In this context, consumption has its share of this concentrated
3



circulation. Nevertheless, there are many things that have not changed; the star culture,
inadequate incomes for most artists to survive on, the oligopolistic structure of the
recording industry, and its monopolistic tendency. This study attempts to reveal the
extent and the form of changes and continuities place them with respect to the relations
of the current music industry and its complex processes of realization of capital. In that
sense, it aims to understand how control in the music industry is affected due to the

dynamic forces of ownership, competition, and technological advents.
1.1. Theoretical Framework — Why Political Economy

Whether or not they coined the expression, culture industry was strongly emphasized
by Adorno and Horkheimer in their famous Dialectic of Enlightenment. Mainly
dealing with the technical components and serialization of culture, they were the first
to point out the culture as operating in the capitalist relations of production, and the
culture industry as something that reduces art to “a relation between supply and
demand or to audience ratings” (Miege, 1989: 9). Their fruitful contribution
underscored “the predominance of the effect, the tangible performance, the technical
detail, over the work, which once carried the idea and was liquidated with it”
(Horkheimer & Adorno, 2002: 99). Thus, their work was significant to the extent that
it linked the creation of work of art, i.e. symbolic production, to the material conditions
that it was produced in. On the other hand, Horkheimer and Adorno pessimistically
referred to the mentality of the public as “a pan of the system” (2002: 96). A couple of
criticisms can be raised against their narrative. Apart from the depiction of a fixed and
uniform ideology, they overlooked the fact that “how much artistic practice itself had
been changed and transformed with major technological innovations” and that “this
industrialization of art should be analyzed as a process of capital valorization adapting

to new fields with specific conditions” (Miege, 1989: 10).

Critical political economy of communication presents a set of analytical tools to
understand the putative linkages between culture as an ideological form (to which
Marx referred as a part of social consciousness) and the material transformations of
the economic conditions of the production. Marx also referred to this superstructural
realm amongst others (the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic) as “in

which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out” (Marx, 1977). Hence,
4



class conflict and class struggle are the themes central to the analyses of social and
cultural relations in the political economy of culture. From this point of view, the three
levels with which the political economy of communications and culture is concerned

are outlined by Garnham (1990: 5) as:

Thus what I have called the political economy of communications and culture
links the analysis of capitalism, both as an overall social formation and as a
specific mode of production, to the normative definition and realization of
human liberation at three levels. Firstly the relation between the mode of
production of material life in general and the specific set of material practices
by means of which symbolic forms are created, circulated and appropriated.
Secondly the relation between capitalism as a social system and the set of ideas
about the world possessed by human agents within that system. Thirdly the
relation under capitalism between human ideas and human actions.

The political economy of culture inevitably poses a relation of determination between
these two realms. This is not to say that they (i.e. base and superstructure) are external
to each other, but that they are distinguished as analytical tools to acknowledge that
“there are, at any one time, certain absolute, often material, limits to the range of
human action” and hence we use the term ‘determination’ to reveal how does it “make
some courses of action more likely than others if only because it makes some more
difficult than others” (1990: 6). In this sense, the theory always bears the danger of
reducing the symbols and signs to the realm of economy if the relationship is perceived
as one-sided and as a mechanical one. On the other hand, unconditional equalization
of determination to reductionism reproduces the reductionist position itself (Cakmur,
1998: 27), because while the interaction between two is acknowledged in a mutual
relationship, it is never assumed that these correlated processes are equally important.
Thus, to the extent that this thesis postulates “a related hierarchy of analytical
priorities” (Garnham, 1990: 7), it aims to scrutinize the organization of production,

distribution and exchange of recorded music.
1.2. Research Method

This study employs various instruments of analysis, a combination of quantitative and

qualitative research.

One stream of data, which constitutes the largest part, was supplied from countless

web sites on various fields such as business news, music magazines, corporate web
5



sites, and newspaper reports. Official information and data on the financial aspects of
firms, to the extent of their transparency, were acquired from their official corporate
web sites. In fact, IFPI reports, which are published annually, are very detailed
resources on music industry. Though they could provide invaluable insight to this
thesis, their exorbitant pricing makes it impossible for us or any other independent
researcher to obtain the data, as well as to obscure reality (Arditi, 2021) except for
firms going after *market analyses’ and funded academic research (e.g., Global Music
Report 2022 costs £15,000 for premium package, £3,000 recorded music industry
package and £3,000 for academic / non-profit package). Moreover, it is nearly
impossible now to detect the shares of royalties for specific rightsholders and artists
with respect to the general music market due to the high degree of complexity in
calculating the royalty distribution in streaming services, in particular, Spotify. Yet,
SEC Filings and financial reports of Spotify, as well as of major labels, gives to some
extent an insight for the general tendencies and concentration in different markets.
Hence, it must be stated that the data presents rather a shallow portrait of the real
figures, if only a reliable information. Finally, a special emphasis must be put on the
website Music Business Worldwide, particularly Tim Ingham, and their great efforts

for lifting the lid off the music industry with exemplary journalism.

Qualitative data of this thesis, on the other hand, consists of total 8 semi-structured in-
depth interviews. The interviewee profile was selected deliberately in a particular
pattern, which supposedly represents a ratio with respect to different professions
within the music industry: 4 musicians / songwriters, one sound engineer, one
representative of a music publishing company, one representative of the performers
collecting society (Miiyorbir), and one board member of the the phonogram producers
collecting society (MU-YAP).2 Musicians were chosen from different age groups,
which made it easier to make comparisons between their perception of the market with
respect to their relations with the industry. During October 2022, the interviews were
carried out via online video call programs and lasted for 45 to 90 minutes. Apart from

the common questions on how they think of Spotify / streaming, how does this format

2 Onur Akin, Efe Bahadir, Liitfiican Kapucu, Sitki, Alp Turag, Metin Oktay, Merve Eryiiriik, and Biilent
Forta, respectively.
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affects music market compared to the past, and how do they deal with the digital
transformation in general; more specific questions were posed to each interviewee
according to their professions. These interviews help this study reveal the articulations
in between different interest groups with respect to the streaming industry. Although
all of the interviews were focused on the headings of digitalization — streaming
services — Spotify with a desire to understand how these phenomena are at work on a
global scale, the selected sample has the experiences of the local. Therefore, even
though it was not an initial purpose, the interviews have steered this thesis to touch
upon the specificities of the Turkish music industry and its positioning within the

global industry from time to time.

It should be noted that the quantitative and qualitative research conducted in this thesis
are by no means used as a substitute for each other. Rather, these two instruments of
analyses are mostly juxtaposed in order to feed and test each other in a constant

manner.
1.3. Study Plan

The next chapter lays out the historical background of the music industry with a
particular focus on its cyclical crises and market structures. It divides this history into
three periods, labeling the main turning points by doing so. In this respect, Chapter 2

attempts to shed light on, so to say, old habits and preexisting relations of power.

Chapter 3 presents the review of the existing literature on the different aspects of the
current music industry. The first section of this chapter resumes the narrative in the
previous chapter by addressing the digitalized form of records taking to the stage. It
explicates the containment of MP3 format in favor of market relations through specific
strategies. The second section provides a general overview of copyright and its
function on cultural commodities with respect to a discussion of intellectual property.
The third section juxtaposes the different perspectives on the processes of
commodification in case of Spotify. It is in this very chapter that the theoretical
framework of this thesis on Spotify is set forth. Finally, the fourth section evaluates

the concept of ‘attention economy’ and its significance on the operation of Spotify.



Chapter 4 is divided into four sections, in which the different instances of current music
industry is discussed. The first section of this chapter deals with how production takes
place in today’s music industry. It first traces the possibilities of self-employment in
producing a record and then identifies the major power holders in the recording
industry, including their shares in context of concentration in the streaming market.
The second section explores the various channels from which music is distributed to
streaming services and questions to what extent we can talk about its democratizing
aspect. The third section, interrelated with copyright, examines how the streaming
revenue is allocated between rightsholders as royalties. Last but not least, Chapter 4
finishes with evaluating the different aspects of Spotify, including the economic
structure, the tools at work to manipulate demand, and the centrality of playlists in the

ways in which music is streamed.



CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF MUSIC INDUSTRY UNTIL DIGITAL
ERA

2.1. Commercialization of Music

In the path of music becoming a commodity, it has a long and complex history within
social transformations that enables music to gain an objectified character. As of an
alienation process which cannot be dissociated from human’s alienation from nature,
as well as of an increasing division of labor between mental and manual (physical)
labor; there is no such “turning point” for the objectification of music but rather is a
process. One of the most important things signifying this process might be marked as
the invention of musical notation, which dates back to 13-14" century BCE belonging
to Babylonians. However, until approximately 12" century, notations were not
mensural (they were not able to describe measured rhythmic durations) but rather
simple guidelines that gives an idea of a particular song as a written record from which

a melody could be reconstructed, as cooks use a recipe (Burkholder et al., 2014: 8).

Simon Frith (2001: 29) argues that “the development of specialist musicians and
musical instrument makers was part of the division of labour that marked the
emergence of larger communities and more extended networks of trade and

manufacture.” As indicated, transformations in the relations of production has impact
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on music and musician. While division of labor becomes more complex and societies
are divided by classes, music and musician becomes subject to the relations of power.
In Mesopotamia, there are the earliest representations of the instruments and musical
performance of a ‘high culture’ (Abraham, 1985: 8). Following this line will lead us
to the later court music in medieval era. On the other hand, we can trace the line of
wandering minstrels in Africa or shamans in central Asia from primitive times;
‘inferior musicians’, who devote themselves to popular entertainment, are the lowest
in total five castes in the Sahel and the western Sudan (Wallaschek, 2009: 66;
Schneider, 1979: 40). For sure, those two lines should not be taken externally since the
music utilized by sovereign is always open to influence from popular culture. Thus,
the low-class wandering professional entertainers disapproved of by the Church, the
joculatores or jongleurs who were known all over Europe performed everywhere, from
court and castle to village inn (Abraham, 1985: 95). Attali refers to this process as
domestication, as the courts delegitimized jongleurs through 14th to 16th centuries
(2009: 15). However, notations remained non-mensural until the 13th century.
Mensural notation, in fact, became a necessity with the development of polyphonic
writing (Hughes, 1954: 226). With the advent of polyphonic music in Church, the
rythmic measures of the notations must have been indicated exactly in order to prevent

any kind of chaos within the harmony.

This process signifies an important turning point for a level of objectification in
Western music, enabling any musician to play the exact tune and measure with the
others who have the same notation. In other words, transcribed piece gains an entity
apart from its producer. With the rise of bourgeois social relations, musicians break
off with their aristocratic masters, which they were employed of by politico-legal
boundaries and become ‘free’ to choose who to serve at their own disposal. Shortly
afterwards Gutenberg’s invention of printing press, machine-printed music appeared
in the late 15th century. Over time, as the cost of printing has lowered, increasing
circulation of sheet music paved the way for stimulating the desire for music books.
These developments also spurred competition among publishers. By the end of the
sixteenth century, an array of different cities such as Lyon, Nuremberg, Rome, and
London had joined Venice and Paris as centers of music publishing. According to
Burkholder et al., the number of music stores in Europe and the New World grew
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rapidly in the early 1800s, increasing in London from 30 in 1794 to 150 in 1824 (2014:
162-3, 592). Hence, according to Leijonhufvud (2018: 91), the second phase of
domestication of music can be labeled as the transition of patronage from nobility to

bourgeois market relations.
2.2. Recording Industry

Some 20 years after Eduard-Léon Scott de Martinville’s trial of first sound recorder,
phonoautograph, in 1877, Thomas Edison succeeded to introduce his invention
phonogram, which was able to replay a recorded sound; during the same decade Emile
Berliner introduced gramophone. From the very beginning, the determinant motive of
these inventions has started to show itself, as can be seen in Alexander Graham Bell
and his two fellow’s efforts to develop something that would show a profit through

their newly established Volta Laboratory, which was not a philanthropic enterprise:

“We fully decided . . . to devote our time to something that would pay. . . .
Upon looking over the ground Dr. C. A. Bell, Mr. Tainter and I decided that
the most promising field of joint work would be to perfect the ‘Phonograph’ or
‘Graphophone’ or whatever we decide to call it.” (Volta Laboratory Notes,
cited in Martland, 2013: 5)

The era of recording signifies a third shift in terms of domestication of music
(Leijonhufvud, 2018: 92). In comparison with the sheet music, which is the recording
of a given musical piece on paper with notatations, accoustic recording presents the
‘original’ musical performance, in a way that the score can not. Today, both mediums
of recording are used for the protection of copyrights, manifesting themselves as
licences, royalites and utilization of ISRC (International Standard Recording Code) in

the digital era.
2.2.1. 1890-1900

However, just like the earliest printed notations, the new products were purchasable
by wealthy individuals for home use (Gronow, Music Recording and the Recording
Industry, 2021). This decade of 1880s has witnessed a battle between Edison and Bell
as Martland explains in his detailed analysis of the history of British recording
industries (2013). By the end of 1890s, according to Gronow (1983: 54), 151,000

phonograps, branded as “Home” by Edison Phonograph Works, were made in the US.
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In a very short period of time, other innovations came to light with certain
improvements through companies owning patents with a series of purchases and stock

exchanges.

This infant age of recording industry (1890-1900) had witnessed an extreme
concentration, two major companies produced most of the playback devices and audio
products, namely, Edison and Columbia. High industry concentration was stemming
from two main reasons. First, these major firms held the patents for producing
playback devices. Secondly, the production of copies was too costly for new entrances
to the market. In order to produce ten copies of a song, the singer had to sing the song
for ten times or ten recorders had to be recording simultaneously, leaving no place for

any mistakes (Alexander, 1994b: 115).
2.2.2.1900-1945

The tendency of internationalization of capital was prevailing for leading companies
of recording industry from the very beginning. The two conglomerates of this era,
Victor in the US and Gramophone in the UK covered almost whole world with
subsidiary companies and agencies. They agreed to divide the world between them,
the former covering Americas, China, Japan and Philippines and the latter from the
whole Europe to Russia, Egypt, Greece, Turkey, South Africa, India and even
Afghanistan (Gronow, 1983: 57). In the US, phonograph production was 345,000 in
1909, 514,000 in 1914 and 2,230,000 in 1919 (Gronow, 1983: 59). In parallel, Table

1 shows high number of entrances into the market between 1913 and 1916.
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Table 1 Number of phonographic companies in the U.S. market (1913-1916)
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Source: Gelatt (1955: 190-1) in Tschmuck, 2012: 34.

Tin Pan Alley in the US was a monopoly, dominating the mainstream music, as a
bunch of publishing houses that holds thousands of songs’ copyrights. Their
repertoires mostly consisted saccharine waltz melodies, marching music and numbers
from music revues and vaudeville theaters (Tschmuck, 2012: 43). As recording
industry was achieving great success in terms of profits, publishers felt threatened for
their position in the market, since the copyrights for mechanical reproduction was not
present until 1909. Recording companies were able to exploit their repertoires for free.
The Copyright Act of 1909 was the direct consequence of lobbying activities of
composers and publishers. It provided 2 cents for each recording. With the founding
of ASCAP (American Society of Composers, Authors and Publishers) in 1914, which
was a royalty collecting organization, the Act’s economic effects then eventualized
(2012, 44). The cooperation between music publishers, phonographic companies and
theatre houses largely formed the mainstream music taste for the masses. Besides,
records served as a marketing tool for concerts, which is still a prevailing phenomenon
today with regards to the influence of geo-data to the artists’ choice of concert

locations.
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Introduction of radio broadcasting in early 1920s had catastrophic consequences for
the recording industry. Thusly, sources of profit had shifted from the record sales to
performing rights and royalties (Cakmur, 2001: 60; Tschmuck, 2012: 67).
International Federation of Phonographic Industries (IFPI), which functions as a
central organization of record labels all around the world, was founded in 1933 against

violation of copyrights by radio broadcasts.

The next decade of recording industries (1900-1920) had witnessed an increase in the
number of firms, due to technical innovations and the expiration of key patents in 1914.
Hence, concentration in the industry had fallen from the mid 1910s to mid 1940s with
the exception of the interwar period. Yet, it must not be forgotten that concentration
rates in terms of HHI index did not fall below 2,500, which labels the market as highly
concentrated, until 1945 (Table 2).

Table 2 Concentration in the global music recording industry
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Source: Alexander, 1994b: 116.

*The HHI is the sum of the squared market shares of all firms in the industry.
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The recording industry was subject to periodic crises in a gradually expanding
frequency, as its industrial capacity to organize production and consumption was
increasing over time (Cakmur, 2001: 59). During and after each crisis, music industry
succeeded to overcome them by mergers and takeovers, always moving towards an
oligopolistic structure (2001, 60). Tschmuck identifies four successive periods
between 1920-1945 in the US market: first recession between 1920-1925, second
period of expansion between 1926-1929, second recession between 1930-1933 and
second period of expansion between 1933-1945 (2012: 49). The Germen market’s
limited data show us more or less the same graphic, yet there are no reliable data for
the World War II period. Two British companies, the Gramophone and the Columbia
Graphophone, experienced the highest return on capital in the fiscal year 1927-1928
by 46% and 62.1%, and the lowest in 1930-1931 by 6% and 8.42%, respectively
(Martland, 2013: 279). More importantly, we see those cyclical crises of capitalism,
thus music industry, had always brought an increase in market concentration. The
catastrophic Great Depression in 1929 caused a collapse in record sales from $75
million in 1929 to $5 million in 1933 (Alexander, 1994a: 2). Therefore, the industry
was again highly concentrated between 1930-1945. Horizontal integration (mergers
and takeovers) explains the increased concentration as the reactions of the industry to

overcome crises.
2.2.3.1945-2000

This era of music industry has stamped the death of the notion of free market
competition. The absolute way to survive for capital owners in the industry was
through a solid tendency towards monopolization. This phenomenon has marked the

history of the industry, especially after 1960s.

Mainly two structural transformations took place until the end of 20" century, in the
post-war era and in the early 1980s. While the former was fostered by the post-war
world’s ideological environment as well as technological developments, the latter was
marked by the predominance of the internationalization of capital in the face of
domestic markets (a key phenomenon of a newly emerging capital accumulation
regime, namely neoliberalism) and the shift from manufacturing (production) to

copyright (distribution-publishing) as the main source of profit. On the other hand,
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although technological innovations of the second half of the century — such as radio,
television, video games, video players (CD-DVD) — had occupied different functions
and fields, they were dependent with each other and become parts of the culture

industry as a whole.

By the end of the war, four majors were dominating the industry: Decca, RCA-Victor,
Capitol and CBS-Columbia. Radio broadcasting and music industry had been in a
mutual relationship: while record companies benefited radio with regards to royalties
and promotion, radio stations enjoyed advertising revenues. As television became a
rising technology for entertainment and leisure, the very position of radio was
threatened. Radio industry had responded in two ways. One of them was the invention
of relatively smaller mobile radios, so that it became possible to listen to it out of the
household. The other was the introduction of “format programming”, which
fragmented the audience with different particular tastes (Cakmur, 2001: 108-9-10;
Tschmuck, 2012: 110):

This turn-around was based on a profound transformation in radio
programming. Although the new idea was simple, it took a decade to perfect
it. Instead of defining the audience as a unitary conglomeration, it was
redefined as a number of discrete taste groups (Peterson & Berger, 1975: 165;
as cited in Tschmuck, 2012: 110).

This fragmentation of audience was further supported by the inducements of
Keynesian economic model of post-war era. Demand management was particularly
important for a demand sided capital circuit. The very ideological consequence of this
economic model, combined with the post-war economic boom, was the promotion of
consumerism. In that sense, genres and sub-cultures that appeal to different segments
of the public became important in order to include a wider consumer base. However,
music industry gave a delayed response to the rise of Rock ‘n’ Roll. The wave of rock
'n' roll, scorned by major labels in its early stages, resulted in many independent
companies entering the market with the help of the newly developed magnetic tape,
which reduced production costs significantly. In fact, major firms’ total 75% market
share in 1948 fell to 25% by 1962 (Alexander, 1994a: 2). The presence of many
independent distributors was also a big factor in this relatively low concentration rates.

In the following years, majors began purchasing successful independent distributors
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as part of a vertical integration strategy as a non-stop continuing trend until the early

1980s (1994a: 7).

Until 1980s, the trend of various types of mergers has continued. Beginning from the
mid 1960s, horizontal integrations (EMI-Capitol), acquisitions (Polygram — MGM,
Mercury and MCA — Decca U.S.), vertical integrations (CBS-Columbia and ABC’s
acquisition of successful distribution intermediaries) and large conglomerates’ entry
into the music market had ascended like an avalanche (Tschmuck, 2012: 147-8).
Concurrently, for the US, record sales went up from $600 millions to $4.1 billions

between 1960 and 1979 (Gronow and Saunio, 1998: 137, as cited in Tschmuck, 2012).

In addition, the proliferation of the technology of tape recording and mediums such as
cassette and CD had lowered the cost of production and manufacturing dramatically.
It can be argued that those cheap mediums, especially the cassette had a revolutionary
impact on the dissemination of recorded sound (Laing, 2013: 40). They paved the way
for the circulation of recorded music to reach much broader audience notably in
countries with low average incomes. Therefore, capital accumulation had become

more internationalized.

As a consequence of above-mentioned reasons, music industry became extremely
concentrated during 1980s in terms of both production and distribution, reaching the
HHI index of nearly 2,000 in mid 1980s (see Table 2). In 1987, six major firms, namely
Time/Warner, Sony/CBS, Thorn/EMI, Philips-Polygram/PMG, Bertelsmann/BMG
and Matsushita/MCA, constituted the %100 share in terms of distribution (Alexander,
1994b: 120). These types of acquisitions were the response of majors to the stagnation
in the beginning of the decade, as a result of the oil crisis. Thus, the working principle
of conglomerates underwent structural changes. However, this is not to say that the
recording industry was in a downfall. The star system that had been long established
from 1950s onwards was saving the industry. This system was stemming from the very
nature of the audio production: each additional sales after recouping the costs of
production (Cakmur, 2001: 68). Leyshon (2001: 63) also points out to the same

phenomenon:
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[...] But those that do can sell in such large numbers to more than make up for
the losses incurred by the majority of releases, particularly because the
marginal costs of reproduction are low. It is this characteristic of the industry

that has encouraged a long-term tendency towards capital concentration.

The company structure of majors became more and more elastic to include ‘rebellious’
and ‘marginal’ genres and cultures such as heavy metal and punk-rock. Moreover, they
pulled out from costly jobs such as A&R (artists and repertoire) branches, handing the
search for new talents over to independent labels for risk reduction. This was a lesson
learned from 1950s and 1960s that changed the major’s relationship with smaller labels
(Wikstrom, 2009: 67-8). As Leyshon (2001: 64) asserts:

The smaller company provides its larger partner with preferential access to
artists that it discovers through its own A&R department, and in return gains a
greater degree of financial stability and access to the large record company's
greater efficiency and effectiveness within networks of reproduction and

distribution.

Additionally, as different branches in culture industries emerged, copyright business
became crucial than ever. Video games industry and film industry relied on music
industry, and vice versa, for cross-promotion. This was a prevailing trend especially
with the introduction of music channels. After 2000s, licensing was going to become
the key element of capital accumulation. However, especially in the late 1990s, music
industry witnessed something that disabled the exploitation of copyright: massification

of piracy.
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CHAPTER 3

DIGITALIZATION DEBATES WITHIN THE 21ST CENTURY

3.1. Piracy Narrative and Market Containment of ‘Free Music’

In fact, before piracy, the recording industry had managed to adapt to the different
formats that came out until the 1990s. This is not to say that piracy only existed after
1990s. On the contrary, illegal copying of licensed recordings dates back to 1930s
(Cummings, 2013: 7). People collected, copied and shared all different formats of
recordings. In 1970, labels blamed piracy to explain the fall in sales (Marshall, 2013:
56). However, each new format made it easier to do so. After LP and vinyl, copying
was a very common feature of tape decks and cassette players. However, making
massive copies of cassettes required more or less a capital, therefore, copying cassettes
were mostly a hobby for personal use and tended to be local (Layshon, 2001)
Moreover, each additional reproduction resulted in a lower quality. Therefore,
bootlegging of cassettes remained exceptional and stayed at a level that did not attract
the attention of the recording industry. But CD format was more suitable for
bootlegging, especially after the proliferation of computers. Burning a single CD only
took a few minutes and did not require such skill. With 1990s, pirate CD stalls started
to appear in city centers and more apparently in rural areas. It should be noted that

bootlegging was a more common practice in global south countries.
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All the record formats that were mentioned in Chapter 2 made way for overcoming the
crises in music industry. When a new format emerges, the old formats become
obsolete. This goes side by side with a deliberate interference of capital, polishing the
new format with its powerful media tools. In fact, selling albums in new formats was
a big revenue stream for major labels.> Presumably, a Beatles lover has the album
Abbey Road in all LP, cassette, and CD formats. Arditi (2015) calls this ‘album
replacement cycle’. On the other hand, each format brings a relative sound quality
accompanied by developing recording technologies. However, this was not the case

for MP3s.

MP3 reduced the size of an average song on a CD to 1/12. The discovery of MP3 has
a long history, dating to a number of findings on the human ear’s ability — or rather
its limitations — based on Eberhard Zwicker's discipline called psychoacoustics. He
revealed that human ear can hear only to a certain extent. His student, Karlheinz
Brandenburg, was going to make this compression with digital encodings in a way that
the average human ear could not distinguish the compressed copy from the original.
The development of the MP3 format, an international standard, was possible thanks to
the huge research & development resources allocated by large multinational
companies such as AT&T (Witt, 2020: 28). From the ‘storage’ side, MP3 took up a
very little space compared to CDs and cassettes. On the other hand, MP3 provides a
much lower quality in terms of bitrate (96 to 320 Kbps) than the CD (1,411 Kbps).

MP3 is not a tangible format. Proliferation of the internet and increased bandwidth in
the late 1990s paved the way for massification of piracy, where MP3 files were easily
reproduced and circulated on the internet. Piracy ‘“heralded a move from mass
production to mass reproduction” (Cummings, 2013: 212). Piracy was always about
reproduction. However, MP3 massified the reproduction with a minimum quality loss
in the fastest way. More importantly, there was no meaning for record labels to spend

hundreds of thousands of dollars for record production and marketing anymore.

Unauthorized reproduction expanded in the early twenty first century on a scale
that equaled or surpassed even the potential of radio to mass produce sound.

* Arditi (2015) calls this ‘album replacement cycle’.
20



Whether in the form of MP3s attached to emails, torrents on file-sharing
networks, or uploads to YouTube, this ceaseless churning of sound reveals two
key points: music is more abundant than ever before, and the demand for it
remains huge, despite the flagging fortunes of the record industry. (Cummings,
2013: 212)

Napster, the originator of Spotify model, used a peer-to-peer (P2P) file sharing
technology, where users connect to the same network, upload their own archive and
download from anyone who is connected. The same model was also used by Torrent
web sites for all types of materials that could be stored in a computer: films,

photographs, games, books, music videos...

The reaction of the capital was devastating. All of a sudden, exclusive licenses were
overridden by access to a vast number of songs. While recording revenues were
gradually decreasing from beginning of early 2000s, piracy narrative started to be
discussed widely in the mainstream media. IFPI issued ‘Download Piracy Report’ in
2000. Leading figures of music industry reprobated piracy and labeled it as ‘theft’,

presenting it as the mere reason of decline in industry revenues.

Figure 1 An advertisement from Universal Music’s anti-piracy campaign
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Source: Masnick, 2015.
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There are several objections to ‘piracy narrative’ from various literature, focused
mainly on two sets of critics. First, while the trend of a decline in record sales is not
dismissed, the statistical figures were deliberately manipulated and/or exaggerated in
order to support the narrative to better advantage. Second, especially from 1990s
onwards, recording industry had many other revenue sources apart from record sales
that should not be underestimated. In his comprehensive analysis of IFPI reports
between 2000-2018, Arditi (2021) focuses on unclear figures for profits, excluded
revenues of various sources such as performance rights and synchronization licenses,
as well as “radio advertising revenues, recorded music retail sales, the live music
sector, musical instrument sales, portable digital sales (hardware that plays digital
music), audio home systems, songwriter musical copyright, [...] music related video
games sales.” Moreover, he argues that there is a substantial gap between shipments
and record sales (Figure 2), which in turn was used as a tool to contribute to the
narrative by considering ‘shipments’ rather than sales, in order to exaggerate the fall

1n revenues.

Figure 2 CD sales versus shipments in the United States (1995-2008)
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Source: Arditi, 2021.

Following the same line, Williamson and Cloonan (2013) argue that the growth of live
music economy was at its highest in early 2000s, reaching $5.6 billion in 2010 (17).
In the period between 1993-2003, the average price of a concert ticket in North
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America rose by 82 per cent (Krueger, 2005 as cited in Williamson & Cloonan, 2013:
17). They also argue that the futile fight against piracy and expenditures made to trade
organizations deepened the crisis. For example, it is said that EMI spent $250 million
for anti-piracy campaign (Gallo, 2008 as cited in Williamson & Cloonan, 2013: 15).
Marshall (2013) asserts that there are “a number of reasons to adopt a critical stance
to the data” (54). On the one hand, statistics of many small and independent companies
that are not member companies of IFPI, and the revenue streams coming from record
sales in concerts or digital services (such as TuneCore) are unknown. On the other
hand, which is even more important, he offers to make a broader comparison (1985-
2010) vis-a-vis IFPI’s narrower comparison (2000-2010); “rather than considering the
current situation as a deviation from the highest point”, he suggests, “it is perhaps
advisable to consider the industry’s best years as something of an anomaly” (Marshall,
2013: 55). Therefore, he argues that declining industry revenue and piracy are not
“necessarily causally linked” (59). In their empirical research, Oberholzer-Gee and
Strumpf (2007) found that even though piracy contributed to the decline, it is not the

main cause.

On MP3 technology, there were three main positions surrounding public debates as
well as academic literature. The first position can be defined as ‘technologic
determinism’, though not homogeneous, celebrating the emergence of MP3 format as
the liquidator of traditional hierarchies of recording industry. Barlow (1996) heralds
internet technologies as an emancipating cyberspace where there is no “privilege or
prejudice accorded by race, economic power, military force, or station of birth”. While
Negroponte (1996) stands on a utopian futurism, Lessig (2008) appraises digital
technologies that will create a ‘sharing economy’ and argues that it helps audience to
go active rather than passive receptors. This perspective also draw attention to the
potential of newly emerging internet technologies as an annihilator of intermediaries
(Sundararajan, 2016). In early 2000s, pro-piracy demonstrations were held in
Stockholm. The second position, as was manifested above, is the conservative position
which was mainly comprised of spokespeople who represented corporate interests of
capital groups as the sole exploiter of copyrights. A third position can be observed in
Leyshon’s (2001) notable contribution in the earliest stages of the transformation at
issue. He was critical against pro-piracy discourse that it, “as an alternative to the
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current configuration of the music industry may well be antiorganisational and
antihierarchical, but it is certainly not antimarket, conforming as it does to a kind of
‘capitalist libertarianism’” (2001: 74). In addition, Leyshon argues that the recording
industry will either way adapt to the emerging technologies and he reminds the cyclical
crises of recording industry from a historical perspective, pointing out to a possible
reintermediation (which majors had already begun to seek) together with

disintermediation:

Although the proliferation of new companies dedicated to exploiting the
potential of software formats and Internet distribution systems will increase
levels of competition, it is possible to anticipate a familiar process of capital
centralisation and concentration in the music industry over the medium to long
term. (2001: 73)

While large companies were suing Napster (such as A&M Record Inc.) and other file
sharing companies, they were at the same time negotiating with the Napster and/or
searching new ways of a system where they can get a share of the pie (Richtel &
Kirkpatrick, 2000; Forbes, 1999). Napster became a historical advertisement for
streaming services as a legalized version of file-sharing, which sooner to be

marketized.
3.2. Copyright Industry

To understand logic of copyright, the following historical event might give us a clue.
During the first application of copyright to recordings in Copyright Act 1911,
recording companies agreed that “the purchaser of a gramophone record acquired with
his purchase any right of public performance in that record” (Frith, 1988: 57). After
two decades, huge declines in record sales and the wide use of radio made record
companies reconsider this statute. In 1934, Gramophone Company sued a restaurant
for unlicensed public use and won the case, after which Phonographic Performance
Limited (PPL) was established by manufacturers to “administer their new rights”
(1988: 58). This anecdote bears implications in itself the relationship between art,

technology, economy, politics and state. As Frith (1988: 73) puts it:

As its history makes clear, copyright law (at least in Britain and the USA) has
never, in any case, been about absolute rights, but has always involved
pragmatic decisions about who should benefit from musical work and how (and
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copyright holders themselves have been equally willing to adapt their claims
to market conditions). Copyright is a political and economic not a moral matter.

The copyright enclosure (as Arditi [2020] puts it) was the necessary consequence of
the emerging capitalist social relations. The Statute of Anne (1709) was first to
establish “the legal justification that ideas could be considered a type of property”
(Arditi, 2020: 69). Hence, creators of the works can be incentivized for intellectual and
artistic creativity by royalty revenues and compensate their living. However, the
inherent contradiction of copyright (of a cultural product) is rooted in the conflict
between its putative support in creativity to serve the public good while establishing a
property regime. Arditi points out to this issue, asserting that “copyright aids musicians
in the commodification of their music, but copyrights actualize their value only when

musicians sign away those rights to record labels.” (2020: 76).

On the other hand, cultural commodities “have the characteristics of what economists
call a “public good’, meaning that the product cannot be used up by any one consumer”
(Bettig, 1996: 2). This is one of the reasons why the notion ‘fair use’, which is a moot
point today for music with streaming services, had been subject to heated debates with

digitalization of cultural products especially after 2000s.

Copyright owners (just like property owners) struggle to acquire full market
compensation by all means for their copyrighted work. Hence, the problem of
exclusivity arises. For exploiting the copyrighted work in the widest spectrum,
intellectual property owners have developed various strategies and precautions in order
to exclude nonpayers: from legal actions (i.e., lawsuits) to encryption of digital files

(i.e., Digital Rights Management).

After copying and distributing digitalized cultural productions became possible at low
cost, copyright owners began seeking new ways to implement changes for securing
their copyrights and exclusivity. Gillespie argues that the logic of these changes was
“a fundamental shift in strategy, from regulating the use of technology through law to
regulating the design of the technology so as to constrain use” (2007: 6). The
encryption techniques were the main tool, which digitalization also brought about, of
implementing exclusivity and preventing access for nonpayers. Digital rights
management (DRM) techniques were one of the first tools that allow only authorized
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users to access content. DRM was put into act with 1996 The World Intellectual
Property Organization Copyright Treaty (WIPO) for United Nations and 1998 Digital
Millennium Copyright Act (DMCA) for US particularly. This fundamental change had
direct consequences on distribution and consumption of culture as well as how we

make use of them:

Current encryption techniques allow content owners to decide who gets access
to their work according to much more precise, subtle, and modifiable criteria.
Today, digital content can include information indicating how, when, and
where that content can be used, rules that will be honored automatically by the
devices we use to consume it. With these innovations, film and music
distributors are going far beyond what the software industry had once
imagined, to govern not only whether we copy their work, but also how we
buy, share, experience, and interact with it. (Gillespie, 2007: 7)

Another point of departure to brainstorm about who copyright serves is to look to the
distribution of royalties among artists. As we will see in Chapter 4, composition
royalties are accumulating into the hands of few companies who are subsidiaries of
major labels. Oligopolistic structure of publishing market also empowers artists to the
extent that it increases the bargaining power of publishing companies. If we accept the
normative presumption that copyright exists to incentivize artists, then there is no
reason to produce art for the vast majority of artists except a few superstars who
dominate performing royalty incomes. Arditi makes an analogy between the workers

of music industry and other industries:

[...] there is not enough room for everyone who hopes to earn a living from
making music. If everyone could produce, record, distribute, promote, and sell
music, music would be overproduced driving the value of each recording down
in a capitalist economy. Therefore, most people who produce copyrighted
material will not be able to meet their needs through this system. Just like land
enclosure, copyright enclosure creates a reserve army of labor because those
who control the copyrights limit who they record, promote, and distribute.
When landowners forced feudal serfs from the land, they flocked to the towns
and cities in England in search of work. However, there weren’t enough jobs
for the emigrating masses to fill; this drove down the cost of labor. Musicians
want to play music to earn a living despite the lack of opportunities for them
to work, and this creates a reserve army of labor. If one musician is not willing
or able to take a gig, another musician can easily take their place. This has the
general effect of driving down wages across the music industry. (2020: 72-3)
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In recent years, the share of catalog music* has risen in the face of new music (Gioia,
2022). One could assume that the reason is that people think old music is better than
the new ones. While this simplistic answer could be true, a couple of underlying
structural reasons exist. Firstly, major labels’ primary focus is increasingly to acquire
catalogs as much as possible to be able to exploit them. Last decade has witnessed
huge acquisitions of catalogs such as EMI Music Publishing (by Sony/ATV for $2.2
billion), EMI Music (by Universal for $1.9 billion), Imagem Music Group (by Concord
for $500 million) and so on (Music Business Worldwide, 2018). These acquisitions
include the transfer of the copyrights of millions of songs. Secondly, the model of
distribution, streaming services, is a determinant factor in that sense. In the traditional
music market, a standard album sale mostly started with a boost (fostered by huge
investments on promotion) and declined gradually. A few years later, it was even hard
to find the album in retail stores. In streaming services, where each song has its place
forever, long-tail is in favor of older albums, which audiences otherwise could hardly
find. This reality steers labels into a battle of marketing, selling, and buying older

music.

The most recent copyright regulation is the 2018 Music Modernization Act in the US.
The second title, CLASSICS Act granted the sound recordings fixed before 1972
copyright until 2067. However, the Act “does little to incentivize the original pre-1972
creators, i.e., the performers and related musicians who generated the recordings”;
instead, “the current-time recognition of quasi-copyright in the pre-1972 recordings is
a reward for noncreative disseminators who have current ownership of the recordings”
(Vetter, 2019: 2555). It can be concluded that the legal system complies with the shape

of new medium (streaming) and any possible ways of expanding its spectrum:

The maneuvers visible in these cases are not only about reaffirming existing
arrangements familiar to copyright, but also about extending them,
strengthening them, expanding them, reimagining them. Historically,
copyright has privileged not the authors of cultural work but its distributors;
the modern media industries are dominated by a select few corporations that
have consolidated control over the culture market by asserting their intellectual

4 Songs over that are 18 months old.
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property rights as a way to govern where work comes from and where it goes
and to benefit financially from its circulation. (Gillespie, 2007: 11)

3.3. Spotify Debate — What is Commodified?

It can be observed that the academic literature on streaming services, particularly
Spotify, flowered in the last decade. It is notable that Spotify was discussed by
considerable number of scholars from range of disciplines, apart from media studies;
such as finance, political economy, cultural studies, law, business, software
engineering and so on. This diversity proves that how different aspects of the digital

music industry are now more intrinsic to each other than ever.

Most of the literature on Spotify deal with its various working practices such as the
unjust payment system (Price, 2020; David, 2016; Kribs, 2017; Marshall, 2015;
Colbjernsen et al., 2022), algorithms & playlists and their function as the reinforcer of
segmentation by means of datafication of users and tracks (Prey 2016; Collins &
O'Grady, 2016; Fleischer 2021; Eriksson 2020; Aguiar &Waldfogel, 2021; Siles et al.,
2020), from ownership of music to access (Cummings, 2013; Fleischer, 2021;
Vonderau, 2014, 2019; Arditi, 2014), exploitation of the sensation of free music’
(David, 2016; Cummings, 2013), and the ‘winner-takes-all’ system (Hesmondhalgh,
2020; Ordanini & Nunes, 2015). Abovementioned scholars are more or less on the
same line with each other with regards to different practices mostly revolving around

the changing consumption patterns.

Most of the researchers, who write on the economic aspects of Spotify, mention
Anderson’s famous ‘long-tail’ theory from a critical perspective to his predictions
about the disintermediating and democratizing potentials of large-scale distribution.
Many scholars’ observation on the current structure of the digital music economy is
rather a consolidation of long-established power structures (Marshall, 2013;

Kaitajérvi-Tiekso, 2016; Vonderau, 2014; Hodgson; 2021).

However, there are several significant contributions to the question of ‘what is
commodified’ in streaming services as well as other markets of digital music — a
discussion which is central to this thesis (Morris, 2015; Kasap & Yalgintas, 2020;
Negus, 2018; Vonderau, 2014, 2019; Fleischer, 2017).
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Morris defines digital music files as ‘digital music commodity’. He makes a distinction
between physical and digital formats, though he defines music as commodity in both

formats:

A brand-new record released by an indie band capitalizing on the resurgence
of vinyl versus a discarded mix tape in a garage sale bin versus a song streamed
freely (with ads) on Spotify are all different manifestations of music as
commodity. (Morris, 2015: 37)

For him, what characterizes digital music commodity is that it is ‘transectorial’,
‘mobile’ and ‘fluid’. Because of this very nature, the digital music commodity “hovers
among multiple states. It waffles between good and service, owned and rented,

legitimate and illegitimate, and material and immaterial” (2015: 32).

Kasap and Yalgintag (2020), on the other hand, stress on the commodification of
personal data and use the term prosumer, borrowed from Christian Fuchs, to account

for the working principle of Spotify:

This is what we call Commodification 2.0. It is a process in which corporations
are able to operate with high profit rates although the prices of marketed
commodities are zero or significantly low. However, corporations working
under conditions of Commodification 2.0 are still able to make profits as they
appropriate a surplus that the corporations extract from the data that the
individuals supply. During Commodification 2.0, the knowledge prosumed by
online users is appropriated by the corporation without paying the individuals
who produce the knowledge. (2020: 6)
Even though they do not mention, they center on the notion of audience commodity
(Smythe, 1977) to explain what is commodified is mainly the users of Spotify, who
generate data for the service. From this perspective, while users consume the music
and other utilities of the service, they simultaneously produce data and knowledge,
which in return generate surplus value for the company through sales to advertisers.
Indeed, the growth of Spotify was initially highly dependent on presenting itself as a
free music provider, for which it relied on advertising revenues. Leijonhufvud asserts

that “this arrangement was set to attract users from pirate sites and let the users

emigrate to a legal alternative” (2018: 165).

Negus (2018) frames a “post-record industry’ in which recorded music turns into a

‘content’ rather than a ‘product’. While he contends that recordings are commodified,
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they are no longer central to the music industry as a whole and lose “worth as industrial
product, as a saleable tangible commodity and as a cultural symbol” (13). He prefers
positioning recordings in a broader context, ‘digital economy’, within which recording
“acquires new exchange values as content and as data commodity, and new use values
for consumers in the ubiquitous sonic stream (through subscriptions, apps, playlists for
leisure activities and so on)” (2018: 13). While he contends that recordings are
commodified, like Kasap & Yalcintas, his main emphasis is on the “data derived from

the production, circulation and use of recordings™ (2018: 15).

In addition to commodification analyses of Morris (2015), Kasap and Yalgintas (2020)
and Negus (2018); Fleischer (2017) and Vonderau (2014, 2019) have different answers

on what is commodified in streaming services, particularly Spotify.

Fleischer (2017) strictly opposes Morris’s definition of commodity because no
distinction is made between the different formats of ‘digital music commodity’ such
as downloading, free downloading, streaming and free (advertised) streaming. He
argues that while the ‘digital music’ is commodified in download sales and ‘users’ are
commodified in free streaming (via advertising); for streaming subscriptions, it is the
‘subscription’ itself that is commodified. There is no reason to claim the tracks as sole
commodities in paid subscriptions because neither there is limit for listeners regarding
time duration or the number of streams in a given time (usually a month), nor there are
any individual prices for individual songs. As a base for his arguments, he asserts that
“the Marxian definition of a commodity supposes that it has a price. On the other hand,
it is not limited to tangible objects, but the commodity can as well be a service” (2017:
150). He further argues that Spotify should be considered as a commodity producer
(subscriptions), rather than the mere distributor of commodities. He elaborates on the
use-value of subscriptions as “music as part of a branded experience — is not new, but
it may be argued that it is now becoming dominant” (2017: 157). He argues that a
fourth type of commodity should be added to what Timothy Taylor affirms as music
commodities (published score, live performance and recorded sound), that is, ‘music
as part of a branded experience’. To support his arguments, he points to two pillars of

commodity production in Spotify: labor power (engineers, curators, staff etc.) and
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means of production (hardware, bandwidth, music licenses etc.) that are exploited to

produce a ‘branded experience’ and ‘uniqueness’.

Vonderau follows a parallel line with Fleischer and remarks the “endless flow of
commodified experiences” and identifies a “shift from commodity ownership to
commodified experience” (2014: 2-10). In his later work, even though he asserts that
neither the ‘audience commodity’ of Dallas Smythe nor the ‘digital music commodity’
of Morris “adequately capture the dynamics of Spotify’s growth politics over the past
decade”, he avoids giving an answer to what is commodified but rather argues that
Spotify is “a media company operating at the intersection of advertising, technology,
music, and—most importantly—finance” (2019: 5). Here, Vonderau focuses more on
the financial aspect of Spotify. Since the company has not made any profits yet, he
claims that Spotify relies heavily on venture capital. Thus, to boost the hopes for
potential future profit, the creation of an “aura of ‘Nordic cool’ and public benefit
around its use of music” is crucial for the flow of venture capital to Spotify (2019: 6).
The common focus of Vonderau and Fleischer seems to be the meaning that Spotify
attributes to music (i.e. ‘branded experience’, ‘commodified experience’, ‘Nordic

cool’).

While all the contributions more or less agree that music is commodified, they have
different perspectives on how Spotify produces surplus value. The debate at issue is
very much like the one in late 1970s, which is not surprising at all because different
modes of surplus value extraction that emerge with new technologies arouse an interest
to be understood.’ Firstly, it should be noted that different economic processes which
are folded into each other makes the system complicated and hard to analyze. This
situation itself proves that “the cultural production processes carried out by the media
do not correspond to a single commodity form, but to different commodification
processes” and that “the media becomes almost the dominant determinant of capital

processes not only in itself but also in other fields” (Cakmur, 1998: 120). That’s why

5 The discussion had started with Smythe (1977) and continued with various contributions and critics.
Smythe argued that the audience is sold to advertisers as commodities, introducing the notion ‘audience
commodity. While Meehan (1984) puts forward that ratings are commodified, Jhally and Livant (1986)
argued that rather watching-time is commodified.
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the audiences, songs or subscriptions can be considered as different aspects of the same
complicated economic process. Secondly, as Cakmur remarks, permanent
reproduction of symbolic needs signifies the mediation between use-values and
consumers (122). Rather than being shaped by social needs outside of the market, use-
values are reidentified within the realm of exchange. The capitalist formation of media
is incumbent on creating new artificial and symbolic needs, through which use-value
of substantially same products (e.g., music) must be redefined over and over again. In
that sense, contributions of Vonderau (2014, 2019) and Fleischer (2017) are prominent
to the extent that they reveal the mediation between the use-value of Spotify and its
consumption. However, although this relationship is the dominant determinant in
cultural products’ commodification processes, it is not the only one (Cakmur, 1998:
125). The actualization of what Fleischer calls the ‘branded experience’ is dependent
on the material processes (i.e., being a monopoly as a prerequisite for that very
experience); then the question of why — rather than sow — it works should be directed
to the definition of ‘branded experience’. Therefore, a comprehensive analysis of how

material processes work in the case of Spotify is made in Chapter 4.

Last but not least, one should be cautious about the relationship between technology
and social change. One view perceives technology as a neutral facilitator of the other.
It should be noted that technology is human creation and therefore not free of existing

social relations. As Gillespie (2007: 82-3) put it:

Technologies also have different consequences in different setings; changes a
tool can seem to cause by itself are more often a product of the social dynamics
in which it is being incorporated. And the influence of a technology can never
be separated from the social and political factors that surround its use, such that
pointing to consequences as evidence of the technology’s inherent character is
a tremendously difficult task.

3.3. Attention economy

It would be fair to assume that every person who is somehow familiar with the internet,
at least once, has undertaken a long journey through the not-necessarily-related videos
of YouTube via its recommendation system, lost track of time and spent hours without
even realizing it. We do not necessarily choose what we want to consume on the

internet, social media, or streaming services; most of the time, we choose what is
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presented to us and what is available at that very moment. Couple of reasons that
accelerates this circulation are the fascination by the ‘diversity’ of contents and no
price is charged for consuming them. As early as 1971, Simon Herbert was one of the

first to mention attention as a scarce resource:

[...] in an information-rich world, the wealth of information means a dearth of
something else: a scarcity of whatever it is that information consumes. What
information consumes is rather obvious: it consumes the attention of its
recipients. Hence a wealth of information creates a poverty of attention and a
need to allocate that attention efficiently among the overabundance of
information sources that might consume it. (1971: 40-1)

The race for drawing consumers’ attention is not new, though. The first newspaper
advertisement dates back to 1704 and first leasing of a billboard 1867 (Nelson-Field,
2020: 86). If we think of how goods are displayed in the shelves of supermarkets, the
same mechanism is employed. However, ‘free’ provision of most of the digital goods
brings attention economics into prominence. It can be said that for cultural goods, the
most important determinant of consumption has shifted from availability to visibility
in digital platforms. The news on the internet, the video on YouTube, or the song on
Spotify realizes its value (rather by advertisement revenue or royalty) the moment
users click on it.% After the click, it is not important whether the content is consumed

or not.

Benjamin once spoke of the potentiality of distraction — that reproducibility brought
about — to politicize the masses in contrast to contemplation: “...the distracted masses
absorb the work of art into themselves. Their waves lap around it; they encompass it
with their tide” (2008: 40). What Benjamin could not predict was that consumption
would become increasingly individualized. Back in the day, we would go to the music
store and buy an album anonymously. Today, one must disclose his/her identity in
order to get a discount card, a football ticket, or a Spotify account (with a credit card).
The information that all these firms attain are operated for predicting consumer
behavior, thus, reduce risks in further investments. In 2021, Spotify spent €912 million

for research and development (which is mostly about development of algorithms and

® This works differently for Spotify, since a song must not be skipped for the first 30 seconds in order
to be counted as a ‘stream’.
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recommendations systems) (Spotify, 2021).” There are more than 80 million songs
uploaded to Spotify.® 28 songs are uploaded to the service every minute, making
roughly 40,000 per day (Kowalski & Jung, 2021: 12). However, nearly 80% of the 8
million artists have a monthly audience smaller than 50 people and 80% of music
tracks have been played fewer than 5,000 times.? These rough statistics reveal that only
a minority of the content in Spotify have chance to be discovered. In the digital era,
“the barrier to entry approximates to the barrier to getting on people’s radar” (Sun,

2019: 198).

There are two main dimensions on Spotify with regards to allocation of attention:
content and service. To understand the alterations in music specific to streaming
services, particularly Spotify, is something very hard to analyze or examine. Moreover,
this phenomenon should be conceived not only with respect to the medium but to the
specific socio-cultural formation. Nonetheless, Spotify as a playmaker bears some
triggers to induce artists, who want to be visible amongst others, to particular musical
choices. 30-second rule is one of them. Gauvin’s (2018) quantitative research
interrogates five parameters to evaluate whether or not a song conforms to attention

economy principles:
(1) Number of words in title
(2) Main tempo
(3) Time before the voice enters

(4) Time before the title is mentioned

(5) Self-focused lyrical content (299)

7 In 2014, Spotify made a $100 million investment on its software infrastructure by acquiring Echo
Nest. See https://techcrunch.com/2014/03/07/spotify-echo-nest-100m/. Retrieved on September 27,
2022.

8 See https://newsroom.spotify.com/company-info/. Retrieved on September 27, 2022.

® See https://www.musicbusinessworldwide.com/over-75-of-artists-on-spotify-have-fewer-than-50-

monthly-listeners/. Retrieved on September 27, 2022.
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Gauvin’s study aims to examine the compositional changes, if any, in 303 US top-10
singles between 1986-2015. The study reveals that song the number of words in song
titles has decreased, tempo has become faster, time elapsed before the voice enters has

shortened, and time before the title is mentioned has shortened.

There are two features that Spotify provides for artists to grab attention: ‘Storyline’
and ‘Canvas’. Storyline is a new version of ‘Behind the Lyrics’, which presents the
story behind the song. Behind the Lyrics was synchronized with the song, keeping the
attention of the user until the end of the song. Storyline works like Instagram Stories,
however less space is allocated for wording on Storyline than for Behind the Lyrics.
To date, Storyline only appears on superstar artists’ songs like Rihanna or Metallica.
Other feature, Canvas, is a 3-8 seconds of video loop displayed simultaneously with
the song. Unlike Storyline, Canvas is available for all artists’ use and defined as the
“album artwork for the streaming age”.!° Spotify also provides some statistics if

Canvas is used effectively:

Get noticed. Hook people, then get them listening. When listeners see a
Canvas, they are more likely to keep streaming (+5% on average vs. control
group), share the track (+145%), add to their playlists (+20%), save the track
(+1.4%), and visit your profile page (+9%).
Recommendation mechanism, which will be discussed in sub-section 4.4.3., depends
on certain algorithms. Therefore, it is also important that “artists keep the attention of
listeners, not only because they only get paid when listeners listen for a certain amount
of time, but also in order to have advantages in terms of the data that is generated”
(Wellink, 2021: 31). On the one hand, the recommendation system is effective in
choosing between content (market power for content owners); on the other hand, by

extending the time users spend on the service, it not only provides more revenue from

advertising but also encourages them to subscribe the next month.

Spotify also employs the principles of attention economy regardless of songs. The
shuffle mode can be considered as the main tool that makes listening ubiquitous.

Though shuffle mode is nothing new, the convergence between different outputs (via

10'See https://canvas.spotify.com/en-us. Retrieved on September 28, 2022.
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bluetooth speakers, earphones, car media systems etc.) and mobile phones extends
listening time quite considerably. We listen to music while doing something else;
eating, studying, driving, walking, cleaning — most of the time users do not know the
creator of the song (especially in ‘mood’ playlists such as Coffee Time, Night Rain, or

Calming Classical).'' We even forget that the music is on.

Ultimately, “money flows to attention, and much less well does attention flow to
money” (Goldhaber as cited in Skains, 2019: 13). The precondition of what Goldhaber
emphasizes is the mystification of relations of production in a highly fragmented

circulation of capital.

! This kind of listening practice also resembles what Erik Satie called ‘furniture music’.
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CHAPTER 4

MUSIC INDUSTRY TODAY: THE CASE OF SPOTIFY

The only reliable (and attainable, due to economic reasons) source for global music
market data are annual IFPI reports. The graph of IFPI above shows the last twenty-

two years of global recorded music industry revenues with different components.'?

Figure 3 Global recorded music industry revenues 1999 — 2021 (US$ Billions)

30

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total revenue

USS billions 24-1 22.6 24.0 22.4 20.8 20.8 20.2 19.6 18.4 17.1 159 151 15.0 15.0 14.7 14.2 14.7 16.1 17.3 189 20.4 219 259

® Total Physical ® Total & e & Other Digital ® Performance Rights. Synchronisation

Source: IFPI, 2022

12 Though, one needs to be careful about the accuracy of this data. See Arditi, 2021.
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The glaring phenomenon at first sight is the recovery of the industry by streaming,
which has an average annual growth rate of 39.9% after 2005. The 21% century of the
music industry witnesses a comeback. In 2021, the revenues surpassed the numbers at
the turn of the century for the first time.!> Another striking observation on the year
2021 is that physical sales stopped declining for the first time in 20 years. This is due

to a rise in and vinyl/LP sales.'*

Table 3 Changes in the growth rate of global recorded music industry between 2000-

2021
20
15
10
®
@ 5
]
o
=
5 0
8 20 05 201 2015 2020
-5
-10

Source: IFPI, 2022

Table 3 indicates the changes in the growth rate of industry. It can be said that the
inclination of the growth rates is mostly upwards from 2007 onwards. However, the
industry has never shrunk after 2014, owing to streaming, even if physical sales and
digital downloads have been declining. Overall, the last twenty years of music market
is unstable. Although shrinkage of the market has slowed down between 2003 and

2006, even the high growing rates in digital downloads could not compensate the

13 See Sheikh, Nishimura, Nemoto, & Dann-Fenwick, 2016.

14 https://www.techspot.com/images2/news/bigimage/2022/03/2022-03-14-image-2.png. Also see Sun,
2019: 205.
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downtrend after 2006. What we know for certain is that the total revenues are growing

increasingly from 2016 onwards.

We are witnessing the last structural transformation in the history of music industry.
As was explained in the previous chapter, this transformation manifests itself different

phases of the circuit of capital. We are going to examine each of these phases.

Table 4 The structure of music industry

Production Distribution Circulation
> Concert venues
R Managers
. ”| Bars
Collecting Booking Agents
/ Societies
Publishers
Radio&TV
/ \ Films
v /
Record -
Artists c )
ompanie Distribut )
P > p istributors Retailers
Digital
Distributors Digital
Producers Orchard Services
Arrangers Believe Spotify
Studios CDBaby Apple Music
> | YouT ube
etc.

Source: Reproduced from Lena (2017: 143)
4.1. Production

There are two main processes in the production of music for the music industry:
creative process and recording process. The former requires a comprehensive analysis

within the state of cultural hegemony and its relationship with counter hegemonies,
39



political ideologies, as well as of the articulation between the modes of production,
circulation and consumption. Within the scope of this study, we will concentrate on
the dominant practices of the recording industry and its current state in the streaming

cra.

The labor of the musicians is often concealed under the discourse of a range of
academic literature as an intensified trend, especially towards the end of the 20th
century within the so-called phenomenon of information society, by positioning of
their work as creative, thus ‘autonomous’ (Leadbeater & Oakley, 1999; Shorthose &
Strange, 2004; Lee, 2021). In addition, there is a general conception in the society that
art and artistic production transcends material relations. This understanding stems
from the very nature of cultural products: they are the outcomes of symbolic
production. Actually, musicians generate surplus value for the owner of the master
rights by their direct contribution to the recording process. The output of the process
of production in the music industry are phonorecords (i.e. songs), which are subject to
exchange in the market and produced by wage labor as commodities. As Bourdieu

(1993) asserts:

The challenge which economies based on disavowal of the 'economic' present
to all forms of economism lies precisely in the fact that they function, and can
function, in practice — and not merely in the agents' representations — only by
virtue of a constant, collective repression of narrowly 'economic' interest and
of the real nature of the practices revealed by 'economic' analysis. (74)

The fundamental labor power in the music production is recording artists and studio
or session musicians. What supposedly separates the studio musician from the
recording artist is the degree of creativity; however, this separation is “often negligible,
if it exists at all” (Arditi, 2015: 78). The main difference between them is that the
recording artists are in a contractual relationship with the label, whereas the studio
musicians are almost always on piecework. Furthermore, the recording artists are not
always composers; they are featured musicians who recieves a certain percentage of
royalty (depending on the deal between them and the label) from master rights (and

publishing rights if they own the music composition).

The internet provided the means that enable musicians to convey their work to the
market without being obliged to traditional distributors, in addition to lowering costs
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of production. Throughout the history of the recording industry, technological
developments always decreased reproduction costs. Currently, reproduction cost in the
digital market is zero (or nearly zero). The mere cost for music production remains as
the production of the recording. However, for record labels, the greatest cost is
marketing and promotion expenditures, which should be included in production costs
since it is an indispensible aspect for realizing value. Thus, traditional record contracts
are still a prevalent means for artists. In this section, different facets of production

process in the recording industry will be evaluated.
4.1.1 Home Production

In order for artists to convey their music to people, they must be able to record their
compositions at the first stage. The 21 century technology has lowered the costs of
recording significantly. This led to a significant increase in DIY (do-it-yourself)
production, meaning to complete the whole production and distribution process
without the help of ‘professionals’. The lowered costs of entry enabled artists, who
either do not want to sign contracts with labels or do not have the opportunity to do so,
to record their songs at home, distribute to online platforms and promote them on social
media (Sun, 2019: 185). As of today (11 October 2022), a Mackie “Recording Bundle”
containing an audio interface, two monitors, a diaphragm condenser microphone, a
vocal microphone, one headphones and necessary cables is available at the online
retailer Sweetwater.com for $499.99. The software needed for processing the tracks,
digital audio workstations (DAW), are mostly given as a complementary product (as
a cross promotional strategy) along with audio interfaces or can be downloaded
illegally on various pirate web sites. This price is extremely low as it provides the tools
to create a “decent” recording, if compared to price of renting a studio for $85 to $500+
per day.!> Even so, it should be stated that the average prices for recording a song had
decreased dramatically for professional studios. As a well-known audio engineer, Alp

Turag, remarks:

...For example, when I started, I was working in one of the best studios in
Turkey, in Erekli-Tung. It was $80 an hour. So if it was rented for ten hours,

15 See https.//'www.gemtracks.com/guides/view.php?title=how-much-does-it-cost-to-record-an-

album&id=47
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they were charging $800 a day. For example, Babajim studios are one of the
best studios in Istanbul right now. I ran it. I know that place. If you rent it daily,
I guess it's like $400. (interview with Alp Turag, September 2022)
However, becoming a ‘hit’ or the possibility of acquiring an adequate revenue from
streams depends on the very quality of recording if we consider the top tier industry
standards. Moreover, even if a song is recorded at a home studio, larger productions
require additional costs like producers, arrangers, instrumentalists, mix-mastering

engineers etc. As Efe Bahadir states:

That old system of "let me knock on a label’s door" probably no longer exists
... because you can make music at home too. All very well. The quality of what
you can do at home has increased considerably in recent years; but nothing can
match the quality of money well spent, recorded in good studios, with good
equipment. Listen to the music of London today, all the music playing there
still comes out of very good studios, in the final analysis. And that requires
money. So where will we find the money to make an album? /[Referring to
record companies] That’s the standard operation of this system. (interview
with Efe Bahadir, September 2022)

Therefore, ‘knocking on a label’s door’ is still a prevailing phenomenon in the music
industry due to several reasons. First, as Bahadir suggests above, coverage of recording
costs by a label is a significant advantage for an album or single not only for ensuring
sound quality but also having access to professional studio musicians, arrangers,
producers, sound engineers. Second, a record label, depending on its size and the
agreement that have been made, can budget high amounts of digital advertisements for
marketing and promotion. However, an independent artist has to create an audience on
social media with a limited budget. Thirdly, in order for a CD album to be put up for
physical sales in retailers and to be broadcasted in radio and TV channels, it is a legal

requirement to release it from a production company (Lena, 2018: 264).

Although musicians are now ‘free’ from the chains of labels and distribution
companies, they somehow need to promote themselves among thousands of
competitors, to become visible. Kribs (2017) puts forward the concept of artists-as-
intermediaries for DIY artists, who “become responsible for not only writing their own

music, but producing, distributing, promoting and circulating it as well”:

Disintermediation shows us that the elimination of the middleman through

digital distribution does not in fact liberate the musician from industry shackles
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but rather forces artists to occupy the role of intermediary should they aspire
to be commercially successful. While it is true that the artist-as-intermediary
has more open access to distribution platforms, she/he do not have access to
funds or promotional resources. The artist-as-intermediary does all her/his own
creative and promotional work, establishing a monetizable fanbase in the hopes
that label executives (or, rather, their interns) scanning the web for the hottest
trend will sign her/him to a recording contract. Consequently, the ease of access
to distribution and increasing disintermediation create a false impression of
openness within the music industry when the gatekeeping functions of the

traditional industry obstinately persist. (8)

In that respect, most artists use crowdfunding as a way of making a living. Those who
are more known are at best able to fund her or his later work by this means. The most
well-known among many crowdfunding platforms is Patreon. Several levels of
monthly pricing can be offered as a price discrimination strategy to get the maximum
donations. Currently, the company cuts 5%, 8% and 12% of the subscriber’s earnings
for different user options (Lite, Premium, Pro), within which users can get detailed
analytics and better promotions on different platforms. As of 2020, it was stated that
more than 150,000 artists (not only musicians) were using Patreon (Stassen, Over
70,000 New Creators Have Signed Up to Patreon Since Mid-March, Including A 150%

Increase in the Number of Musicians, 2020).
4.1.2. Getting Signed

Another way to take place in DSPs is to produce songs via record contracts. There are
several basic types of record deals. Traditional record deals are the ones that have
been existing for a long time. In this type of deals, the record label grants artists an
advance and covers the recording costs. The label owns the master copyrights and the
percentage that the artist gets from the royalties is generally somewhere between 15-
20%. Before the artist starts to earn royalties, the expenses such as advance, recording
costs, promotion costs, music video costs etc. will be recouped from royalties. 360
Deals are traditional record deals plus touring and merchandising services. In return
for the label’s booking and merchandising services, the label takes a percentage from

the relevant revenues (360 deals will be discussed in the following). Distribution deals
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are currently in great demand especially by independent artists. In this case, the artist
provides ready recordings to a distribution company that can carry the songs to
retailers and/or DSPs (distribution deals will be evaluated in more detail in section 2).
Production deals vary. In case that artists make a deal with independent labels
(production companies), they get a higher royalty percentage as compared to
traditional deals due to the less marketing & promotion opportunities of the
independent companies. These companies are mostly composed of individuals with
some resources and powerful networks. They finance the cost of recordings in order

to shop them to a major label. Biilent Forta

As a matter of fact, this is the ‘big fish eats little fish’ theory. When you climb
up the ladder independently, the majors buy you right away. It's the same in
Turkey. You see, there is a band coming out. And then that group signs a
contract with either Sony or Dogan for the second album. (interview with
Biilent Forta, November 2022)

Nevertheless, three biggest labels dominate and get the lion’s share in the recording
industry. Singer/songwriter Sitki shares his experience of getting signed with an

independent label:

They could not allocate a budget for such an advertisement. So, it wasn't a big
company either. Small record companies can't give what the big record
companies can. But even so, they don’t take less than the majors do. [...] I
think it's all a matter of personal ties. In other words, I think these things have
something to do with how well you relate to those people, how close you are,
how much they love you, how much time and energy they are willing to devote
to you. [...] We paid for it [advertisement] as a band. In fact, I gave the money
from my own pocket. (interview with Sitki, 2022)
After Universal’s acquisition of EMI Recorded-Music in 2012, there are currently
three major companies in the recording industry. Sony Music Group is comprised of
Sony Music Entertainment in the global market except Japan, Sony Music
Entertainment [Japan] in Japanese market and Sony Music Publishing. It is the
subsidiary music segment of Japanese multinational conglomerate Sony Group
Corporation. Warner Music Group is a multinational conglomerate headquartered in
the US. Universal Music Group is a Dutch-American multinational music corporation.

According to Music & Copyright, which gets the data from Omdia Research, three

companies’ total market shares for physical and digital revenues were equal to 70.4%
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in 2021 (Music & Copyright, 2022a). However, it is important to be cautious of these
statistics since the data are mostly derived on the basis of the distributor. If the record
is distributed through a company owned by a major, it is counted on behalf of that

major (Anderton, Dubber, & James, 2013: 26).!°

Major labels are multinational conglomerates and they are “composed of various
divisions, departments and wholly or partly owned subsidiaries and record labels that
often act in semi-autonomous fashion” (Anderton et al., 2013). For instance, Sony has
15 different subsidiaries including Columbia Record and RCA Records; Warner has
21 record labels, distribution and publishing subsidiaries; Universal owns 77 labels &
brands. To explain this ramification more clearly, the following information might
help: one of Warner’s 21 sub-labels, Spinnin’ Record owns 86 smaller labels,
operating in different genres.!” This is the pure example of horizontal integration,
together with the ownership of non-music sectors (also known as lateral integration)
such as media, marketing and merchandising that enables cross-promotion (Anderton
et al.,, 2013). The majors are also vertically integrated; they all possess recording
studios, labels, publishing companies, distribution companies and pressing plants for

physical products.

The ideology of getting signed to a record label is still a dominant notion among
musicians (Arditi, 2020). Arditi explores some of material and immaterial reasons why
musicians sign record contracts: strong networks with DSPs that can push an artist’s
album by promoting it on front pages, convenience of booking gigs as a signed artist,
obtaining space-time-support for playing full time music and last but not least,
marketing power to receive mass promotion (2020: 238). Liitfiican Kapucu, an

independent producer and arranger describes the ideology of getting signed as such:

Is there need for a company? There are many people who find publishers online
and broadcast them on Spotify. But here, too, most artists have a concern:
labeling anxiety. For example, even if the company does not do a huge

16 For instance, according to MIDiA Research Independent Label Model 09/21, majors share are
calculated as 66.1% based on distribution, while they were 56.9% based on ownership. This shows the
power of majors in the distribution market (see Mulligan, 2021).

17 https://spinninrecords.com/releases/
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promotion and marketing, you know it goes ‘Ada Music’ on the album, it's as
if people are "oh, the work from Ada is good"; such a label, such an image
concern. That's why there are still musicians on the market who strive to "let
my single or album come out from Ada". (interview with Liitfiican Kapucu,
September 2022)
Especially towards the end of the 20th century, music industry has shifted its source
of revenue from recording to other areas, such as licencing and synchronization After
millenium, while industry revenues were in a constant decline, major labels “realise[d]
that they will not be able to rely solely on recorded music for their survival but, rather,
will have to be involved in a wide range of music activities” (Marshall, 2013). To be
exploited, these activities such as touring and merchandising were increasingly
included in the contracts in addition to recording and publishing deals.!® These type of

agreements are called ‘360 deals’ in the business. Efe Bahadir remarks the main

revenue stream of artists as live performances:

When this recording business was shattered, of course, a side income was
sought. A lot of record companies started to make money from management.
What does it mean to make money as a manager? Your record company also
does the booking, to play here and there. They also get a percentage from them.
So what happened? The gigs became the source of income for musicians and
artists. There is no other source of income. S/he will play, full stop. So you
used to get a share from the album when it sold well. Now the album is not
selling either. The musician's only source of income is the stage. How will s/he
earn the money? (interview with Efe Bahadir, September 2022)

It is very hard to obtain the data for the total global revenues of recorded music market.
The only source to have an insight is the IFPI global reports, of which is issued
annually. As can be seen in the image taken from IFPI’s 2022 Global Music Report,
the revenues they calculate consist of physical, streaming, downloads and other digital,

performance rights and synchronization revenues. In order to calculate the market

8 For example, in Sony’s SEC Filings, the category “Recorded Music — Others” under its Music
segment is defined as follows: “Recorded Music — Others includes the distribution of recorded music
by physical media and digital download as well as revenue derived from artists’ live performances”. It
should be remarked that the revenue of this segment was almost equal to Streaming revenues for the
fiscal year 2019 and more than two-thirds of Streaming revenues for the fiscal year 2020 (Sony, SEC
Filings). Another major, Warner, receives more revenue stream from the category of “artist services and
expanded rights” than physical sales for the last three years: “We believe that entering into expanded-
rights deals and enhancing our artist services capabilities in areas such as merchandising, VIP ticketing,
fan clubs, concert promotion and management has permitted us to diversify [emphasis added] revenue
streams and capitalize [emphasis added] on other revenue opportunities” (Warner Music Corp, SEC
Filings).
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shares of labels with respect to this graph, we need to have the sum of the relevant
components in the IFPI graph for each label. However, all three labels publish different
components under the names of same segments. For example, Warner publishes a
perfectly disaggregated data, enabling us to calculate all the components separately;
however, Sony does not disaggregate the revenues derived from artists’ live
performances, which they take under the category “Recorded Music — Others”. Since
live performance revenues are not included in IFPI’s relevant graph, it would cause
critical errors to calculate market shares of major labels accordingly. In addition, there
is no data that we can reach for the number of firms that operate in the market each

year. Therefore, there is a lack of information on whether there are barriers to entry.
Table 5 Streaming revenues by label

Units ($

- 2018 2019 2020 2021
millions)

Sony Music

2,014 2,400 2,866 4,039
Group

Warner

Music Group 1,733 2,129 2,403 2,972

Universal

Tt (T 3,066 3,724 4,378 5,302

Total
Streaming
Revenues of
Major Labels

6,813 8,253 9,647 12,313

Total global
Streaming 9,300 11,400 13,600 16,900
Revenues

Source: Major labels’ fiscal reports and IFPI.

The calculations for Table 5 is made only for streaming revenues. The data are derived
from labels’ fiscal reports and SEC filings. All three labels shared their streaming
revenues beginning from the year 2018. For this reason, total four years were taken
into account from 2018 to 2021. In addition, all three labels adopt different intervals

for their fiscal year: Universal, Sony and Warner start and end the fiscal year on
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December 31, March 31 and September 30, respectively. Therefore, all the data are
derived from quarterly results and reorganized suitably for start-end December 31. One
other possible error for the calculation is the different currencies that labels operate
with. Warner uses the currency of US dollar for their operations, Sony Japanese yen
and Universal euro. All of these currencies were converted to the dollars with respect
to yearly average exchange rates, which was derived from OECD calculations.'”
However, since the exchange rates are subject to many fluctuations during the year, it
should be kept in mind that the results may contain some degree of error. Lastly, for
the total global streaming revenues, the “total streaming” segment of IFPI graph was

taken into account.

Table 6 Changes in concentration ratios in global streaming revenues between 2018-

2021
2018 2019 2020 2021
CR1* 32.97% 32.66% 32.19% 31.37%
CR2 54.62% 53.72% 53.26% 55.27%
CR3 73.26% 72.39% 70.93% 72.86%
HHI* >1902.82 >1858.72 >1792.36 >1864.69

Source: Compiled from firms’ fiscal reports and IFPI, 2022.

* CR (Concentration Ratio) figure is calculated as the sum of market shares held by
largest specified number of firms (CR, = C; + C> + ... + Cy).

* HHI figure is the sum of the squared market shares of each firm in the market. For
instance, if there is only one firm in the market with a 100% share, HHI would be
10,000; whereas one thousand firms with an equal share would make a figure close to
0.

The streaming market is an oligopoly, with CR3 average of four years as 72.36%. Even
CR3 slightly decreases in the first three years, it increases again in 2021. Herfindahl-

Hirschman indexes (HHI) are not exact figures (due to the lack of information on all

19 https://data.oecd.org/conversion/exchange-rates.htm
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of the operating firms) but show the minimum numbers derived only from majors’

shares. Even in this situation, the market is (highly) concentrated.?’

Independent labels hold an average of 25-30% of the market. Historically, it is a
strategy of the majors to permit independents some room for operation in the market,
because “indies act independently in trying the new, and if commercial success follows

then majors begin to invest on the respective genre or artist without any further risk”
(Cakmur, 2001: 69).

Table 7 Independent labels’ digital and physical market share between 2012-2021

100,00
80,00
60,00

40,00

(Percentage %)

W

20,00

0,00
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

—@— Independent's Share

Source: Music & Copyright, 2022c.

Table 7 shows the digital and physical market share of independent labels in the last
nine years. An upward trend can be observed until 2018, however, there is a constant
decline right after 2018. On the other side, Table 6 presented that majors’ streaming
share was decreasing in 2019 and 2020. Therefore, it can be deduced that
independents’ increasing streaming share could not compensate their downfall in

physical sales.

20 An HHI value between 1,000-1,800 is considered moderately concentrated, while an HHI value above
1,800 is considered highly concentrated.
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4.2. Distribution

Distribution is the intermediary action that carries the role of transporting recorded
materials to retailers and/or (dominantly) DSPs. In the last twenty years, share of
physical sales plummeted to around 20% among other formats from the days it was
the sole procedure (IFPI, 2022). Digital distribution, on the other hand, is currently the
leading distribution format not only with regards to market share, but also in the sense
that the recordings distributed in physical formats also do have to be distributed
digitally in order to reach a global audience. There are no transportation or warehouse
costs for digital distribution. Once a song is produced and transferred to digital media,
it can be reproduced infinitely without a cost. Reproduction used to be a capital-
intensive area, however, as Wikstrom (2013) remarked, workforce of the record

industry has seen a 25% reduction since 2000.

Distribution was a highly concentrated market in favor of the major companies’
historically established distribution systems. This is called ‘vertical integration’, which
is useful for eliminating unprecedented risks for the realization of value. By the mid
1980, the distribution process was “completely in the hands of multinationals, which
enabled them to control not only the production of, but also the consumption of music
in several domestic markets” (Cakmur, 2001: 84). Thus, the first initiatives for legal
alternatives of piracy were a challenge to majors’ distribution system, though “major
labels successfully repositioned themselves and regained market control” (Sun, 2019:

176).

When record labels shifted their source of revenue from other areas to licensing and
copyright, as mentioned before, nobody knew licensing would become that essential
as of today it is the core source of profit in the streaming industry. When Spotify first
came into play, the main challenge was to acquire the majors’ gigantic music catalog,
without which drawing customers would be impossible. Spotify found the solution in
giving out some of its equities (roughly 18%) to all majors and Merlin (an independent
music licensing company) in exchange for getting their music catalog (Ingham,

2018a). Back in 2008, this 18% stake worth only €8,804.40.
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Within the scope of this study, physical distribution will be excluded. Today, there are
online digital distribution services with various offerings, taking upon two main roles:
distributing songs to DSPs and royalty allocation. First, most of the DSPs, including
Spotify, do not allow for direct music upload. In fact, Spotify initiated a direct music
upload system on September 20, 2018 (Spotify, 2018). In terms of payments, Spotify
would “offer artists 50 percent of Spotify’s net revenue and 100 percent of royalties
for the songs they upload” (Deahl, 2018). However, after almost a year on July 1, 2019,
they announced ending the direct upload program. The main reason must have been
the objections from major labels. Especially if the superstars had used this system in
order to take all the money from streaming instead of sharing with their label, it would
have been a catastrophe for major labels. Therefore, intermediary distributors are
essential part of streaming services and Spotify. Second, distributors are pipelines for
royalty allocation, the value of streams depending on the specific DSP. Since most of
the distributors get the uploaded songs to almost all of the DSPs, they manage to collect
these separate royalties and transfer to the rightsholder. The additional third role of
distribution services is to provide trade marketing strategies for their customers. This
includes placement in various largely followed playlists and appearance on the
forefronts of DSPs’ interfaces. Global distribution revenues are estimated to be $911
million in 2020 and $971 million in 2021 (MarketWatch, 2022; Allied Market
Research, 2022).

As of 2017, on the U.S. market, “a whopping 85% of digital revenues goes either
through Universal, Sony or Warner (or distribution companies under their umbrella)”
(SoundchartsBlog, 2022). Three major labels do not require a separate distribution
service for their artists — they distribute music through direct licensing deals with
DSPs. Moreover, majors own enormous distribution companies which hold key
positions. The following distributors have deals with hundreds of different labels and
independent label groups, including majors’ subsidiary labels. ADA Music, owned by
Warner, distributes more than 150 independent labels’ music, including the catalogs
of most of the labels owned by BMG Rights Management, to DSPs. AWAL, licensing
and distributing many promising artists, was recently bought by Sony for $430m, about
which the UK’s Competition and Markets Authority raised concerns (Competition and
Markets Authority, 2021). Sony also fully acquired in 2015 The Orchard, which is the
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distributor of dozens of bigger independent labels and label groups. Universal owns
Virgin Music, which has more than 140 partnering labels/artists, and Ingrooves, which

signed distribution deals with star figures such as Pitbull and BTS.

All of these companies distribute music from invited artists, meaning that a random
artist cannot pay and utilize these services, since they do not want to take risks with a
no-name artist. For instance, Sony subsidiary AWAL runs a triple-tiered program for
artists, namely AWAL Core, AWAL+ and AWAL Recordings. While the first tier
provides basic distribution and analytics tools for the artists that are accepted (which
is less than 10% of them who apply), second tier artists (of which AWAL thinks as ‘on
the verge’?!) are given additional finances and services. The top tier service provides
larger resources and advances (Ingham, 2022). Apart from majors and ‘independent’
distributors of major companies, there are open platforms which anybody can benefit
from, such as CD Baby Service fee for those open intermediaries basically revolve
around three different types. The distributor charges a fixed annual subscription fee
for unlimited release, a flat per song/album fee or a percentage based (mostly 15%)

commision out of royalites.

Spotify has ‘preferred and recommended’ distributors on its ‘Spotify for Artists’
page.?? Under preferred and recommended label distributors, Sony subsidiary The
Orchard-AWAL and Universal subsidiary Ingrooves take their part. Under the section
of preferred and recommended artist distributors, three subsidiaries of the same
company Downtown Music Holdings (namely CD Baby, Songtrust and FUGA) and
DistroKid (of which Spotify has 4% stake) are in the frame (Stassen, 2021b).
Moreover, DistroKid is probably the largest aggregator: distributing more than 2
millions of artists’ songs to the service, “30-40% of all new music in the world”, with
a catalog holding nearly 20 million tracks (Stassen, 2021a). Mark Mulligan (2021) of
MIDiA Research reports that while majors’ revenue share on ownership basis is
56.9%, the share goes up to 66.1% if calculated on distribution basis. He states that “if

they were not so active distributors of independents, they would simply be ceding all

21 https://www.awal.com/how-it-works. Retrieved on November 1, 2022.

22 https://artists.spotify.com/providers. Retrieved on October 28, 2022.
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of the revenue, instead of, as they are, capturing some it and being able to report the
market share as their own” (2021). For example, Biilent Forta remarked that the
biggest two distributors in Turkey are The Orchard and Believe, which cut an average
commission between 15-25%, depending on the labels’ bargaining power (interview
with Biilent Forta, November 2022). While The Orchard is the subsidiary distributor
of Sony, Believe is not owned by any major companies. However, Believe acquired
60% of Turkey’s probably the biggest music company, Dogan Music??, in April 2020.
Biilent Forta stated that the full acquisition will be completed in one and a half year

(interview with Biilent Forta, November 2022).

Metin Oktay of Median Music Publishing company explains the relationship between

distributors and DSPs as follows:

[...] But there is a point here as well. There are distributors. Therefore, no
matter how much you work individually, you still need someone. Because it's
not just about uploading and leaving that content in that music library, like
Spotify or Apple music. That is, to bring it to people. Yes, sometimes a singer
can gain an audience in a very organic way. But you have to have a connection
with the editor who got you on those lists. Or the distributor should know those
algorithms well and your work should be more accessible with those
algorithms. (interview with Metin Oktay, October 2022)

Biilent Forta makes a salient comparison between top ranking or major-owned

distributors and other open platforms:

These intermediaries, such as CD Baby, are used by amateur artists, but they
are not professional media which can respond to the repertoires of Avrupa
Music, Kalan Music, Pasaj Music, Ada Music etc. It's a machine. You're just
uploading. But this is not the case for Believe or the Orchard. There are a lot
of mechanisms here. [emphasis added] (interview with Biilent Forta,
November 2022)

This landscape shows how the relations of power holders in the streaming industry are

interwoved and how the glamor of ‘equal opportunities’ in digital music distribution

23 These statistics might give an idea about Dogan Music Company’s position in Turkish music market:
over 10,000 album releases, digital and physical distributor of over 200 music companies, licensing
over 100,000 songs and 13,000 video clips since 2000. Among the company’s artists, there are Turkey’s
most popular singers, such as Sezen Aksu, Aleyna Tilki, Edis, Sertab Erener, Ajda Pekkan, Demet
Akalin, Kenan Dogulu, Mor ve Otesi, Murat Boz, Mustafa Ceceli, Mustafa Sandal and many others.
(https://www.capital.com.tr/haberler/tum-haberler/believe-dogan-music-companyye-ortak-oldu.
Retrieved on October 9, 2022.)

53



turned out to be a mere sham. Mere evaluation of ‘barriers to market entry’, as an
important parameter in market competition (or concentration), loses its importance in
this structure of distribution since there is no significant capital needed to enter the
market; the term needs to be redefined in terms of affinity to key players. Thus, the
means to get a widespread coverage that will provide a ‘click’ on the song is a matter
of affinity to Spotify’s editorial team. Major labels and distributors are the only actors
capable of doing that. Other possible ways of trade marketing will be discussed later

1n section 4.
4.3. Publishing

Publishers are responsible for the management of artists composition rights: collecting
royalties, as well as leveraging the composition (lyrics and melody) commercially. As
is known, copyright of a song consists of two, master copyright and composition
copyright. Under composition rights, there are six exclusive rights that could be
licensed to other parties such as right of reproduction, right of public performance,
right of derivatives, public display, digital transmission, and distribution. Even though
there are six types of rights, the royalties earned from composition are split between
two of them: public performance and reproduction. The right of reproduction, also
known as mechanical rights. Before digital medium was on the boil, each time a
composition is reproduced (rather cassette, CD or vinyl) was subject to the right to
reproduce. Even though streaming does not grant user the life-long ownership of the
tangible audio, it is subject to mechanical royalty since it is reproduced each time it is
played. These two royalties, licensing of reproduction rights and public performance
rights, are called as ‘All In’ royalty together in Spotify. In the US, All-In royalties are
determined by the Copyright Royalty Board. Until 2017, it was set as 10.5% of
Spotify’s gross revenue in the relevant month. The board has decided to increase this
rate to 15.1%, with a 44% rise, until 2022. This percentage is what “some publishers
and collecting societies had already negotiated in other parts of the world where there
is no compulsory license and so each licensing entity negotiates its own deal”, such as
Turkey’s MESAM and MSG (Cooke, 2022). These two collecting societies have set
this rate as 12% until 2015 and then 15% until today, including year 2023. The rate is

defined as “15% of the net income after deducting VAT, Special Communications
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Tax, Treasury Share on the advertising, sponsorship and/or subscription income

generated by the service provider through the MESAM & MSG repertoire”.2*

In order to collect these royalties, artists must become a member of collecting societies,
namely CMOs and PROs. While the former is responsible for collecting both
performance and mechanical royalties, the latter only collects performance royalties.
In fact, not every country has this kind of division between these organizations. In
Turkey, MESAM and MSG are two organizations who collect royalties from licensed

composition rights.

Globally, music publishing market is not radically different from the recording market.
Table 8 displays the global market shares of biggest music publishers between 2007-
2021. It should be noted that the total global revenues of music publishing jumped to
$6.9bn in last year 2021 from $5.9bn in 2020, with a growth rate of 17.6% (Music &
Copyright, 2022b). This figure becomes more striking if we consider that it is more

than one third of total recording industry revenues.

Table 8 Global revenue market share of the biggest music publishers between 2007-
2021

0,
100% 6,6 6,4 H6,2
90%
80%
70%

60% 11,6 11,7 123 125 117

21,7
zg:ﬁ: 29,4 29,5 283 27 273 26 25 245 24,9
30%
20%
10%
0%

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
mEMI mWarner Chappell m Universal Sony/ATV mIndependents mKobalt mBMG

Market Share

Source: Music & Copyright, 2022b

24 https://www.mesam.org.tr/tarifeler. Retrieved on November 1, 2022.
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The effect of Sony’s acquisition of EMI and its catalog in 2012 can be observed in the
striking percentage changes in 2012 and 2013. In 2019, Kobalt Music Group and BMG
Publishing went on the stage with precentages of 6-7%. The main reason behind this
instant appearance, apart from being strong and long-established companies, was
Kobalt’s acquisition? of Songs Music Publishing for an estimated $150m in December
2017 (Kobalt also had purchased AWAL in December 2011) and BMG’s acquisition?®
of BBR Music for more than $100m in January 2017, which separated them from
independents. In general, it is observed that the most stable firm was Universal in this
time period. Sony’s acquisition of EMI resulted nearly in a triplication of its revenues
in 2013. Since then, even though Sony’s publishing branch experienced a decline of

4.5% in its market share, it still holds the biggest slice of the cake.

Table 9 Changes in concentration ratios in global publishing market
between 2007-2021

80
70
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50
40
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20
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Percentage %

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

—@=—CR1 22,2 23,2 22,9 22,6 22,2 22,5 29,4 29,5 28,3 27 27,3 26 25 245 249
—=@—CR2 42 41,5 42,2 42,3 41,5 44,2 52 52,5 51,4 46,8 46,8 46,2 46 47,5 481
CR3 56,8 56,4 56,6 56,2 55,6 57,8 652 65 63,8 588 588 586 57,6 58,7 59,9

CR4 68,4 68,1 68,8 68,6 67,4 67,3 64,6 65,7 66,7
=—@=—CR 1 === CR 2 CR3 CR4
--------- Linear (CR1) «+++----- Linear (CR 2) Linear (CR 3) Linear (CR 4)

Source: Music & Copyright, 2022

25 Paul McCartney, Kelly Clarkson and Dave Grohl were among the artists to which the Songs catalog
was home. (https://variety.com/2017/biz/news/songs-music-publishing-sells-to-kobalt-for-150-
million-sources-say-1202633941/. Retrieved on November 1, 2022.)

26 BBR is the home of the most popular country music artists in the US. The acquisition included both
label and publishing branches of BBR. (https:/www.handelsblatt.com/unternechmen/it-
medien/musikrechte-bertelsmann-goes-country/19327396.html. Retrieved on November 1, 2022.)
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Publishing market is indisputably a concentrated market. The trendlines show that the
general tendencies of concentration ratios are to rise regarding these 14 years. We do
not have the information about CR4 figures for the years in-between 2013-2018, since
there are only 3 firms except independents. Even though CR1 is in a constant decrease
from 2014 onwards, we cannot claim this for CR2 and CR4 ratios. The noticeable
bump in the graph between 2012-2016 is caused by Sony’s acquisition of EMI.
Nevertheless, since 2019, all the ratios except CR1 tend to increase. Towse asserts that
“the industry experienced a dramatic trend to concentration during the twenty-first
century, with music publishing becoming part of large international oligopolistic
corporations in which it occupies only a relatively small part of their total business”

(2020a: 377).
4.4. Exchange - Spotify

Swedish company Spotify was founded in 2006 by Daniel Ek and Martin Lorentzon.
By September 2022, the service has 456 million monthly active users (MAU) with 195
million paid subscribers across 183 markets?’; there are more than 80 million tracks,
including 4.7 million podcasts available for the users.?® Spotify offers mainly two
different subscription types: Spotify Free and Spotify Premium. Spotify Free is an
advertised option that disables users to choose a specific track to listen and to skip
tracks more than 6 times per hour. Free users also limited to shuffle play for whole
albums or playlists.?” In addition, users of free-tier subscription are regularly exposed
to various advertisements. On the other hand, paid subscriptions are of three or four
different payment types: Individual (for 1 account), Duo (2 accounts), Family (6
accounts) and Student (not available in every country). The price of the individual

subscription ranges from $1.13 to $13.14 depending on the country, Turkey the lowest

27 1t should be noted that this figure was 78 back in 2020.

28 https://newsroom.spotify.com/company-info/. Retrieved on November 2, 2022.

2 The exceptions are certain Spotify playlists such as those algorithmically made for users like
‘Discover Weekly’ and editorial-selected playlists. The free-tier users are allowed to choose specific
songs from those playlists. This feature becomes more important if it is considered along with the logic
of algorithms which will be discussed in the 4t sub-section.
(https://support.spotify.com/ie/article/shuffle-play/. Retrieved on November 1, 2022.)
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and Denmark the highest.>* Roughly for every country, Duo subscription is 1.3 times
and Family subscription is 1.6 times the price of Individual subscription. Students pay

half of the Individual price, if available.
Table 10 Global streaming music subscription market, Q2 2021

Other

Yandex| 10%
2%

Deezer

2%
NetEase
6%

Spotify
31%

523.9 million

YouTube Music
8% .
total subscribers

Tencent Music
13%
Apple Music

15%
Amazon Music

13%
Source: Reproduced from (Mulligan, 2022)

Spotify is the leading steaming service in the streaming market with a share of 31%
with regards to paid subscribers, as of the second quarter of 2021. However, it should
be noted that its percentage share was down from 33% and 34% in the second quarters
of 2020 and 2019, respectively. With a CR2 of 46%, CR4 of 72% and HHI above

1,632, streaming market can be considered as a concentrated market.

4.4.1. Economic structure of Spotify

This sub-section presents the working principles of the business model of Spotify.
5.4.1.1 Revenue and other Incomes

There are two main revenue streams of Spotify, paid subscriptions and advertisement

revenues acquired from the free subscriptions. The revenue coming from the

30 See https://subscriptionland.com/services/spotify. Retrieved on October 28, 2022. The list is regularly
updated.

58



advertisers constitute roughly 10-12% of the consolidated revenue (for the 3™ quarter
of 2022 this was 12.7%). Therefore, the most important revenue items for Spotify are

the subscriptions.

Table 11 Spotify quarterly revenue, subscriptions and monthly active users between

2015-2022
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Source: Compiled from quarterly financial results.

Table 11 shows the quarterly figures of numbers of subscriptions and users, as well as
revenues. The gap between paid users and free-tier users widens over time, which is
to be expected since people are more easily convinced to use the free-tier option. Even
though the percentage of subscribers among the total users have risen significantly,
from 26.5% in Q1 2015 to 42.88% in Q3 2022, it shows tendency to decrease. The
payment plans are important in terms of price discrimination, helping the service to
lower churn rate, ensuring a high retention within Family and Student plans
(Colbjernsen, Hui, & Solstad, 2022: 150). As we will see, this strategy is highly
profitable within the first calculation for royalty payments where Spotify pays a share
of its monthly revenue, no matter how many users are subscribed. However, there is a

limit to increase the number of users especially for the Family plan, since the second
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type calculation is made by multiplying the number of subscribers with a negotiated
fixed rate. It should be noted that the higher result of these calculations is taken into

account.

Spotify needs two separate licenses, which are sound recording (master copyright) and
composition (the lyrics and melody). In order to keep the songs available on the

service, Spotify needs these two licenses, for which, in return, royalties must be paid.

Another source of income for Spotify is finance incomes. These incomes “consists of
fair value adjustment gains on certain financial instruments, interest income earned on
our cash and cash equivalents and short-term investments, and foreign currency gains”
(Spotify, 2021: 50). The lowest finance income with €94 million was in 2019 (1% as
a percentage of revenue) and the highest finance income with €455 million in 2018

(9% as a percentage of revenue).
4.4.1.2. Cost of Revenue (Royalty Payments) and other Expenses
Sound Recording Royalties

Artists have to license their recorded music whether to a record company or a
distributor (which was discussed in section 2) in order to get the record on Spotify. In
most cases, record labels except majors also have to use a distributor (such as the
Orchard or Believe) to get their music on Spotify. In that case, the record label makes
a deal depending on its market power (Biilent Forta stated that the commission they
cut varies between 15-25%). Then, for sound recording royalties, Spotify must make
sound recording license agreements with every distributor separately to determine a
‘Big Pot’ (Price, 2020). This ‘big pot’ is the greater of (1) a percentage of Spotify’s
monthly revenue or (2) number of subscribers multiplied by a flat amount. The
percentage or the flat amount per subscriber is determined by the deal between Spotify

and the distributor/major label.?! This second type of calculation is a safeguard for

31Tt is not hard to imagine that this percentage (generally between 50-55%) is higher especially for
major labels and distributors owned by them, than open distributors such as CDBaby. In fact, Spotify is
struggling to lower the percentage in general, in order to maximize its profits. For example, it is stated
that the licensing deal in 2018 reduced labels’ share of pro-rated net revenue from Spotify down from
55% to 52%. (https://www.musicbusinessworldwide.com/barry-mccarthy-spotify-isnt-expecting-the-
labels-to-hand-us-an-additional-pile-of-gross-margin/. Retrieved on October 6, 2022.)
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rightsholders in case Spotify lowers its subscription price, as mentioned above.
Moreover, it should be noted that for each subscriber type (free, Premium etc.), there
are different agreements for determining the ‘big pot’ (for advertised free subscription
it is typically lower rates for rightsholders). Then, for each rightsholder, the royalties
are paid by pro-rata share, that is, the number of streams of a specific rightsholder

divided by the total streams made in that month.

Sound Recording Royalty Payment for a Specific Month

# of Rightsholder's Streams
# of Total Streams

= Monthly Revenue X Agreed Percentage (~52%) X

Or

# of Rightsholder's Streams

= # of Subscrib X Flat Rate X
of Subscribers at kate # of Total Streams

It is critical to note that these calculations are made on the basis of market areas. Let’s
say, for example, XYZ Music in Turkey will collect its sound recording royalties for
the month January. Most of the streams of XYZ Music’s songs on Spotify will likely
be from Turkey. For those streams made by the users in Turkey; the revenue earned
from the subscribers in Turkey and the number of total streams in Turkey will be taken
into account. Likewise, for the streams of XYZ Music’s songs in the US market, the

US market’s monthly revenue and the total streams made in the US will be counted.

Spotify declared that the service paid out over $4 billion to major record labels and
over $1 billion to publishers in 2021.%? Given that Spotify made €7,077 billion (around
$8,300 billion) royalty payments to the rightsholders in 2021, it means 56-70% of the
recording revenues streamed to majors (the calculation is made with minimum and
maximum fractions because of the obscurity of the given data). Recall that the majors’

share in all streaming services was 72.86% in 2021 (Table 6), whether the fraction of

32 It goes: “Over the past year, almost all of our music partners have reported record profit and growth
for their artists. The three major music labels jointly brought in over $25 billion in revenue last year,
with $12.5 billion coming from streaming recorded revenue alone. Spotify payments represent around
a third of that streaming total. Major label profits in 2021 exceeded $4 billion — meaning more money
to reinvest to grow the industry.” See https://loudandclear.byspotify.com. Retrieved on November 16,
2022.
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$4m is closer to $5m or majors’ share of royalties in Spotify is less than market

average.
Composition Royalties

For Spotify there are two main composition royalties to be paid: public performance
and reproduction (mechanical). Spotify can get the right of public performance from
rather publishers or collecting societies (i.e. Ascap-BMI in the US). On the other hand,
mechanical royalties must be paid whether to publishers or reproduction rights
collection agencies. Though this is the situation (and much complex for the US laws,
Turkey’s collecting societies (MESAM-MSG) are responsible of collecting both rights
(these two rights are called ‘All-In’ together). As was stated in section 5.3, ‘All-In’
rate applied to total monthly revenue is currently 15.1% in the US and 15% in Turkey
(applied by MESAM-MSG). Again, the calculation is made differently for each
country. Although music distribution has become international, the financial aspects

are still highly dependent on local actors.

In addition to payments to the rightsholders, cost of revenue “also includes credit card
and payment processing fees for subscription revenue, customer service, certain
employee compensation and benefits, cloud computing, streaming, facility, and
equipment costs” (Spotify 2021: 45). Therefore, the gap between the percentage of the
cost of revenue to the revenue (for 2021, it is 73%) and the sum of abovementioned
royalty percentages (55% for sound recording and 15% composition, a total of around
70%) most probably originated from these additional costs of revenue. Other expenses
of the firm are research & development, sales & marketing and general &
administrative costs. These three items of expenses have always been higher than gross

profit (revenue minus cost of revenue) from 2014 onwards, except for the year 2021.
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5.4.1.3. Profitability

Table 12 Net income/loss and gross profit of Spotify between 2014-2021
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Source: Compiled from Spotify Financial Reports 2014-2021

Ultimately, the essential way for Spotify to increase its revenues solely lies on the
maintenance of growth in (mainly) premium and free subscribers. However,
profitability requires other actions: lowering costs and increasing the gross margin.
Table 14 shows that the firm was not able to make profit on any yearly result until now

(except a few quarterly results).

In every licensing agreement term, Spotify tries to reduce the royalty percentage given
to majors as well as independent labels/distributors, because this is the only way to
increase gross margin (revenue — cost of revenue). The service’s trump is the
possession of millions of users’ personal data, giving them the ultimate power of
shaping the demand curve (Ingham, 2018b; Prey et al., 2022). On the other hand,
composition royalties are determined by whether official authorities or collocting
societies (i.e. 15%). For instance, in 2019, “the likes of Spotify, Google, Amazon and
Pandora opposed the ruling” of the US Copyright Board, increasing the percentage of
revenue paid to songwriters from 10.5% to 15.1% (Stassen, 2021¢). As was mentioned,
royalty payments (cost of revenue) for sound recordings and composition add up to

somewhere between 65-69%, with other costs, makes even higher. Therefore,
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widening the gross margin is a challenge and key to profitability for Spotify. Efforts

have been made, such as the introduction of ‘Discovery Mode’.*?

However, music is not the only material that Spotify offers to its users. Podcasts, which
can be called ‘on-demand radio’, are the rising source of income. Spotify does not pay
royalties to podcasters®*; instead, it monetizes them with its advertising network called
the Spotify Audience Network (SPAN), which utilizes the audience data to provide
advertisers the right podcasts to advertise on.*> “Dethroning the long-term leader in
Apple Podcasts”, they are the key revenue item for Spotify to raise gross margin
(Schafer, 2022). Table 13 shows that even though gross margin constantly increases,
there is a trend of deceleration presumably due to the physical limits of concession on

the part of majors.
Table 13 Gross margin of Spotify between 2014-2021
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Source: Compiled from Spotify Financial Reports 2014-2021.

33 Discovery Mode has been announced by Spotify in June 2021 as a marketing tool for artists, where
artists choose a specific song to put on Discovery Mode to boost it inside the algorithm. In return,
Spotify will pay a lower royalty to the songs it boosts. Discovery Mode became controversial in public
and came under criticisms such that “a large volume of boosts under the Discovery Mode program could
end up cancelling each other out” or “otherwise resulting in a race to the bottom where the only practical
way to get recommended is to accept a reduced royalty.” See the open letter from members of Congress
to Daniel Ek: https://judiciary.house.gov/uploadedfiles/hjc letter to daniel ek.pdf. Retrieved on
November 5, 2022.

34 See https://help.songtrust.com/knowledge/can-you-collect-royalties-from-podcasts. Retrieved on
November 5, 2022.

35 See https://ads.spotify.com/en-US/spotify-audience-network/. Retrieved on November 5, 2022.
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For the other costs (i.e. research & development, sales & marketing and general &
administrative), it is not logical to decrease them, since the firm substantially relies on:
(1) research & development (creating tools for extracting a more detailed personal
data) to strengthen its negotiation power in sound recording licensing deals and to
enhance recommendation mechanism, as well as to improve its ‘user-friendly’
interface; (2) marketing power to attract venture capital, to sustain what is commonly
known as hype or buzz (Fleischer, 2021: 15). The cost of sales and marketing
comprises over the one-tenth of total revenues between 2014 and 2021 with a couple
of exceptions. In 2019 and 2020, Spotify spent a quarter of its total revenues on sales
and marketing. On the other hand, Spotify hesitates less for personnel lay-offs: in
November 2022, 150 people from its ‘talent team’ are going to be fired with 3 weeks
of severance pay (Ahmed, 2022).

4.4.3. Personal data usage and algorithmic logic: demand manipulation

While users are on Spotify, almost everything they do is monitored for extracting data
— from the moment they enter to they leave. The service’s research and development
unit, for which Spotify spent €912 million in 2021, works for ‘datafication of music’
(Prey, 2016). The extracted ocean of data is used for (1) providing rightsholders and
artists key information about their statistics, (2) making profit by selling them to
advertisers who seek targeted audience, (3) retention of premium users and converting

free-tier users to premium users by predicting their musical taste precisely.

For labels, the streaming data is invaluable. Biilent Forta expresses how data operation

has induced structural changes in record companies:

In the pre-digital era of record companies, it goes “recording company is a
recording company”. But after digitalization, “record company is not a record
company”. It's a technology company on one side, an artist capturing company
on another side, and an advertising and social media company on the other.
Now when you consider all this, the most important departments of all the well-
run labels are the data reading departments. They read the data; how many
clicks were there on YouTube? Then they advertise. When s/he does this, what
kind of an upward trend is s/he in Spotify? What boosts the song? What
declines the song? What can be done? [...] Can give advertisement; can put it
on a series and see how it goes; can examine the relationship between streams
and touring program. The band went to Eskisehir; they analyze the rise in
Eskisehir. Then they say “let’s go to Van” or another city. In conclusion, this
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is a job of planning; and planning is data reading. You sit down and analyze
this digital data whole day and contribute at a level that an artist cannot do
him/herself. [...] There are some secrets besides that, but it's not like cheating
which I will not explain here. [...] (interview with Biilent Forta, November
2022.)
Beginning from the most basic feature, how many times was a song listened to, to a
vast range of data is provided by Spotify to labels and artists. Such as: who exactly
likes, follows and listens to; how many listeners are coming from artist profile /
listeners' own playlists and library / Spotify editorial playlists / Spotify algorithmic
playlists; where are listeners located; streams per listener and so on.*® Spotify also
keeps tracking at what second a song is skipped or listened to the end, by whom (i.e.
age, sex, location) and various combinations of each one. This data is invaluable
because, for example, labels/artists can make the best decisions for concert locations
and maximize their profit, keeping uncertainty and risk as low as possible. Or the
information of exactly which part of the song is liked or skipped, might shape artists’
future compositions. Paul Lamere’s research (2014) shows that the likelihood that a
song will be skipped in the first 5 seconds is 24.14%, in the first 10 seconds 28.97%,
in the first 30 seconds 35.05%, before the song finishes 48.6%. Given that a stream
counts if one listens to the song more than 30 seconds, only 65% of the users who start

to listen to the song will fetch. This eventually leads composers shorten their songs or

put the chorus part in the beginning to attract a quick attention. Onur Akin asserts that:

[...] Also, we started to consume music very fast. For example, take a look at
our songs from years ago. We used to make such long intros, we were proud
of them. That showed musicality. People really had the patience to listen to
music. With great patience, those intros prepare the listener for the song. Good
arrangers write good intros. For example, Osman Ismen's intros are famous.
[...] The listener wants to ‘enter the song quickly’ now. I mean, they want to
listen to the singer right away and finish the song in two minutes. People lost
the habit and patience of sitting and listening to music. (interview with Onur
Akin, October 2022.)

Moreover, the artificial intelligence that Spotify engineers developed can model users’
affinities, ‘audio profile’ (from favorite artists to the tempo [BPM], ‘energy’,

‘danceability’, ‘loudness’, ‘valence’, ‘length’, ‘accoustic’, ‘popularity’ of the songs

36 See https://artists.spotify.com/help/audience-stats. Retrieved on October 25, 2022.
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they listen to)*” and similarities between contents.*® Thus, the artificial intelligence
know what a person’s ‘music taste’ and ‘psychographic characteristics’ are. These
include “personality, values, opinions, attitudes, interests and lifestyles” and used for
analyzing what advertisements are people likely to respond to (Prey, 2016: 34). In
return, advertisers will be likely to pay more for a better targeted audience for their
products. Even though the advertising revenue of Spotify is only one tenth of the whole
revenue, this percentage has grown significantly from 9% in 2020 to 12% in 2021.
Apart from the advertisements from outside the music industry, there are currently two
tools to advertise music within the service, namely Ad Studio and Marquee. While the
latter enables promotion (not just of music but all types of different products) within
free-tier users, the latter provides promotion of albums and singles within both free
and premium users. Marquee campaigns start at $100 when booked via Spotify for
Artists and $250 if booked via labels and representatives, and lasts for 10 days or when
the budget is spent.’® If the user clicks on the recommendation ad, Spotify charges
$0.50.%° The tool can be used for the audiences in Argentina, Australia, Austria, Brazil,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, France, Germany, Ireland, Liechtenstein, Mexico, Monaco,

New Zealand, Peru, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States.*!

The Spotify engineering team name the recommendation algorithm ‘Bandits for
Recommendations as Treatments (BaRT)’. BaRT collects all the abovementioned data

and continuously ‘learn’ what users like and what they may like.*? Thus, each unique

37 See http://sortyourmusic.playlistmachinery.com. Retrieved on October 25, 2022.

38 Spotify’s first attempt to learn the music taste of listeners was the acquitision of ‘music intelligence
platform’ Echo Nest for €50M in 2014.

39 See https://artists.spotify.com/blog/getting-started-with-marquee. Retrieved on October 25, 2022.

40 See https://passivepromotion.com/what-artists-should-know-about-spotify-marquee/. Retrieved on
October 25, 2022.

41 See https://artists.spotify.com/help/article/marquee-targeting?category=promos-and-playlists.

Retrieved on October 25, 2022.
42

See
https://airtable.com/shrsAN20Tf68kM609/tblG2604tSoMOcwWX/viwoQmFjcPVR6VOSE/recgAlo
vzGrAXg32p?backgroundColor=teal&viewControls=on. Retrieved on October 25, 2022.
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user has a unique personalized home page, depending on which device are they on,
what time of the day is it or even what is going on in the world (Stél, 2018). BaRT is
also used for creating algorithmic playlists, personalized for each user, depending on

what they have previously listened. Efe Bahadir indicates that:

[...] Yes, I use [algorithmic playlists] and I find a lot of things for myself. But
I am very ‘greedy’. What I mean by ‘greedy’, I listen to a lot of things for
maybe [ will find something nice. Huh, have we gotten super lazy thanks to
Spotify? Of course we have. But I still like it. (interview with Efe Bahadir,
October 2022.)

The more successful the recommendations are, the better conversion rate (transition
from free usage to premium) and permanency of premium users are. The
recommendations ensure a great power to Spotify to manipulate demand within the
users of the service. Playlists, on the other hand, “take part in organizing how such
data can be handled and retrieved” (Eriksson, 2020: 418). Spotify’s chief financial
officer Barry McCharty asserts that they “are able to shape the demand curve because
of the insights that we’ve developed about [users’] particular music tastes” and they
are “able to drive engagement and discovery in ways that haven’t previously been
available to artists or to labels.” (Ingham, 2018b). However, demand manipulation
does not only occur inside the music industry but also for other industries via
advertising through the music industry. Once again, music proves its centrality within

media industries.
4.4.4. New Payola system: playlist curation

Mix tapes or CDs had always been a kind presents for friends in the past as a medium
of socialization through music. Usually, they consist compilation of songs from
different artists/albums within the same genre. Mix tapes/CDs, now digital playlists,
are “located at the heart of the financial growth of the streaming industry for music”
(Eriksson, 2020: 415). Streaming industry was succesfull to commodify the practices
of the past, among other things. “Datafication and commodification are closely related
with the ways in which platforms steer user interaction through the selection or
curation of most relevant topics, terms, actors, objects, offers, services, etc” (van Dijck
et al., 2018: 40). Moreover, playlists had not just superseded mix tapes/CDs but also
the concept of album, becoming “more culturally and commercially important than the
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idea of the album as artistic statement and commodity” (Negus, 2018: 5). Eriksson
defines playlists as ‘container technologies’, referring to the traditional way of
packaging and transporting, as well as facilitating “statistical oversight over the
movement of goods” (Eriksson, 2020: 417). Moreover, playlists do not actually store
the songs that they contain; they only provide a pipeline to the source of music. In that
way, they are free of cost. Becoming preponderantly the main source of streaming,
approximately 31% of all listening on Spotify were made across playlists (Spotify,
2018c).

Initial promotion of playlists and its predominance today arise from the presumption
that people want music “to be presented to them” (Sun, 2019: 271). In other words,
demand should be conducted with the preciseness that the new technologies brought

about:

They do this not only by granting access to music, but also by sorting and
sifting a universe of musical variation into packages or playlists that will appeal
not only to known musical tastes and choices, but also, through the use of
algorithms and detailed analyses of music at the most fragmentary level,
creating new and unexpected connections between different recordings to keep
users listening and paying their fees. (Leyshon et al., 2016: 249)

Therefore, hundreds of kinds of playlists exist: from ‘mood’ based (Chill, Romantic,
Happy) to genre-decade based (2000s Rock), action based (Sleep, Party, Workout,
Focus, At Home, Summer) and artist mixes. Playlists also provide convenience while
the listener is busy with other things: cooking, reading, driving, cycling and so on. It
is evident that streaming services have extended consumption time within the limited
day time. While it is true that Spotify does not generate more profit depending on the
consumption time, the service is actually dependent on the consumption time in the

sense that it develops the habit for staying subscribed for another month.

There are mainly four types of playlists on Spotify: (1) playlists curated by Spotify’s
editorial teams (‘RapCaviar’), (2) playlists curated algorithmically (whether
personalized such as ‘Discover Weekly’ or based on ranking such as ‘Global Top 50°),
(3) playlists curated by major labels with ‘cover’ names such as Topsify (Warner),

Filtr US (Sony) and Digster (Universal) and finally, (4) playlists created by users.
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There is a astronomic degree of concentration by playlist owner: as of 2017, out of the
25 most-followed playlists on Spotify, 24 are created by Spotify itself (Aguiar &
Waldfogel, 2021: 656). More to the point, all 25 belongs to the Spotify but only one
of them (the Global Top 50) is algorithmic, the others are created by editorial teams
(656). As of November 2022, Today’s Top Hits (32,240,769), Viva Latino
(12,743,463), Rock Classics (10,978,561), All Out 2000s (10,391,852) are Spotify’s
most-followed playlists among 1,520 of them. Playlists “are the driving force behind
music discovery and demand creation” on the service and the editorial playlists
accounted for roughly 30% of its streams (Spotify, 2018c: 4 in Eriksson, 2020: 416).
Being on a playlist with millions of followers boosts stream counts to a large extent.
For example, the song Monotonia, by Ozuna featuring Feid, is on the second place in
Spotify’s Viva Latino playlist (Figure 4). The song has 55,842,355 streams. However,
when we look at the album it is on (Figure 5), OzuTochi, it is way ahead than the other
songs on the album. ‘Hit” mechanism is at work in the streaming era, this time boosted
by playlists instead of (or together with) music videos or mainstream TV/radio

broadcast.

Figure 4 The playlist Viva Latino
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Figure 5 The album OzuTochi by Ozuna
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Source: Image from the author’s screenshot on October 15th, 2022.

Here, the question that ‘how Spotify’s editorial team decide on which songs to be put
on the playlists’ arises. Biilent Forta explains the relationship between labels and

Spotify’s editorial staff:

Both majors and we have [communication with Spotify]. So, we sit down and
have a meeting. Even if there is a distributor in between us, important record
companies come face to face with that team of Spotify. Let's say Dogan Group.
Now Turkey's largest group. They talk to the Spotify team, “this will come out,
this will come out, these are the features of this song...” etc. They demand to
be on the playlists. In fact, getting on the playlist means being noticed at one
blow. But don't think of it as cheating. Spotify really allocates space to the
majors out there. But you, as a record company, must put it in tooth and nail.
Of course, an algorithm works in the background. There is, quote unquote, a
hidden quota of Spotify according to your market share. They see that Dogan
Music has a 20% market share. So, they say ‘let me allocate them a 10% share
in playlists’. But they do not allow you to decide. Because it gradually molds
itself, just like artificial intelligence. Win-win situation... A song that come out
from Ada or Dogan, it is tested three times by the editors. If good numbers
come out also for Spotify, it becomes the common ideology of the two editors
after a while. Then they feel that they can rely on Ada, for example. Well, it's
like that everywhere. [emphasis added] (interview with Biilent Forta,
November 2022.)
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As Forta indicates, though there are no money transactions (i.e., cheating) between
parties, the market share of the label is one of key determinants of its way to playlists.
As of 2018, “80 percent of the songs on RapCaviar come from Sony Records,
Universal Music Group, and Warner Music Group, with 70 percent of the songs on 4-
List: Hip-Hop coming from the same three labels” (Nelson Jr., 2018). However, on the
other side of the coin, the majors’ growing share of streams are not in favor of Spotify,
since royalty rates are higher for majors than any other rightsholder. Therefore, Spotify
needs to push ‘independent’ artists and labels to a certain extent — but not as much to
displease majors or bore users. In 2016, rumors, that Spotify pays unnamed artists to
produce music* especially for its ‘mood’ playlists (such as Calm Vibes, Piano in the
Background, Maksimum Konsantrasyon), have surfaced (Ingham, 2016). Today, there
are applications that provides non-musicians to produce brand new music. Selection
of tempo, and major/minor key ‘at the click of a button’ is more than enough: just

leave the rest to the artificial intelligence.**

Major labels have their own playlist curators, namely Topsify (Warner), Filtr US
(Sony) and Digster (Universal). These playlisters have a total of 2,336,000 followers
(as of November 2022) and curate playlists that have millions of followers. No doubt,
the playlists that they create mostly consists of the songs of the affiliate company. On
the other hand, major labels utilize Spotify playlists, perhaps not more than they do on
traditional mediums, having over 50% of major songs in Spotify owned playlists (Prey

etal., 2022: 84).

The playlists might be sorted hierarchically by creators: Spotify, majors and ordinary
users (Aguiar & Waldfogel, 2021: 660). The ‘playlisting market’ also feeds into
Spotify users: trading via curatorship. Even though they do not have numbers of
followers as much as Spotify or Digster playlists do, some profiles (‘influencers’) on

Spotify ‘accept offers’ from whom it may concern (see Figure 6). There are number

43 See the list of some of Spotify’s fake artists https://www.musicbusinessworldwide.com/spotify-
denies-its-playlisting-fake-artists-so-why-are-all-these-fake-artists-on-its-playlists/. ~ (Retrieved on
November 3, 2022.) These ‘artists’ are intensively put in most-followed playlists, even more than
majors’ artists to some extent, and have billions of streams.

4 https://soundful.com. Retrieved on October 27, 2022.
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of other ways to promote music for new artists to get automated followers and/or their

“first boost’ from third-party companies (Aba, 2019).

Figure 6 Spotify playlist New Release
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Source: Image from the author’s screenshot on October 15th, 2022.

Might the playlisting mechnism on Spotify be the new payola*® in 21st century? Even
though a payment must be rendered to consider an act as payola, the term connotates
a legitimacy that accredit all other abovementioned methods to ‘make a hit’. Yet,
Spotify’s new ‘Discovery Mode’, which is currently in ‘early’ testing since 2020, well
may be considered as an example of payola. In Discovery Mode, rightsholders can
promote their music (via targeted ads within the service) in exchange for a commission
charged by Spotify for each time the promoted song is streamed.*® Thus, rightsholders
do not give money; instead, they give up some part of their revenue, i.e. accepting

lower royalty rates.
4.5. Concluding Remarks for Chapter 4

Spotify is the biggest streaming company in a highly concentrated music industry in
terms of production, distribution and publishing markets, with one third of subscription

share among DSPs. 100,000 tracks are being uploaded to the service on average per

45 “Payola is described as the illegal practice of undisclosed payments or other inducement by record
companies for the broadcast of sound recordings on the radio in which the songs are presented as being
part of regular airplay and not sponsored airtime” (Pitt, 2015: 229).

46 See https://artists.spotify.com/discovery-mode. Retrieved on October 27, 2022.
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day, total over 80 million.*’ The rapid growth of Spotify, from the day that it entered
to market, was possible through the acquisition of majors’ music catalogues. Spotify
found the solution in giving out some of its equities to all majors and Merlin in
exchange for getting their music catalog. Sony, Warner, Universal, EMI and Merlin
acquired equity shares of 6%, 4%, 5%, 2% and 1% (respectively) for — so to say — free:
a total sum of €8,804.40 (18%) in 2008 (Ingham, 2018a).*® When Spotify went public
on the New York Stock exchange in April 2018, Sony sold half of its stake, for $768
million in 2018. In the same year, Warner and Merlin sold their 100% stake for $504
million and $135 million, respectively. Universal still keeps its stakes in Spotify.
Ingham’s (2021) article published on Rolling Stone estimates that majors’ and
Merlin’s stocks would worth between $7.1 billion and $8.3 billion as of February 2021.
The year 2021 also signifies the highest market cap that Spotify has, $69.36 billion in
February (Dredge, 2022). Revenues hit €9,668 billion in 2021. With roughly 35% of
the streaming market share, Spotify sits on top of an oligopolistic market. That its
nearest rival, Apple Music, has a natural limit operating in Apple devices only having
50% market share*’, makes Spotify (available in both Apple iOS and Android
operating systems) indisputably the most powerful firm in the market that has capacity
to shape the production, distribution and consumption of music in favor of corporate

interests in a non-competitive market.

On the part of production in music industry, it can be claimed that lowering costs have
democratized the music production on one side. Development of DAW software and
its availability for everyone who has a computer has cheapened recording with low-
cost hardware such as microphones and headphones. On the flip side, industry
recording standard has raised enormously — as a symptom of market imperatives of
capitalist competition. Imagining how would an average listener react to a badly

compressed MP3 or a YouTube video with 240p resolution today can give an idea

47 See https://www.musicbusinessworldwide.com/its-happened-100000-tracks-are-now-being-

uploaded/. Retrieved on October 27, 2022.

48 These proportions of equity shares show an interesting parallelism with the revenue proportions in
Table Z.

49 See https://medium.datadriveninvestor.com/the-spotify-profit-problem-and-three-ways-theyll-solve-
it-f71¢57d8a8da. Retrieved on October 27, 2022.
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about this transformation. Thus, lowering costs and increasing productivity in music
(together with de-skilling) did not necessarily decrease the level of exploitation of
artists. Instead, artists now must promote themselves and become an entrepreneur, put
more labor on production or hire independent engineers/recording technicians as
shown above. Record labels still hold the power in recording technologies or funding
the artist for recording expenses, as well as marketing/promotion. However, they
charge a higher commission when it comes to royalty payments. A record contract of
Sony Music that we acquired from an anonymous artist indicates that 85% of all the
royalty payments go to the label only after the label reaches the breakeven point, that
is, the level of royalties at which the costs of production equal the revenues for a

product.

On the other side of the coin, low rates of royalty payments that artists get are topic of
discussion on media for many years. Out of 8 million artists with music on Spotify,
1.73 million have more than 50 monthly listeners: only 0.2% of artists earn more than
$50,000 a year.>® Top 10 artists’ (or their rightsholders’) 2021 earnings make up to
$787 million®' — 11% of all the royalties Spotify had paid in 2021. Singer/songwriter
Sitki tells that:

Our biggest revenue from music as digital revenue is from Spotify revenues
through Sony music. There is that income, and then there is the collected
royalties. There are copyrights collected by the publishing company for you
from domestic and international markets. A much, much smaller portion. I
mean, you cannot live in Turkey for 6 months with all your digital income from
music. These are very small proportions. Which is true not only for me, but

also for other artists who get more streams. (interview with Sitki, October
2022)

There are various dimensions that effect the royalty payment process from Spotify to
rightsholders. Spotify uses pro-rata system to distribute revenues. Once the ratio of the
rightsholder’s streams to the total streams in a specific country is determined, this

number is multiplied by the agreed proportion of the revenue earned within that

50 See https://www.musicbusinessworldwide.com/over-75-of-artists-on-spotify-have-fewer-than-50-
monthly-listeners/. Retrieved on October 3, 2022.

31 https://routenote.com/blog/highest-earning-spotify-artists/. Retrieved on October 21, 2022.
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country. If the total royalties earned is divided by the total streams, then we get the per
stream rates. That’s why per stream rates differ by country, by the agreement between
rightsholder and Spotify and by the royalty split agreement between artist and his/her
rights holder. Being signed to a major label is a double bind in terms of streaming.
Because while the artist can enjoy visibility and promotion on the playlists of the
service, s’he has to face higher commission cuts from his/her label. This percentage
cut is generally between 15-25%. On the other hand, cheap distributors charge less but

the artists have hard time being noticed.

Having a deal with Sony, I think it made us on the Spotify playlists... I guess
it was a playlist called something like ‘Turkish Rock’. Sony music had placed
us on one or two such Spotify lists. This gave the band a presence and visibility
on Spotify. I mean, prior to our agreement with Sony Music, we did not have
such a presence in Spotify. This visibility was something that could happen
thanks to the deal we made. (interview with Sitki, October 2022)

Another reason that streaming royalties are low is the massive increase in released
songs to Spotify. As the number of uploaded songs increases (average 100,000 tracks
per day), the share of others decreases proportionally. That's why majors' streaming
rates on Spotify are also dropping. This not only reduces their revenue, but also
weakens their bargaining power against Spotify in license agreements. In order to
reduce the impacts of massive uploads, for example, Sony bought the Orchard
(distribution company for independent labels) and AWAL (distribution for
independent artists). According to Rob Stinger, the Chairman of Sony, “it’s just stuff
that’s taking up some of the market share because of scale” and therefore “at the scale
end, we realize we have to cast our nets deeper and deeper and somehow get that music

in our ecosystem” [emphasis added] (Music Business Worldwide, 2022).

One aspect of streaming services is its power of price determination. A few firms
dominating the market, producers are voiceless in terms of prices. Before, record labels
were setting the prices of the products and retailers had no control on pricing. This was
called minimum-advertised price (MAP), which was abolished later because of

investigations by the Federal Trade Commision for price-fixing (Pitt, 2015: 199).

What I am criticizing is a structure that kills the capability of the music
industry’s sales price determination. In the past, I was cheapening what I
wanted to make cheap. I was lowering it to five liras or increasing it to 10 liras
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depending on the cost of the CD or production. Or if it was a pop singer, it
would cost more etc. Now all of these are alienated concepts for the music
industry. (interview with Biilent Forta, November 2022)

For $10 (on average), the user gets the whole catalog of the history of music. As Efe

Bahadir asserts:

Everyone says it's better than piracy or being free. Music is cheaper than
tomatoes right now: music that I will listen to for a month is cheaper than a kilo
of tomatoes in Istanbul, Turkey. This turned everything into a fast-moving
good, a garbage. (interview with Efe Bahadir, October 2022.)

In order to alter the perception of ‘free music’ that was settled in early 2000s, streaming
services charge low amounts of money that spread over lifetime. Spotify and other
streaming services target an unending consumption, offering “a subscription-based
model that not only requires a subscription for access but also requires perpetual
subscription” (Arditi, 2017 :14). In 1999, the average annual spending on music per
capita (those who bought music) was $64 according to IFPI (Pakman, 2014). Another
data in 2014 tells that the average consumer spends $40 per year on recorded music.”
Today, streaming industry impels people to spend average $120 per year. However,

Spotify has not yet seen positive figures in net income.

This pricing strategy arises from the dynamics of monopolization. Spotify sets “prices
on the different sides of the market according to users’ willingness to pay: with market
power, it can price discriminate, including supplying some services for free, taking
advantage of consumers’ differing valuations and responsiveness to price” (Towse,
2020b: 1466). Sunk costs of Spotify, which are comprised of licensing fees (almost
nearly 70% of total revenues) and marketing costs (average 15% of total revenues),
are too high. (These potential sunk costs, for any firm that is planning to enter the
market, pose high entry barriers in streaming market.) Besides these high fixed costs
(including research and development costs and server capacity to supply music), the
fundamental problem for Spotify is that the cost of revenue is linked to its total
revenue. That is to say, variable costs increase proportionally with each additional

subscription because a certain percentage has to be paid to rightsholders in terms of

32 See https://spinlab.net/news/opinion-think-tank-please-adjust-your-bet/. Retrieved on October 3,
2022.
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royalties. Hence, Spotify is dependent on utilizing economies of scale because of the
need to spread its high fixed costs by selling large quantitiy of subscriptions, thus
lowering the average costs. Moreover, Spotify faces serious competition from the other
firms, namely Apple Music and Amazon Music, which take the advantage of “cross-

subsidise from their other activities” (2020b: 1474).
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This thesis provided an overall picture of the process that resulted in recording industry
revenues rising above the year in which they began to decline and made the most
important actor of this process its subject of study. Even though illegal file-sharing is
not completely over, Spotify succeeded in making nearly 200 million people pay every
month for recorded music. Hence, the purpose of this thesis was to reveal what was
behind this ‘success’. For this reason, the historical background was evaluated in order
to establish a relationship with the structures and practices inherited from the past.

Hence, three main findings can be summarized as follows.

First, streaming emerged as a market containment strategy of capital. Streaming
format’s biggest representative, Spotify, should be perceived as the result (rather than
cause) of this strategy. During the ideological campaign of music corporates in early
2000s, ‘piracy’ was held responsible for the decreasing physical sales. This systematic
and exaggerated narrative was propagated by the capitalists of the music market, even
though there was no clear evidence of a correlation between file-sharing and the
decrease in record sales. As a matter of fact, intense circulation of music products had
helped artists to expand their public recognition and prompted revenue streams in other
areas such as live performances. Nonetheless, piracy narrative could not reverse the

sensation of ‘free’ with regards to music records. Instead, this sensation was exploited
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by capital itself as a market containment strategy. Even before millennium, corporates
were seeking profitable and sustainable models for digital music distribution. This is
even more evident considering the failed attempts to negotiate with their sworn enemy,
Napster, and to convert it to a paid service after closing it. For this reason, it can be
claimed that rather than simply being a unique invention per se, Spotify is the product
of the specific material conditions in which capital, technology, and cultural politics

are articulated.

Second, Spotify reintermediates the supply and demand of digital recorded music,
having certain effects on people’s relation with the cultural products. What is unique
about Spotify is the particular mode of consumption that it imposes. There are two
ways to use Spotify. Users can have access to the ‘history of phonography’ whether
by paying a monthly subscription fee, or for free — this time submitting to regular
advertisements in-between songs without being capable of choosing specific tracks. In
the latter, Spotify generates advertising revenues every time a user is exposed to an
advertisement. The user does not own the songs but rather has access to them only
within the realm of the application as long as s/he keeps paying (or being exposed to
advertisements) each month. Moreover, there is no limit to the quantity of songs
streamed or time duration spent in the service in a given time (usually a month). What
is purchased is neither individual songs (many of them will be unheard) nor albums, it
is the whole world music catalog accessible in a limited time. Thus, when we ask what
is commodified on Spotify (or what does Spotify commodify), the answer is more
complex than on previous mediums. Spotify should not be considered as a mere
distributor of commodities. While songs as cultural products are commodified with
respect to the relationship between producers and Spotify, subscriptions are
commodified with respect to the relationship between Spotify and its users. The use-
value of this ‘subscription commodity’ is, as Fleischer (2017) puts it, a ‘branded
experience’ as a unique mode of consumption, which provides users ‘accurate’
personalized recommendations, countless playlists for countless ‘states of emotions’,
and ‘user-friendly’ interface. On the supply side, Spotify must acquire licensing rights
from rightsholders to provide music to its users. Then, rightsholders supply music to
Spotify through numerous digital distributors. In return, rightsholders gets paid
according to a complex set of royalty calculations through the same distributors. Here,
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there are two main levels of royalty transfer. First, from Spotify to the distributor;
second, from the distributor to the rightsholder. Therefore, digital distributors emerge
as an additional intermediary between rightsholders and consumers. In case the
rightsholder is not the creator itself (e.g., a label), a third level is added to the value
chain (from rightsholder to the artist). Only exception is the state of major labels since
they can directly upload to Spotify due to special agreements between them. Each
distributor has different royalty agreements with Spotify. The terms of agreements
vary with regards to the bargaining power of each distributor. For example, it is known

that major labels have more profitable agreements than the others.

Third, music production companies are still indispensable entities for the market as
well as for the artists to attain public recognition. Particularly, majors maintain their
domination over about three-fourths of streaming royalties. Major labels get the lion’s
share not only of streaming revenues but also of other revenues that are crucial in the
organization of the market, such as digital distribution and publishing. In other words,
they secure their position by dominating all of the key organizations (production,
distribution, publishing, and sales [streaming services]) in the music industry.
Basically, there are mainly two ways to make a record, either by signing a record
contract with a label or by home production. The latter became easier than ever by the
democratization of music production. Cost of the means of music production
(instruments, microphones, DAWSs) has lowered significantly. Via numerous
distribution services offering low royalty fees, independent artists can upload their
songs to Spotify. On the other hand, signed artists transfer the copyright of their songs
to the label, and then the label uses a contractual distributor to release these songs on
Spotify. This study reveals that there are huge inequalities between (in hierarchical
order) major labels, independent labels, and DIY artists from various aspects. Even
though they receive higher royalties per stream, DIY artists lack promotion power that
the labels have. Therefore, they have to promote themselves like an entrepreneur and
thus become artist-as-intermediary. On the other hand, signed artists enjoy a better
promotion on their releases, though the royalty agreements between them and their
label set out low royalty rates. Depending on the power of the label, between 50-85%
of the royalties are seized by labels only after the breakeven point, while DIY artists
can get more than 90% of the royalties allocated by streaming services. Moreover,
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signed artists have chance to record their songs with incomparably better equipment
under favor of label resources, which provides them an additional advantage.
Therefore, major labels are still the most powerful actor in the music market. They
enjoy enormous revenues as playmakers of the streaming market since they hold the
lion’s share in music catalogs. For this very reason, their bargaining power in licensing
agreements is unproportionally advantageous with respect to other rightsholders.
Moreover, they also dominate the most followed playlists, which is crucial in obtaining
high royalties. Their critical position in the market makes Spotify’s editorial staff
easily accessible to them. From 2017 onwards, major labels control over 70% of the
streaming market revenues. The picture is not so different in distribution and
publishing. 85% of digital revenues, due to numerous acquisitions, goes either through
major companies or distribution companies under their umbrella. In publishing
industry, majors’ publishing companies control 60% of the market. In other words,
each pillar in the music industry’s organization of circulation of capital is more or less

concentrated.

This thesis also involves an evaluation of Spotify’s certain features such as algorithms,
personal data usage and playlists. The data generated from millions of users are
employed for various purposes, most importantly demand manipulation that operates
on three main levels. On the one hand, the data provided to record labels serve as a
priceless source for these companies who are willing to reduce risks in their further
investments, such as target-specific advertisements or touring programs. On the other
hand, the data is used for making more precise recommendations to increase
engagement with the service. Even though users do not pay more when they spend
more time on Spotify in a given month, they are more likely to keep paying as long as
they are satisfied with their usage experience. Lastly, user generated data is also
invaluable for advertisers who seek detailed information on potential customer profile,
so that they can advertise efficiently. This time, demand manipulation occurs outside

of the music industry.

Taking into account all of these findings, this study concludes that operating in an
oligopolistic market with a few companies, the streaming format is the ground for the

very existence of the market. Spotify occupies a key position as it is institutionalizing

82



digital music, while owning what music industry needs the most: the enormous user
data and the means (e.g., algorithms, playlists) for demand manipulation. The company
is positioned over (rather than within) the music market. It speeds up the circulation of
capital, provides a considerable source of income for major labels, and offers them a
bunch of tools to minimize their risks. This context explains why Spotify still holds its
position as the most popular streaming service, despite the fact that company reports
claim that no profit was made so far.>* The data of nearly half a billion users, the
capacity to reinstitutionalize the music market by incorporating digital music into
market relations, and its financial agility that accelerates the circulation of capital make
Spotify the key driver within this industrial organization. However, Spotify should not
be perceived as omnipotent. On the flipside of the mutualist relationship between the
labels and Spotify, there is an ongoing struggle between both sides as they demand a
bigger share from the revenues. Though it is not likely to happen, majors can always
play the withdrawal card in bargaining, since without them there is no Spotify. This is
why, for example, Spotify had decided to cancel launching its direct upload program,
which would have led to direct contact with artists and potential for vertical

integration.

Last but not least: what happens to music? The concept of democratization in the music
industry is mostly discussed with respect to affordability for listeners and equality of
opportunity to the market entrance for artists. However, there is a difference between
the democratization of the means of music production and the democratization in the
context of musical diversity. The former does not necessarily lead to the latter. While
it is true that lower production costs and networks of close-to-real-time distribution
have enabled more people to produce music and release them on streaming services,
the problem of visibility in this abundance becomes an important barrier for artists to

reach larger masses. Nonetheless, As was discussed in section 3.3., mechanisms of

53 This information should not be taken for granted for two reasons. Firstly, the company’s official
reports do not indicate the expenditures of acquisitions in their profit and loss account statements. Both
the company’s acquisitions (e.g., Megaphone for $235m, The Ringer for $196m, Gimlet for $194m,
and many other ones that are undisclosed) and Daniel Ek’s ownerships in various companies are the
investments made possible by Spotify’s capital accumulation. Therefore, these assets must be taken into
account when analyzing Spotify’s commercial success. Secondly, hot money flows and the fast
circulation of capital might offset low profitability.
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attention economy favor the ones that have financial power. Alternative and financially
weak productions are absorbed by the market under the favor of low costs, yet they are
far from getting their shares from the wealth. Underpayment and income inequality in
Spotify is a heated debate for a long time. Spotify applies pro rata policy that gathers
every payment in a single basket and allocate them according to the ratio of the number
of streams to the total streams. Another alternative posed is user-centric policy, in
which the revenue from each single user is allocated only to whom they listen to. Meyn
et al. (2022) argue that “user-centric remuneration results in a reallocation of revenue
shifting it from mainstream to niche genres”. However, there should be more empirical
research to pass judgment on this issue. In the oligopolistic structure of the streaming
market, Spotify has a huge power over the decision of revenue share and price-setting.
Within the mechanism of the service, only 0.2% (13,400) of artists on Spotify earn
over $50,000 annually. On the flip side, working conditions of artists did not get any
better. Artists are increasingly becoming ‘self-employed entrepreneurs’ in order to
make themselves visible in the abundancy of music, which holds that accessibility is
not meaningful in an attention economy unless there is justice between the more
accessible ones and the less accessible ones. This ‘self-employment’ emphasis is
significant, especially if it is linked to the “remarkable similarity between the
displacement of studio production from large label studios to small project (typically
home) studios and the overall shift from large corporate-owned manufacturing plants
to sub-contracted production in the global economy” (Arditi, 2018: 26). As a result,
the market has expanded its capacity to incorporate smaller producers. Hence, labor in
the music market has cheapened due to the technological developments that have led
the rate of profit to fall. This phenomenon is compatible with the interviewees’
statements that their nominal income has remained the same in terms of foreign
currency, while their real income decreased due to the inflation. On the other hand,
underpayment on Spotify should be discussed in two different levels. In the first case
involving a record label, artists’ works are directly commodified by labels and labels
negotiate their proportion out of total revenues with Spotify. In the second case, this
time artists are in a direct relationship with Spotify. Musicians must struggle on both

levels with their own unions and solidarity networks.
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Under these working conditions, music production has become faster and more
fragmented. The CEO of Spotify, Daniel Ek outspokenly stated about the artists, who
do not do well in streaming services, that they are “predominantly people who want to
release music the way it used to be released” and that the future landscape is “where
you can’t record music once every three to four years and think that’s going to be
enough” (Blum, 2020). DAWs became easier to use, thus leading to automated
production. A handful of empirical studies prove that the songs are getting short,
dominantly released in the single format, and its lyrical content become more self-
focused. The limitations that Spotify (and the other streaming services) imposes on the
production thus leads to fast consumption compatibly with the fast capital circulation.
Notwithstanding, Spotify model also bears potentials for a just system, in which
cultural products can meet with their audience without any manipulative intervention
by the third parties. This potential, of which Beethoven dreamt as a grand dépat, can
only be realized by a publicly funded entity that is free from the imperatives of private

profit.
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B. SAMPLE INTERVIEW / ORNEK GORUSME

Kac senedir miizikle istigal ediyorsun ve sektorde tam olarak ne is yapiyorsun?

Ismim Liitfii Can Kapucu. Yaklasik on yildir profesyonel olarak miizikle ugrastyorum.
Oncelikli olarak miizisyen olarak basladim. Klasik gitar, birtakim Tiirk miizigi
enstriimanlart icra ederek bagladim. Daha sonra da igin biraz mutfak kismi, stiidyo
kayitlar1 ve aranjman, diizenleme... Miizik endiistrisi i¢indeki kayit siirecleriyle ilgili

hemen hemen her isi artik yapiyorum. Mix, Master, kayit; ayn1 zamanda icra.
Kag senedir yapiyorsun bu isleri?

Kayaitla ilgili kismimi yaklasik... Pandemiden dncesinde basladim. Ama profesyonel

olarak yapiyor olusum iki y1l hemen hemen.

Miizisyen olarak veya icraci olarak miizik sektoriinde olmakla isin yapim

kisminda olmak arasindaki farklar genel hatlariyla nedir?

Kesistigi bircok nokta da var. Fark olarak... Bu kisisel bir sey ama ben igin yapim

stirecinde olmay1 daha avantajli buluyorum.
Maddi acidan mi?

Hem maddi tarafi var hem de biraz daha isin miizik tarafindaymissiniz gibi
hissediyorum. Daha dogrusu hissediyordum, bu da zamanla degisen bir sey. ik basta
oyle hissediyordum. Yine isin sahne kismindan, yani miizisyenlik, icracilik tarafindan
tarafindan daha ¢ok miizikle ilgileniyormussunuz gibi hissettigim noktalari var. Oyle

de bir avantaj1 var.
Icracilik derken?

Yani sahne almak olarak diisiiniiyorum bunu ya da bir stiidyo kaydini ¢almak.
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O taraf m1 daha iyi hissettiriyor? Yoksa kayit mi? Bir kayda almak onu, yeni

bastan yaratmak gibi.

Evet, o daha ¢ok cezbediyor son zamanlarda. Hem bdyle sifirdan bir yaratici siireg var.
Hele bdyle bir kendin diizenlemesini yaptigin ve kendin icrasini da yaptigin bir isgse...
Tamamen senin elinin altindan ¢ikmis ve senin yaraticilifina kalmis. Siire¢ igerisinde

ilerliyorsun. Bu sahnede de olabilir ama isin bu tarafinda daha ¢ok bu yaraticilik.

Peki, kayit miizisyeni olarak cahsirken daha c¢ok bir prodiiktorle mi
calisiyordun? Yani farkh sanatcilarin farkh talepleri olabilir tabii de, genel
olarak prodiiktor mii basinda oluyordu yoksa o miizisyenin o besteyi yapanin

kendisi mi? Dagilimi nasil oluyordu?

Eger is daha boyle bilinen birinin daha popiiler figiiriin isiyse genelde bir prodiiktor
oluyor. O prodiiktor geliyor, iste sana nasil ¢alman gerektigini, ne yapman gerektigini
anlatiyor. Ama daha kiiciik islerde genelde o eserin sahibi senin muhatabin oluyor.
Yani oyle isler de var muhakkak ama ¢ogunlukla bu isler daha belirsiz bir sekilde
ilerliyor. Ne bileyim iste notaniz var, ne ¢alacagimiz belli degil. Genelde gidiyorsunuz
stiildyoya, prodiiktor sana boyle cok muglak bir sey soyliiyor. “Ben su sekilde ¢almani
istiyorum,” falan diyor; sen de ona gore bir sey calmaya calistyorsun. Hicbir zaman
bdyle teknik ya da bilimsel ilerlemiyor isler. Cok biiyiik isimlerin prodiiktorliik isi de
de olsa dyle ilerliyor. Yani biraz isin i¢inde hizlandirma gayesi var. Her seyi daha
basite indirgeyip daha hizli nasil halledebiliriz derdinde herkes. Profesyonel iste de

amator iste de boyle.

Peki, prodiiktoriin miidahaleleri hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsun? Yaraticihgina ket
vuracak noktada mi oluyorlar? Yoksa belli bir ¢erceve icerisinde sana izin mi

veriyor? Nasil bir miidahale oluyor bu?

O da cok degisken aslinda. Bazen prodiiktorle sizin diisiindiigiiniiziin arasinda ¢ok
biiylik ugurum oluyor. O noktada kisitlandiginizi hissediyorsunuz tabii ki. Ama ¢ok
yardimct olan ve ne istedigini ya da nasil bir sey tabir ettiini sana anlatabilen
prodiiktorler de oluyor. Onlarla calismak tabii keyifli oluyor. Orada hatta boyle
kafanin acildigini, sana bir seyler kattigini hissediyorsun. Ben de kismen, zaman

zaman prodiiktdrlik yaptigim oluyor, bazi islerle ilgili. Birisinden revize bir sey
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istemekte zorlanan bir insanim ben. “Suna bak, bdyle degil de bdyle olsa” falan
demekte zorlamirirm —ki daha c¢ok islerimi yazarak istiyorum. Sonrasinda
degistirmekte zorlanacagim i¢in ya bdyle bir midi dosyast hazirliyorum ya da bir
notasyon yaziyorum ama yine prodiiktér oldugum islerde boyle bir seyi karsi tarafi

kirmadan ve ona da bir seyler katabilecek sekilde anlatmaya calistyorum.
Peki, 10 sene oldu demistin. 2012 senesinde nasil basladin?

2012 senesinde tiniversitenin korosunda ¢altyordum. Konserlere gidiyorduk; Ankara
icinde, diginda. Ankara'daki baz1 mekanlarda ¢aliyordum. Miizik kayit endiistrisiyle
hi¢bir bagim yoktu. Sadece o yillarda birkag stiidyo kaydini ¢almak disinda genelde

bdyle mekanlarda miizisyenlik yapiyordum.

2012°den 2022’ye, miizik endiistrisinin tarihini diisiiniirsek —Kki cok uzun bir
zaman degil bu on sene elbette ama yine de uzun bir siire sayillir—, bu on sene
icinde teknik olarak da ¢ok sey degisti, iste aletler gelisti, vesaire. Sen farkh miizik
tiirlerine de ¢aliyorsun ama bir sarkimin eskiden en genel anlamiyla yapisi,
nakarati, iste bilmem nesi... Bunlarla ilgili bir baskalasim goriiyor musun
sarkida, kayitta? “Siireler uzuyor, kisaliyor” ya da “sozler su sekilde evriliyor”

falan gibi boyle bir genel bir gozlemin var mi?

Evet, var. Yani on sene kisa gibi goriiniiyor miizik endiistrisi i¢inde disiiniince.
Yillardir var olan bir is, bir meslek bu. Ama dyle de degil bir yandan. On sene i¢inde
cok sey degisti miizik, kayit endiistrisinde. Miizik yapim sekillerinde bile. Bir kere
dedigim gibi kayit ekipmanina ulagmak artik ¢ok daha kolay oldu gelisen teknolojiyle
birlikte. Boyle koca koca analog cihazlara falan artik gerek yok. ‘Indie box’ denilen
bir tane ses kartin, bir bilgisayarin, mikrofonun oldugu zaman her seyi boyle
modellenmis yapabiliyorsun artik. Farki da ayirt edemez birgok insan. “Analog ¢ok iyi
abi” falan diyen insan da karsilastirmali kaydi dinlese anlayamaz. O yonden c¢ok
avantajli bir noktada ama yaraticiligr 6ldiirdiigii bir nokta daha var. Mesela eskiden
insanlarin bir sesi sekillendirmek i¢in elindeki ara¢ sayisi ¢ok azdi. Analog cihazlar
icin konusuyorum. Ve o cihazdan maksimum yararlaniyordu, etinden siitiinden
faydalaniyordu o cihazin. Diyelim bir bas kaydi var, bir davul kaydi var; ikisinin

baslar1 cakisiyor. Ne yapacak? Kick devreye girince basi kismak lazim. Ona bir
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multiband kompresor gibi bir sey uyguluyordu mesela, teknik olarak. Yani dinamik
bir kompresor. Kick vurdugu zaman bas biraz diisiiyor, gibi bir seyler yapiyordu.
Simdi bu isi direkt bir tane tikla ¢6zen plug-in’ler ¢ikti. Her seye bir plug-in var. Boyle
plug-in ¢opliigii gibi oldu. Herkes boyle tik tik aciyor iste.

Yaraticihig: nasil oldiirdii?

Ya mesela sen o problemi ¢6zmek i¢in 0 mix'i tamamen degistirebiliyordun eskiden.
Ya da iste “burada bu frekanslar ¢akisiyor, o zaman buraya bagka bir efekt koyayim
ben, su bas1 biraz drive agayim, bunun harmonikleri degissin” falan diyordun. Caligin1
degistir, aranjmanini degistir... Simdi yle bir sey yok. Bastan zaten bunun planlamasi
yapilmryor. Genel herkesin “miksle diizelir abi” dedigi bir noktaya evrildi artik is. Tyi
bir kaydin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in normalde olmasi gereken en bastan iyi bir aranjmanin
olmasidir, eskiden dyleydi yani. Her enstriimanin bir frekans araligi var. O araliklarin
cakismadigi farkli enstriimanlar1 bos alanlara yerlestirerek bir seyler yapman lazim.
Sonra o iyi kayit edilmeli, mix'e yle gitmeli. Iyi bir kayittan iyi bir mix ¢ikar, iyi bir
miksten de iyi bir mastering ¢ikar, falan filan. Simdi dyle degil. Herkes boyle bir anda
bir seyleri yapiyor. “Mixle ne de olsa diizelir” diyor. Mixci biraz toparliyor, o da
“masteringle biraz daha toplar” falan diyor. Sonugta ortaya ne ¢ikarsa. Herkesin
ulagtyor olmasiin avantajlariyla birlikte dezavantajlar1 bu. Ben 2012°de bu kadar
bilmiyordum. $imdi ben aranjman yapiyorum ya da prodiiktorliik yapryorum. Yapimei
bana “sarki ¢ok uzun olmasin, dort dakika ya da ii¢ bucuk dakikay1 ge¢gmesin, hatta
miimkiinse iki buguk dakika olsun” falan diyor. Ya da bir yere bir ¢altyorum. “Bu ¢ok

uzun oldu ya, bunu kisalim” diyorlar.
Genel bir kisalma durumu mu?

Evet bir kisalma durumu var. O da herhalde tiiketimin artik ¢ok fazla olmasindan...
“Cok hizli tiiket at” mantiginin bir evresi gibi. Daha kisa olsun, direkt sozle girsin ya
da iste ne bileyim vurucu bir miizikle girsin... Diyelim bir is yapiyorsun. Parca boyle
siradan basliyor, daha sonra pargaya bagka elementler ekleniyor; bdyle bir sey
kurgulamistim. Bunu dinleyen bir yapime1 “ya bu parganin sonunda bir siirii element
var, hepsi ¢ok hareketli ama bunu basindan gosterelim de dinleyen iste en basindan

gorsiin bunlari. Bdyle dinleyip kagmasin” diyebiliyor mesela. Kurgu yapmani
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sinirlandiran bir bakis agis1 var. Sonra bazi trendler var iste, herkes duyuyordur.
Popiiler miizikte, boyle sekizlik baslayip on altiliga doniisen bir ritm falan boyle.
Trendler var. Her pop miizikten iste bir¢ok tarza kadar artik kullaniliyor. Akustikten
daha ¢ok dijitale donduigii i¢in hazir sample’lar iizerinden miizik yapma olaylar1 da

cok fazla artik.
Popiiler olanin, olmus olanin teknigini kullanmaya yonelme mi gozlemliyorsun?

Evet evet. Bu sadece popiiler miizikte de degil. Daha nis bdyle bir kitlesi olan ya da
nis miizik yaptigini iddia eden miizisyenler de bu popiiler olan seyleri, trendleri
kullanma ihtiyact hissediyorlar. Neden miizisyenlik meslegini icra ediyorsun?
Birilerine ulastirmak istiyorsun sonucta, bazilari i¢in dyle en azindan. Ondan hayatini
devam ettirmek istiyorsun. Bu da bir bakis agisi. O yiizden daha fazla insana
ulagsabilmek i¢in de bu popiiler trendleri bir noktada miiziginde kullanman gerekiyor,
gibi bir yaklagim da var. Ben mesela buna ¢ok uzagim. Hi¢ kabul etmeden, i¢imden
ne geliyorsa onu yapmak istiyorum. Tabii bu popiiler seyleri yapmak da i¢inizden
gelebilir, 6yle bir mevzu da var tabii ki ama bende yok. Mesela yeni bir ig yaptyordum,
ben aranjmanini yaptim. Yapimci “cok giizel, ama bu aralar yetmislerdeki,
seksenlerdeki ‘synth’ sesi iste cok moda onu kullansak ¢ok iyi olur” diye onu istedi.
Bir sey soyliiyor, istiyor ya da talep ediyor. “Ya bunu kullanalim,” diyor. Sanat¢1 da
istiyor, mecbur sen de kullantyorsun yani. Is olarak yaptigin icin bir yandan bunu, o
taleplere karsilik vermek durumundasin. Simdi sunu da ekleyeyim kisaca: albiim olay1
da artik ortadan kalkti. Cok prestijli bir seydi bir albiim yapmak c¢ilinkii emek isteyen
bir sey ya da bir konsept albiim yapmak. Simdi dyle degil. “Alblimle kim ugrasacak?”
diyor herkes yani. Hem artik kimse alblimii acip dinlemiyor. Buna biraz Spotify da
sebep oluyor ¢iinkii alblim dinlemekten ¢ok listeler falan daha ¢ok takip ediliyor,
dinleniyor insanlar tarafindan. O sekilde kullaniliyor uygulama. Sen de o listelere
single seklinde bir seyler lretip koyuyorsun. O tiikketimin hizli olmasina daha da

katkida bulunan bir sey bu.
Maliyetle de ilgili bir sey olabilir mi?

Tabii. Maliyetle de ilgili.
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Albiim yapmak maliyetli bir sey.

Albiim de yaptim ben yakin zamanlarda mesela. Sirket sana bir biitce ¢ikariyor ama
“hiicum kay1t yap diyor mesela, kanal kay1t degil” diyor, maliyet diisiik olsun diye. Bir
giinde gir, bir alblimil, iste hiicum sekilde herkes bir odada kaydetsin, ¢iksin. Ya da
kanal yapiyorsan da bir alblimii {i¢ giinde, dort giinde kaydet diyor sana mesela. Boyle
cok sey yaptik. Maliyeti diisiirme egilimi var tabii ki. Herkes artik evinden galip
gonderebiliyor, bu biraz onu absorbe ediyor. Dedigim gibi, o analog devir kapandigi
icin bir tane ses karti, bir mikrofonla artik isi ¢oziiyorlar. Biraz daha akustik
diizenlemeyle. Herkesi evinden calip gonderiyor artik ama iste o da maliyetle alakali

bir sey. O da maliyeti diigiinliyor sonugcta.

Peki, yapimciya ihtiyacin kalmadig1 gibi bir séylem, bir hava olustu. Sen bdyle
diisiiniiyor musun? Yoksa hila yapimcilar 6nemli bir yerde mi duruyor? Ya da
farkh sanatcq tipleri (¢ok iinliiler, orta iinliiler, az iinliiler) farkh stratejiler mi

izliyorlar?
Sirket ismi versem olur mu?
Ver.

Sen artik kullanirsin, kullanmazsin. Ada Miizik mesela... Iyi bir is yapiyorsun,
sunuyorsun. Ortaggil ¢ikip “ben su isi yapacagim” dedigi zaman sana verdiginin bes
kat1 biit¢esini ona ayirtyor mesela. Benim Ada’dan isleri ¢ikan bir arkadasim “Biz
iivey evlatlariz, Ada Miizik’in 6z ¢ocuklar1 var” gibi bir sey sOylemisti. Tabii bu da
sonugta kar amaci1 giiden bir sirket ve daha popiiler bilinen isimlere yatirirmini daha
cok yapryor. Ama onun yaninda bdyle tanidigim daha idealist gibi olan yapimcilar da
var. Ahenk’teki Sercan abi biraz dyledir. O bdyle birilerini bulup sey yapar. Ona bdyle
hatta bir repertuvar da c¢ikarir, istisare eder. Onu parlatmaya, yeni bir isim ortaya
cikarmaya calisir. Ona yatinm yapar. Yaptigi yatirim tabii sirketin imkanlari
dogrultusunda cok kiiclik ama en azindan boyle bir ¢abasi var. Boyle yapimcilar da
var. Yapimciya ihtiya¢ var mi1? Farkli kanallar iizerinden yayimnci bulup Spotify'dan
yayinliyan falan da ¢ok artik ama burada da sdyle bir kaygisi oluyor ¢ogu sanat¢inin:
etiket kaygisi. Mesela normalde sirketler ¢cok biiylik bir tanitim pazarlama isi de

yapmiyorlar ama o o senin ¢ikan parcanda Ada Miizik yazmasi sanki insanlar “ha
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Ada’dan ¢ikan is iyidir” falan dyle bir etiket, dyle bir imaj kaygisi oluyor. Bu yiizden
hala “Ada’dan benim bir single’im ¢iksin, Ada’dan bir albiimiim ¢iksin” diye bdyle
cabalayan miizisyenler de var piyasada. Ama tam aksine “ben isimi yaparim, is iyiyse
nereden c¢iktiginin hicbir 6nemi yok, kendim de biraz PR'im1 yaparim, kendi
imkanlarim dogrultusunda” diyenler de var. O sirketler, Kalan ve Ada gibi ciddi biiyiik
olanlari, ¢ok ciddi telif haklar1 alan ve yillik iste bilmem kag bin liralik vergi 6deyen
biiyiik sirketler. Su anlamda bence gerekli yani: Gergekten o gelirlerini miizik
iretimine katkida bulunmak amaciyla harcayabilirler, destek olabilirler sanatgiya.
Stirekli daha fazla kazanayim diye pop figiirlerin iizerinden yatirimlarini yapmak
yerine bdyle daha farkli bir noktadan yaklagabilirler. “Yeni birini bulalim, yeni birine

destek olalim” gibi. Bu noktada sirketin olmasi lazim bence ama bu anlamiyla tabii ki.

Peki, iki tane sanat¢ diisiinelim. ikisinin de benzer sarkilar1 var. Bir tanesinin
Ada miizikten ¢iktigim digerinin de bagimsiz dagitimcilar yoluyla Spotify'da
yaymlandigini diisiinelim. Bu iki sanat¢1 arasinda yayinladigi sarkidan elde ettigi
gelirler bakimindan nasil bir fark olur? Nereden elde eder bu sanatcilar
gelirlerini? Dinlenme sayilar1 benzer olsa bile mesela. Ornegin, Ada miizik sana
verdigi 100 — 150 bin lirayr nasil ¢ikarir? Buradan ¢ikardiktan sonra mm sana

gelen gelirin bir kismini verir. Bunlar hakkinda bir fikrin var m?

Ya genelde soyle oluyor zaten. Miizisyenin kafasinda bir is yapma fikri oluyor. Ilk
basta gidiyor bir miizik yapim sirketine, “benim bdyle bir projem var” diyor, demo
kayitlar1 varsa onlar1 dinletiyor ya da bir dokiimani1 varsa onlar1 veriyor. “Bana sponsor
olur musunuz, destek olur musunuz?” diye soruyor. Cogu zaman sirketler “Benim
biitgem yok,” diyorlar. Ama sen o isi yapip kendi imkanlarinla ya da bir yerden sponsor
bulup yapip bitirdikten sonra, “bunu yayimlarim” diye o isi kabul ediyorlar bir anda.
Ve o isten pay da aliyorlar aslinda. Sadece yayinlamak ve birka¢ Instagram gonderisi,
birka¢ gazete haberi, belki birka¢c konser ayarlama karsiliginda senden o telif
gelirlerinin ylizde 60’1n1 ya da 50’sini falan aliyorlar. Sen her seyini yapip sirkete
verdin, diyelim, ylizde 50 yilizde 50 oluyor. Ama sirket bir seyleri karsiliyorsa ve is
oyle ¢ikiyorsa, ylizde 60-70’ini o altyor, ylizde 40’1n1 sen aliyorsun yine. O yiizde 40
da tabii tiim prodiiksiyon ekibi; sirket disindaki ¢alanlar, aranje edenler, sdyleyenler,

eserin sahibi... falan. Ama kendin yaymladigin zaman, onun detaylarin1 bilmiyorum.
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O bir araci sirket lizerinden yayinliyorsun galiba. O bir pay aliyor mu ya da oraya bir
aktarim oluyor mu, onu bilmiyorum ama muhtemelen sirketin aldigindan daha fazla
payt aliyorsundur diye tahmin ediyorum. Ya zaten onun disinda birtakim meslek
orgiitlerine {iye oluyorsun, iste MSG var, MESAM var. Orada da bir hesabin oluyor
ve birtakim telif gelirleri —ama cok diisiik tabii bunlar— onlarin hesabina yatiyor.
Senede 2 lira, 3 lira diyelim mesela. Tabii daha popiiler figiirler, milyonlarca dinlenen

isimlerde bdyle degil.

Peki, yapimcidan yaymlamakla bagimsiz dagitimcilarla ¢calismak arasinda...
Simdi sarki yaptin ve beste senin. Bunu nasil lisanshiyorsun? Ikisinin arasinda bir

fark oluyor mu? Ada Miizik mi lisanshiyor bunu?

Yok haywr. MESAM'a iiyeysen o notalarim1 aliyorsun, gidiyorsun. Onlari

kaydettiriyorsun. Senin adina kaydolmus, lisanslanmig oluyor o artik.
MESAM lisanslayabiliyor yani.
Tabii tabii.

Peki, bu MESAM'a lisanslayabilmek icin sarkilarmmi, sarkinin yayimlanmis

olmasi gerekiyor mu?
Gerekmiyor.
“Bestemi yaptim, bu da notasidir.”

Evet, onlar zaten gerekli incelemeleri yapiyordur muhtemelen. Bir 6rnegi yoksa senin

adina lisansliyorlardir.
Bagimsiz olarak yaymnladiginda da aym seyi yapman gerekiyor?

Evet, evet. Tabii. MESAM'a goétiirdiigiinde, abiim c¢iktiktan sonra, o formlari
dolduruyoruz falan. Cok hatirlamiyorum ama hangi sirketten ¢ikacagina dair bir seyler

de yaziyorsun diye hatirltyorum.
Anladim.

Yani sadece information olarak da yaziyor olabilirsin onlari tabii.
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Peki, bir miizisyen ve icraci olarak para kazanmaya calisiyorsun, bir de
prodiiktor olarak diyebiliriz. Prodiiktorliik mesleginin gelirinde bir piyasa

standardi var mi1? Nasil isliyor?

Kesinlikle yok. Belki varsa da ben bilmiyorum. Biraz yapim sirketiyle alakali. Daha
kurumsal olan bir sirketten aliyorsan o isi, prodiiktorliik isini, tabii ki onun bir piyasast

oluyor, biliyorsun.
Sarki bas1 m1 oluyor? Nasil oluyor?

Evet, sark1 bas1 hesaplanan ya da bir alblimse, alblimiin, iste ka¢ sarkilik, on sarkilik
bir albiim alblim sudur falan diye biri boyle sarki basi denebilecek bir hesaplamasi

oluyor.

Peki, bunun range’i var m1? Yani yeni baslayan mesela senin gibi prodiiktorlerin

en asag1 aldigi bir seyle, Iskender Paydas'in sarki basia aldig.
Tabii ki.
Nedir mesela bunun farki?

Ben mesela dyle basladim bu ise. Ben bir tane yeni bir sanat¢i ¢ikarmaya gayret eden
bir sirketle miizisyen olarak tanisiyordum zaten. Birkag¢ tane de yaptigim mix, master
isi vardi, ya da prodiiktorliik isi vardi, kendim yaptigim. Onlar sirket takip edip bana
teklif getirmisti. Hem c¢ok daha ucuza galisabilecek bir ismim, daha 6nce bdyle
profesyonel olarak prodiiktorliikk tecriibem olmadigi i¢in, hem de kendi imzamin
oldugu boyle bir albiim ortaya ¢ikarabilme imkanina sahip olacaktim. Karsilikli bir
iligki seklinde. Sirketin de isine gelen benim de ¢ok kismi olarak isime gelen sekilde

cok ucuz fiyatlara boyle bir albiim prodiiktorliigiinii yapiyor. Yapan insanlar var zaten.
Ne kadar vermislerdi mesela?

Seneler once basladigin bir is, bir albiimii bes bin liraya falan aranjmanini arti
prodiiktorliigiinii yapmigtim. Sonra bu daha kurumsal bir firma olunca iste 10 bin
oluyor, 15 bin oluyor, 20 bin oluyor... Sadece prodiiktorliikte degil, sadece

prodiiktorliik yapmadim ben. Caldim. Aranjmanin1 yaptim, hem de o isi yliriittim.
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Tiim kayitlar1 toparladim. Bas ¢alinacaksa basciya gonderdim. Tiim organizasyonunu
benim yaptigim isler bunlar. Aslinda bir¢ok is grubunun boyle sinirlarini ihlal ettigi
bir durum var yani. Iskender Paydas bdyle yapmaz. Yapryorsa mix'ini yapar. Gerisine

karismaz.

Senin gibi mi ¢alisiyor insanlar daha ¢ok yoksa “abi yok sadece ben aranjman
yaparim” diyen Kkisiler “ben sadece prodiiksiyon yaparim” diyen Kkisiler mi

agirhkta? Senin gibiler artiyor mu? Eskiden daha mi ¢coktu? Ya da daha mi azd1?

Ya benim gibiler artiyor, sundan dolay1 artryor. Dedigim gibi, biitlin bu isleri yiiriitmek
artik biraz daha kompakt bir hale geldi, her seyi bilgisayardan yaptigin i¢in, o yiizden
bu sekilde ¢alisan artik daha ¢ok var. Ama ayni sekilde, boyle kendi kurumsalligini
olusturmus, her seyi standartlagtirmis, “benim miks iicretim su kadardir,” diyen de var.
“Prodiiktorliik iicretim su kadar, edit yaparsam bu kadar” diyen. Hatta bir vokalin
detonelerimi diizeltecegim, bunun icin de ayr fiyat. Ya her seyi boyle standardize

etmis seyler de var, ses miithendisleri ya da prodiiktorler.
Dogrusu bu mu peki?

Aslinda dogrusu bu. Ciinkii hepsi farkli isler ve hepsinin ¢ok ciddi bir emek siireci var
gercekten. Yani edit basli bagina bir ig. Ben onun i¢in ayr1 para almiyorum ama bazen
mesela yapimc1 yeni bir miizisyeni piyasanin i¢ine sokmaya calistyor. Sonugta o da
yeni, heyecanli ve amator bir miizisyen olabiliyor. Sen onun tiim hatalarini ya da yeni
calan birinin tiim hatalarini edit siirecinden ge¢irmen lazim. O iste profesyonel bir iste
olandan beg kat daha mesakkatli oluyor senin i¢in tabii ki. Ama onun i¢in ayr1 bir iicret

almiyorsun. Hem daha ucuza ¢alisiyorsun hem daha fazla ¢alisiyorsan aslinda
Spotify kullaniyor musun? Ya da baska streaming servisleri kullaniyor musun?
Spotify kullantyorum.

Sadece Spotify?

Evet. Aktif olarak kullandigim Spotify. Yani genelde her ¢ikan is tiim dijital
platformlara gdnderildigi i¢in bir tanesi yeterli oluyor. Spotify da ilk kullanmaya
basladigim uygulama oldugu i¢in onun disinda bir sey kullanmadim simdiye kadar.
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Premium kullaniyorsun?
Hi hi.

Peki, ne siklikta kullaniyorsun? Bunun isleyis bicimine dair bir yorumun var mi?
Arayiiziine dair bir yorumun var m1? Kullamémm acisindan nasil buluyorsun

Spotify'1?

Aslinda bence ¢ok kullanigh ve derli toplu bir uygulama. Sadece elestirdigim, boyle
kafama takilan, yani goriince “ah bu da neymis” falan dedigim seyler oluyor. Popiiler
bir uygulama ve ticari bir uygulama oldugu i¢in artik sey noktasina geldik... Mesela
goriirsiiniiz, listeler goriirsiiniiz, “Coffee Jazz” falan gibi. Agarsin boyle, iste kafede
calan, caz miizigini listelemigler boyle ya da bdyle sagma sapan bir siirii liste olur.
Aslinda niteligi olmayan ama iste aklima gelmiyor su anda. Uyku listesi falan boyle,
listeler olur. Ve bu listeler ¢ok dinlendigi i¢in, miizik piyasasina da sdyle bir etkisi
oluyor: bu listelere girmek i¢in insanlar miizik yapar oluyor, bazilar1 dyle. “Ben soyle
bir parca yapacagim. Su listeye girerse ¢ok dinlenir. Gelirim ¢ok olur” falan. Yani

hedefi o listeye girmek oluyor.
Cok sik duydugun bir sey mi bu?

Tabii tabii. Boyle birka¢ tane miizisyen biliyorum. Mesela yaptig1 miizik diyelim ki
etnik caz, etnik caz listesi var. Milyon takipgisi var. Hatta boyle o listelerin sahipleri
var galiba, belli paralar karsiiginda parcay: listeye sokuyor falan... Isin bdyle bir
ticareti de olugmus. Tamamen para kazanma odakl1 yapiyorsun. Miizigi de tabii bir is
olarak yaptigin zaman bunun pargasi ama orada isin niteligi biraz daha degisiyor. Yani
tamamen bdyle sey. Isin sanatsal boyutunu tamamen bir kdseye atiyorsun. “Su listeye
sokayim bunu. Bu listede olsun” falan diye. Hatta ona uygun miizikler yapmaya da

calisanlar oluyor yani. Sirf bundan dolay1. Benzer seyler.

Sey kullaniyor musun Spotify'da? Senin icin onerilen bir takim listeler oluyor,
“haftalik kesif” mesela. Ya da “senin icin hazirladik” falan gibi oneri listeleri

oluyor. Onlar1 kullantyor musun?
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Onlar1 6zel olarak kullanmiyorum ama galiba iyi bir algoritmas: var, Oyle
zannediyorum. Dinledigin tarz ve dinledigin seylerle baglantili miizikleri 6nerebiliyor.
Bazen karsima ¢ikinca bdyle senin i¢in su Oneriliyor falan diye ¢ikiyor. “Abi bunu
duymustum sanki. Ya da biri soylemisti” falan deyip ve actigini dinledigim oluyor.

Cok nadir de olsa. Ozel olarak kullanmiyorum ama bence sey, kullanish bir 6zellik.
Ama acip boyle iste senin icin hazirladig: seyi acip dinlemiyorsun.

Yok, yok. Simdiye kadar hi¢ dinlemedim yani.

Anladim.

Tabii bu seyle de ilgili olabilir... Yani bir noktadan sonra bunu is olarak yaptigin
zaman eskiden dinledigim oranda miizik dinlemiyorum yani. Cok az dinliyorum hatta.
Yeni ¢ikan bir sey i¢in heyecanlanmiyorum. Ciinkii meslek hastaligi gibi de oluyor.
Simdi dinlerken bazen miizikten daha ¢ok seye odaklandigin oluyor. Ya mix'te soyle
mi yapmus? Iste sunu mu kullanmis acaba bu EQ’u nasil béyle yapmus falan gibi boyle

bir teknik seylere boyle takilabiliyorsun.

Peki 2012°den beri dyle ya da boyle miizik piyasasinin icindesin. Miizisyen olarak
ya da hani bir prodiiktor olarak da sorabilirim bunu. Sartlar i¢in iyilesme
oldugunu hissediyor musun? Bu on senede. Yoksa aym1 m1? Gelirler diisiiyor mu
ya da? Yani ikisi icin de cevap alabilirim. Hem miizisyenlik hem de prodiiktorliik

icin.

Ya miizik sektoriinde miizisyenlik olarak yakin zamana kadar bizim arkadaslar
arasinda geyikti mesela. Bu konusulurdu. “Ya bir stiidyo kaydina ben bes yil 6nce
stiildyo kaydina gitmistim. Bes yiiz lira almistim. Gegen gittim yine bes yiiz lira aldim”
falan gibi seyler konusulur. Yani her seyin fiyati arttyor ama miizisyenin fiyati
artmiyor. Birtakim tel iste otuz liraya aliyorsak gitarist olarak mesela simdi iki ytiz elli
liraya aliyoruz. Ama biraz daha miizisyenlerin bdyle birka¢ tane mesela ben
orgiitlenme ¢abasina sahit oldum. Ankara merkezli bir tane vardi. istanbul merkezli
vardi. Boyle “bir miizisyen sendikas1 m1 kuralim?” Ya da iste ciddi bdyle Telegram
gruplar1 olusturmus ve on bin kisilik falan bdyle miizisyen var orada. Ve “su fiyatin

altinda ¢aligmayalim” falan diye kendi aralarinda bdyle bir resmi olmayan bir karar
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almislar mesela. Onlarin etkisi midir bilmiyorum ya da gercekten artik isin ¢igirindan
¢cikmis olmas1 midir, kismen daha artt1 ticretler ama bu artmig olmasi tabii ki herhangi
bir meslek grubundaki artis seklinde degil. Dedigim gibi, cilinkii bes sene Once
caldigim fiyata iste bes sene sonra ¢aliyorsun bir saat. Onun {istiine biraz daha artiyor

gibi. Bu aynen kayit endiistrisinde de boyle.
Besten var m1? Yayimlanmis besten?

Benim yok. Yayinlanmis bestem yok. Birka¢ tane yazdim. Bestem var ama kendim
onlar1 kaydetmek, diizenlemek i¢in heniliz zaman, firsat bulamadim. Bagka isleri
yapmaktan. Belki tekrarlamak lazim. O Spotify'in onun da bir seyi gibi algoritmasi var
zannedersem. YouTube'da hani bdyle YouTube igerik iireticileri var ya artik iste. Ve
o igeriklerin daha fazla seyredilmesi i¢in boyle bir takim trick’leri var onlarin. “Soyle
video c¢ekeceksin. Bdyle olacak™ falan filan diye. “Soyle igerik iiretirsen daha ¢ok
izlenirsin” gibi. Spotify bdyle bir sey var gibi. Hem o dedigim listeler hem iste
insanlarin artik albiim dinlemiyor olusu. Bir single yapalim ya maxi single olsun bdyle
¢ikartyor. Ug tane single, iki tane single bir anda ¢ikartiyor onu. Ya da belli araliklarla
cikartiyor. Biz yakin zamana kadar ben de mesela 13 pargalik bir albliim ¢ikaracaktik.
Benim prodiiktorliiglinti ve aranjmanlarini yaptigim bir is. Daha sonra bu tabii zor bir
is. Yani on {i¢ tane parca bir de ¢cok fazla miizisyen caliyor. Hepsine farkli miizisyenler
caliyor. En son sey noktasina geldik. “Alt1 tanesi 6nce bir ¢iksin. Alt1 tanesi de bir sene
sonra ¢ikar” diye. Ya bir an dnce bir is ortaya ¢iksin, gibi bir sey var. Fazla beklemek

de kimse istemiyor.

Peki, etrafinda Spotify’a sarkilarini, bestelerini ya da icra ettikleri seyleri hak
sahibi olarak yiiklemis arkadaslarin var m1? Varsa bunlar bir hayrini goriiyorlar

mu streming servislerinin. Nasil goriiyorlar?

Yiikleyen arkadaslarim var. Hayrini goren de var. Cok biiyiik bir hayir degil bu tabii
ama hi¢ goremeyen de var. Hayrin1 goren arkadasim mesela tiim bu seylere dikkat
eden arkadasim. Hani dedim ya Spotify'in algoritmasina iste uygun hareket etmeye
calisan, etkilesimde bulunmaya c¢alisan diger miizisyenlerle. Spotify'da ¢cok dinlenen
bir miizisyen var diyelim. Iste ayda su kadar dinlenmis, bu ay su kadar. “Onunla hadi

bir sey kaydedelim.” Bunu ¢ok zorlayan, siirekli buna bir kafa yoran bir arkadasim var.
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Mesela o kismen hayrin1 goriiyor iste. Bir pargasi diyelimi, iste alt1 yliz bin, yedi yiiz

bin dinlenmis. Biri bir milyon dinlenmis falan gibi.
Peki ne kadar kazaniyor? Hayatinin ka¢ ayini gecirtebilecek bir gelir oluyor?

Hayatmin bir ayin1 bile gegirtebilecek bir gelir degildir muhtemelen, sormadim ama
kendi memur mesela, devlet memuru, isini yapmaya devam ediyor yani. Oyle onu

isinden kurtarabilecek bir gelir de degil kesinlikle.
Konser veriyor mu?

Konser de veriyor. Kayit da caliyor. Aklina gelebilecek her tiirli miizisyenlik

faaliyetini yapiyor.

Sey kullamiliyor mu? Mesela dyle seyler duydum. Simdi Spotify'da bir sanatgi
hesabin varsa o sanatci hesabinda bircok veriyi gorebiliyorsun. Iste ne kadar
nereden dinlendigi falan mesela lokasyonlar: gorebiliyorsun. Bu lokasyonlar bir
sarkimin, sarkicinin ya da sanat¢cinin nerede konser verecegine karar veris

siirecine etki ediyor mu mesela?

Cok fazla dinlenilen bir popiiler bir igse belki etki ediyor o olabilir ama ben kendi
deneyimlerimden 6rnek vermem gerekirse bizim yapti§imiz daha az bir miizisyen
kitlesine hitap eden daha kiiciik bir kitleye hitap eden bir miizik var. Bir albiim vardu.
Onun da mesela projenin sahibi arkadas. En ¢ok nerede dinlenmis? Simdi o arkadas
bakti seylere o Spotify'in sundugu bilgileri en ¢ok nerede dinlenmis gibi, e zaten
dinlenmeler ¢ok az. Ama iste yaptig1 miizik tarzi biraz hem caz blues 6gelerini iceren
hem de bdyle etnik bir miizik oldugu i¢in bdyle batida daha ilgi ¢eken bir miizik. Ve
iste gercekten Oyle batida hatta Arjantin'de falan Tiirkiye'den daha ¢ok dinlenmisti
galiba yanlis hatirlamiyorsam. Oyle bir sey. Ya da en ¢ok Kanada'da dinlenmisti. Onun
sebebi de muhtemelen, baglant1 hakkinda higbir fikrim yok ama Kanada'da bir caz
radyosu bizim albiimiimiizii calmisti. Ya bastan asagi albiim ¢almiglar. Ondan dolay1
diye tahmin ediyorum Spotify'da en ¢ok dinlendigi yer Kanada olarak goziikiiyordu.
Ama tabii bizim Kanada'da bir konser yapma sansimiz, yani oyle bir teklif gelmedi.
Fransa'dan Oyle bir teklif gelmisti ama vize problemleri falan gibi sorunlar neticesinde
hayata gegirememistik o projeyi, Fransa'ya gidip ¢alma projesini. Ama muhtemelen
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gercekten bdoyle biiylik dinleyici kitlesine sahip olan miizisyenler oradan

faydalaniyorlardir yani kesinlikle.
Tesekkiirler.

Ben tesekkiir ederim.
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

(Cogu zaman farkinda olmasak da dinledigimiz ya da duydugumuz miizigin biiyiik bir
kism1 devasa bir endiistriyel yapi igerisinde iiretilip dagitilmaktadir. I¢imizde gesitli
duygular1 uyandirma kapasitesine sahip olan miizik, bugiin eskisinden ¢ok daha
karmagik bir endiistriyel iligkiler biitlinline yaslanmaktadir. Miizik endiistrisinin
yapisini anlama ¢abasi bu yiizden 6nemlidir; bir iletisim araci olarak miizik, 6niimiize
ideolojik siireclerde islevsel olan anlamlar ve imgeler sunar ve bu nedenle diinyay1
algilama bi¢imimizin 6nemli bir bileseni olarak karsimiza ¢ikar. Bu baglamda, bu

caligma dncelikle ideolojinin nasil isledigini degil, neden isledigini aragtirmaktadir.

Miizik endiistrisi 21. yilizyilda 6nemli doniisiimler yasadi. Peer-To-Peer (P2P)
teknolojisinden baglayarak, miizik {rlinlerinin sonsuz sayida kopyalanmasi ve
paylasilmas1 neredeyse hi¢bir maliyet olmaksizin miimkiin hale geldi ve geleneksel
dagitim sisteminin ademi merkezilesmesi potansiyeline kap1 aralandi. Bu siire¢, miizik
endistrisinin yerlesik iliskileri ig¢indeki gii¢ sahiplerine bir alternatif sunmus ve
endiistri gelirlerinde keskin bir diisiisle kendini gostermisti. ‘Korsan’, miizik
dagittimin1 piyasa iligkilerinin disinda tutan bir giinah kecisi ilan edilmisti. Zaman
icerisinde, miizik endistrisinde giicii elinde bulunduranlar ‘korsan miizigin’
yiikseligini tersine ¢evirmeyi basardilar ve dijital fonogramlardan biiyiik karlar elde
etmeye basladilar. 2000'li yillarin basindan itibaren miizik, kaset/CD ¢alarlar, MP3
calarlar ve daha sonra cep telefonlari, diziistli bilgisayarlar, Bluetooth hoparldrler gibi
yeni ¢ikan tasinabilir donanimlar araciligiryla her yerde hazir ve nazir hale geldi.
Miizik, dinlenmekten ¢ok duyulan, diger mesgalelere eslik eden bir olgu konumuna
yerlesti. Uzak cografyalarin miizigine erisim kolaylasti ve fiyati her zamankinden daha

ucuz hale geldi. Bunun temel sebebi iiretim ve dagitim maliyetlerinin diisiisii idi.
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2017'den bu yana, miizik endiistrisinin en biiyiik geliri, 6zellikle streaming servisleri
olmak iizere dijital hizmetlerden elde edildi. Ucretsiz ya da aylik abonelik bazinda
calisan bu hizmetler, kullanicilara olduk¢a diisiik bir fiyata genis bir ‘yasal’ diinya
miizigi kataloguna erisim sagliyor. Bir yandan giderek daha fazla gelir saglarken,
sanatgilarin goguna hak edilenden az 6deme yapildig1 yaygin olarak tartisiliyor. Ote
yandan aralarinda en popiiler olan Spotify'in mali raporlar, sirketin su ana kadar net
kar elde edemedigini gosteriyor. Ancak Spotify her yil abone sayisini diizenli olarak
artirmaya devam ediyor. Bu kosullar g6z oniline alindiginda, bu tez, “miizik
endiistrisinin mevcut pazar bilesiminde streaming servislerinin ne rol oynadigi”
sorusunu soruyor. Bu aragtirma sorusu, arka planinda bu satis modelinin miizik
ureticileri ve tiliketicileri arasindaki dolayimi nasil sekillendirdigini anlamaya

calistyor.

Genel algida da somutlastig1 tizere streaming servisleri, miizik endiistrisinin kurtaricisi
oldu: artik kiiresel kayith miizik endiistrisi gelirlerinin yarisindan fazlasini karsilayan
bu model, miizige erisimin en yaygin yolu haline geldi. Streaming pazarinin {igte birini
kontrol eden Spotify, bu dijital satis modelinin ‘muvaffak’ temsilcisi olarak 6ne
cikiyor. En kaba hatlariyla agiklanacak olursa sirket, kullanicilarina lisansli miizigi
tedarik ederek elde ettigi gelirlerden lisans sahiplerine dinlenme sayilar1 oraninda telif
odiiyor. Bununla birlikte, oligopol yapiya sahip bir streaming pazarinda, Spotify ve
diger sirketler hala yiiksek fiyatlar talep edemez ve tekel pozisyonlarinin
saglayabilecegi faydalardan yararlanamaz durumda. 195 milyon abonesine ragmen
Spotify'in mali raporlari, sirketin simdiye kadar kar edemedigini gdsteriyor. Bu
durumda su soru ortaya ¢ikiyor: Spotify, heniliz kar edememesne ragmen nasil hala

giiclii bir aktor olarak pazarin tigte birini kontrol ediyor?

Miizigin iretim, lisanslama, dagitim ve degisim evreleri iizerinden bu ¢aligma, bu
asamalarin her birini Spotify'a referansla incelemektedir. Var olan diizende, kayit
endiistrisinin oligopol pazarina {i¢ biiylik plak sirketi (majorler: Sony, Universal,
Warner) hakim durumdadir. Ote yandan, gecmisteki fiziksel dagitimm ve miizik
marketlerin yogunlagmis yapisinin yerini, dijital dagitimin ve dijital marketlerin
(streaming servisleri) yogunlagsmis yapisi almisgtir. Bu baglamda, dinleyicilerin

miizikle olan iligkisi ve bunun aldig1 bi¢imler, Spotify (ve diger streaming servisleri)
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tarafindan dayatilan yeni bir sahiplik rejimine ve sinirlamalara tabidir. Deger zincirine
katilan bu yeni aktoriin ¢alisma mantigl, miizik iiretiminin kendisini de yeniden
sekillendirmektedir. Bunun yaninda degismeyen de ¢ok sey vardir: star kiiltiirii, cogu
sanatc¢i1 i¢in ge¢imini saglamaktan uzak gelirler, plak endiistrisinin oligopol yapis1 ve
tekelci egilimi. Bu ¢alisma, mevcut miizik endiistrisinin i¢ iligkileri ve sermayenin
kendini gerceklestirmesindeki karmasik siirecler baglaminda ortaya ¢ikan degisimlerin
ve/veya siirekliliklerin hangi 6lgiide ve nasil bir bicimde gerceklestigini ortaya
koymaya calismaktadir. Diger bir anlatimla bu tez, miizik endiistrisindeki kontroliin
miilkiyet, rekabet ve teknolojik gelismenin birbirleriyle olan dinamik iligkiselligi

dogrultusunda nasil etkilendigini anlamay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu dogrultuda varilan sonuglar {i¢ temel nokta iizerinden agiklanabilir. Ilk olarak,
streaming, sermayenin piyasay1 yeniden kontrol altina alma stratejisinin bir parcasi
olarak karsimiza cikiyor. Streaming formatinin en biiyiik temsilcisi Spotify, bu
stratejinin sonucu olarak (sebebi degil) goriilmelidir. Major plak sirketlerinin 2000'li
yillarin bagindaki ideolojik kampanyasinda, azalan fiziksel satislardan ‘korsan’ miizik
sorumlu tutulmustu. Bu sistematik ve abartili anlatinin, dosya paylagimu ile fiziksel
satiglardaki diisiis arasinda korelasyon olduguna dair net bir kanit olmamasina ragmen,
miizik piyasasinin kapitalistleri tarafindan yogun bi¢cimde propagandasi yapildi.
Nitekim, sarkilarin internetteki hizli ve kolay dolasimi, sanat¢ilarin daha ¢ok dinleyici
tarafindan taninmasia yardimci olmus ve canli performanslar gibi diger alanlarda
gelirleri artiran bir etkide bulunmustu. Bununla birlikte korsan anlatisi, miizik
eserlerinin artik ‘bedava’ oldugu algisini tersine ¢eviremedi; bunun yerine, bu algi,
sermayenin kendisi tarafindan bir piyasaya igerme stratejisi olarak istismar edildi.
Spotify ilk tanitimin1 ‘legal’ ve ‘bedava’ oldugu iizerine yapiyordu. Diger taraftan,
miizik sirketleri daha 1990larin ikinci yarisindan itibaren dijital miizik dagitimi i¢in
karli ve siirdiiriilebilir modeller tizerine ¢alisiyorlardi. Bu durum, P2P teknolojisiyle
miizigi iicretsiz dolagima agan biiylik diismanlar1 Napster ile olan basarisiz miizakere
girisimlerinde ve mahkeme karariyla kapattirdiktan sonra iicretli bir hizmete
doniistiirme ¢abalarinda kendini gdstermisti. Sonug olarak giinah kegisi ilan edilen
Napster, streaming servislerinin dogal bir reklamini yapmis oldu. Bu nedenle,
Spotify'in kendi basina yeni ve benzersiz bir bulus olmaktan ¢ok sermaye, teknoloji ve
kiiltiirel siyasetin eklemlendigi belirli maddi kosullarin iiriinii oldugu iddia edilebilir.
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Ikinci olarak Spotify, kayitl dijital miizigin arz ve talebi arasindaki iliskiyi yeniden
dolayimmlama niteligiyle, insanlarin kiiltiirel tirlinlerle olan iliskisi {izerinde belirleyici
bir konumdadir. Ona 6zgii olan bir sey varsa, o da dayattig1 belirli tiketim tarzidir.
Spotify't kullanmanin iki yolu vardir. Kullanicilar, aylik bir abonelik iicreti 6deyerek
veya lcretsiz olarak (fakat bu sefer belirli sarkilar1 segme 6zgiirliigii olmadan ve
sarkilar arasinda diizenli reklamlara maruz kalarak) ‘fonografi tarihine’ erisebilirler.
Ucretsiz versiyonda Spotify, kullanici her bir reklama maruz kaldiginda bir gelir elde
eder. Kullanici sarkilara sahip degildir, aksine her ay ddeme yapmaya devam ettigi
[veya reklamlara maruz kaldigi] siirece bunlara yalnizca Spotify uygulamasi ig¢inde
erigebilir. Ayrica, abonelik siiresi igerisinde kac sarki dinlenildigi veya uygulamada
gecirilen siire konusunda herhangi bir sinirlama yoktur. Satin alinan, ne tek tek sarkilar
(ki kullanicinin birgogunu dinleyebilmesine imkan yoktur) ne de albiimlerdir; satin
alinan meta sinirl bir siire i¢inde erisilebilen tiim Spotify katalogudur. Bu nedenle,
Spotify'da neyin metalastirildigint  (veya Spotify'in  neyi metalastirdigini)
sordugumuzda, cevap onceki formatlardan daha karmasiktir. Spotify salt bir emtia
dagiticis1 olarak goriilmemelidir. Kiiltiirel {riinler olarak sarkilar, yapimcilar ve
Spotify arasindaki iliski baglaminda metalasirken; Spotify ve kullanicilar arasindaki
iliski baglaminda metalasan sey aboneligin kendisidir. Fleischer'in de (2017) belirttigi
gibi bu ‘abonelik metasinin’ kullanim degeri; kullanicilar i¢in daha ‘isabetli’
kisisellestirilmis Oneriler, sayisiz ‘duygu durumu’ igin sayisiz oynatma listesi ve
‘kullanici dostu’ bir arayiizden miitesekkil bir tiiketim big¢imi olarak bir ‘marka
deneyimi’dir. Arz tarafina baktigimizda Spotify, kullanicilarina miizik saglamak i¢in
hak sahiplerinden lisans haklarin1 almalidir. Ardindan, hak sahipleri ¢ok sayidaki
dijital dagitimeilar araciligiyla Spotify'a miiziginin kullanimi i¢in hak tanir. Buna
karsilik, hak sahiplerine ayni dagitimcilar araciligiyla karmasik bir telif hakki
hesaplama setine gore Odemeler yapilir. Pratikte telif 0demeleri iki asama ile
gerceklesir: ilk olarak Spotify'dan dagitimciya, ikinci olarak dagitimcidan hak
sahibine. Bu nedenle dijital dagitimcilar, hak sahipleri ile satig noktas1 arasinda ek bir
araci olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Buradaki tek istisna, aralarindaki 6zel anlagmalar
sayesinde dogrudan Spotify'a yiikleme yapabilen major sirketlerdir. Hak sahibinin
yaraticinin kendisi olmamast durumunda (6rnegin bir plak sirketi), deger zincirine

(plak sirketinden sanatgiya olmak iizere) iiglincii bir agsama eklenir. Her dagitimcinin

117



Spotify ile farkli telif hakki sozlesmeleri vardir ve taraflarin pazarlik giicline gore
anlagsma sartlar1 degismektedir. Ornegin, biiyiik markalarm Spotify ile daha karl
anlagmalara sahip oldugu bilinmektedir. Kisacas1 Spotify’in, aracilar1 ortadan kaldiran

degil, tam da yeni bir araci olarak miizik piyasasina eklemlendigi sdylenebilir.

Ucgiincii olarak, miizik yapim sirketleri, sahip oldugu kaynaklarla sanatcilarin
taninirligini saglayabilme agisindan hala vazgecilmez kuruluslardir. Major sirketler,
streaming servislerinden gelen telifin yaklagik dortte {igli tizerindeki hakimiyetlerini
stirdiirmektedirler. Bu sirketler yalnizca streaming gelirlerinden degil, ayn1 zamanda
dijital dagitim ve edisyon gibi pazarin rgiitlenmesinde kritik olan diger gelirlerden de
aslan payini aliyor. Yani miizik endiistrisindeki tiim kilit orgiitlenmeler (iiretim,
dagitim, edisyon ve satis [streaming]) iizerinde hakimiyet kurarak konumlarini
saglamlastirtyorlar. Uretim acisindan baktigimizda ise dagitilmak {izere kaydedilen
miizik iki temel bicimde iiretilebilir: bir plak sirketiyle s6zlesme imzalayarak veya
bagimsiz bir sekilde kaydedilerek. Sonraki, miizik {iretim araglarinin
demokratiklesmesiyle her zamankinden daha kolay hale gelmis durumda. Uretim
maliyeti dnemli dl¢lide azaldi. Diisiik kesintiler sunan ¢ok sayida dagitici araciliiyla,
bir plak sirketine bagl olmaksizin sanatgilar sarkilarint Spotify'a yiikleyebiliyorlar.
Sozlesme sahibi sanatgilar ise sarkilarinin kullanim haklarini plak sirketine devrediyor
ve ardindan plak sirketi, anlasmali dagitimcist araciligryla bu sarkilar1 Spotify'da
yayimliyor. Bu ¢aligsma, [hiyerarsik sirayla] major sirketler, bagimsiz sirketler ve
bagimsiz sanatgilar arasinda biiyiik esitsizlikler oldugunu ortaya koyuyor. Plak
sirketinin biiyiikliigline ve yapilan anlagmaya bagh olarak, telif gelirlerinin %50 ila
%85'ine (tlim kayit ve tanitim giderler karsilandiktan sonra) plak sirketi el koyarken,
bagimsiz sanatgilar streaming hizmetlerinden gelen telifin %90'indan fazlasini
alabiliyor. Dinlenme basina daha yiiksek telif iicreti almalarina ragmen, bagimsiz
sanatcilar plak sirketlerinin sahip oldugu tanitim-pazarlama giiciinden yoksun oldugu
olciide kendilerini bir girisimci gibi pazarlamaya itiliyorlar. Ote yandan sdzlesmeli
sanatgilar, kendileriyle plak sirketi arasindaki telif anlagmalarinda dezavantajli olsalar
da plak sirketinin tanmitim aglar1t dolayisiyla daha etkili bir pazarlamadan
faydalanabiliyorlar. Ayrica, plak sirketinin genis kaynaklar1 sayesinde sarkilarin1 daha
iyl ekipmanlarla kaydetme sansina sahip oluyorlar. Sahip olduklar1 genis miizik
katalogu sayesinde major plak sirketleri, streaming pazarinin oyun kurucular: olarak
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gelirden aslan paymi aliyorlar. Bu dogrultuda Spotify ile yaptiklar1 lisans
sOzlesmelerinde pazarlik giigleri, diger hak sahiplerine gore orantisiz olarak avantajl
hale geliyor. Ustelik en ¢ok takip edilen ¢alma listelerine hakim olmalar1 yiiksek telif
gelirlerini pekistiriyor. Pazardaki kritik konumlari, Spotify'in editdr kadrosuna kolayca
ulagabilmelerini sagliyor. Bu nedenle, plak sirketlerinin miizik piyasasinin hala en
giiclii aktorleri oldugu sdylenebilir. 2017'den itibaren biiyiik plak sirketleri, streaming
gelirlerinin %70'inden fazlasini kontrol ediyor. Tablo, dagitim ve edisyonda da ¢ok
farkli degil. Cok sayidaki devralma pratigi nedeniyle dijital gelirlerin %85'i ya major
sirketlerden ya da onlarin semsiyesi altindaki dagitim sirketlerinden geciyor.
Yaymmcilik sektoriinde, biiylik edisyon sirketleri pazarin %601 kontrol ediyor.
Kisacasi, miizik endiistrisinde sermaye dolasiminin drgiitlenmesindeki her bir asama

az ya da ¢ok yogunlasmis olarak karsimiza ¢ikiyor.

Bu tez ayn1 zamanda Spotify'in algoritmalar, kisisel veri kullanim1 ve ¢alma listeleri
gibi belirli 6zelliklerinin bir degerlendirmesini icermektedir. Milyonlarca kullanicidan
elde edilen veriler cesitli amaglar i¢cin kullanilmakla birlikte, en O6nemlisi ii¢ ana
seviyede isleyen talep manipiilasyonudur. Birincisi, plak sirketlerine saglanan veriler,
hedefe yonelik reklamlar veya turne programlar1 gibi yatirimlarinda riskleri azaltmak
isteyen bu sirketler icin paha bicilmez bir kaynak gérevi goriiyor. Ikinci olarak bu
veriler, Spotify ile kullanicilar arasindaki iliskiyi gelistirmek ve bir sonraki ay da
O0deme yapmalarin1 saglamak adina daha isabetli Onerilerde bulunmak icin
kullaniliyor. Son olarak, kullanicilar tarafindan uygulamada gecirdikleri her anda
olusturulan veriler, yatirnrminit daha verimli bir sekilde yapabilmek adina potansiyel
miisteri profili hakkinda en ayrintili bilgiyi arzulayan reklam verenler i¢in de paha
bicilmez bir kaynak sunuyor. Bu sefer, talep manipiilasyonu miizik endiistrisinin

disinda gerceklesiyor.

Streaming servisleri, bir miizik piyasasinin var olabilmesinin nedeni olarak one
cikiyor. Bu ¢alisma, Spotify'in dijital miizik endiistrisinin en ¢ok ihtiya¢ duydugu
araglara (devasa kullanici verisi ve talep manipiilasyonu i¢in kullanigh yazilimlar [6r.
algoritmalar, ¢alma listeleri]) sahip oldugu ve dijital miizigin kurumsallagsmasina
zemin olusturdugu 6l¢iide kilit bir konuma sahip oldugunu iddia ediyor. Sirket, miizik

piyasasinin —igerisinden ziyade— {izerinde konumlaniyor. Sermaye dolasimini
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hizlandiriyor, plak sirketleri i¢in hatir1 sayilir bir gelir kaynagi sagliyor ve risklerini en
aza indirmeleri i¢in bir dizi ara¢ sunuyor. Bu baglam, sirketin mali raporlarinin
simdiye kadar hi¢ kar elde edilmedigini iddia etmesine ragmen Spotify'in neden hala
en popiiler streaming servisi konumunu korudugunu agikliyor. Yarim milyara yakin
kullanicinin verisi, dijital miizigi piyasa iliskilerine dahil ederek miizik piyasasini
yeniden kurumsallagtirma kapasitesi ve sermaye dolagimimi hizlandiran finansal
cevikligi, Spotify'1 bu endiistriyel organizasyonun ana itici giicii yapiyor. Ote yandan
bu tezin amaci Spotify’1 kadir-i mutlak bir kurum olarak ortaya resmetmek degildir.
Plak sirketleri ve Spotify arasindaki iliskinin arka planinda, gelirlerden daha fazla pay
talep eden iki taraf arasinda siiregelen bir miicadelenin izlerini de gormek pekala
miimkiin. Diisiik bir olasilik olsa da majorler, her zaman pazarlik masasindan ¢ekilme
kartin1 oynayabilirler, ¢linkii onlar olmadan Spotify diye bir sey de olmayacaktir.
Ornegin tam da bu nedenle Spotify, arada dagitimcilar olmaksizin sanatgilarla birebir
anlagmalara ve dolayisiyla dikey entegrasyon ihtimaline yol agabilecek olan deneme

asamasindaki dogrudan yiikleme programini iptal etmeye karar vermisti.

Peki bu arada miizige ne olmaktadir? Miizik endiistrisinde demokratiklesme kavrami
daha ¢ok dinleyiciler i¢in ucuz fiyatlar ve sanatgilar igin pazara giris imkani agisindan
tartisilmaktadir. Ancak miizik iiretim araglarinin demokratiklesmesi ile miizikal
cesitlilik baglamindaki demokratiklesme arasinda fark vardir. ilki mutlaka ikincisine
yol agmamaktadir. Diisiik iiretim maliyetlerinin ve ¢evrimi¢i dagitim aglarinin daha
fazla insanin miizik iiretmesini ve ¢evrimigi platformlarda yayimlamasini sagladigi
dogru olsa da; bu bolluk igerisindeki goriiniirliikk sorunu, sanatcilarin genis kitlelere
ulagsmasinin Oniinde 6nemli bir engel haline gelmektedir. Bununla birlikte dikkat
ekonomisi mekanizmalari, giicli olanlarin lehine calismaktadir. Alternatif ve diisiik
biitceli iiretimler, piyasa tarafindan igerilmesine karsin zenginlikten pay
alamamaktadir. Spotify'in 6dedigi telifler ve servis igerisindeki gelir esitsizligi
kamuoyunda uzun siiredir tartisilmaktadir. Spotify, toplam 6demeleri tek bir sepette
toplayan ve sanat¢inin dinlenme sayisinin toplam dinlenme sayisina olan oranina gore
tahsis eden bir telif mekanizmasi isletir. Diger bir alternatif ise, her bir kullanicidan
elde edilen gelirin yalnizca dinledikleri kisilere tahsis edildigi kullanict merkezli (user
centric) politikadir. Meyn et al. (2022), kullanict merkezli telif dagitiminin, gelir
dagilimmi ana akimdan niche tiirlere kaydiran bir etkisi olacagini iddia ediyor.

120



Bununla birlikte, bu konuda kesin bir yargiya varmak i¢in daha fazla ampirik arastirma
yapilmalidir. Streaming pazarinin oligopol yapisinda, Spotify'in gelir paylasimi ve
fiyat belirleme iizerinde biiylik bir giicii bulunmaktadir. Spotify'daki sanat¢ilarin
yalmzca %0,2'si (13.400 sanatci) yilda 50.000 dolardan fazla kazanmaktadir. Ote
yandan, sanatgilarin calisma kosullarmin da iyiye gittigi sOylenemez. Sanatcilar,
milyonlarca sarki arasinda kendilerini goriiniir kilmak i¢in giderek daha fazla kendi
hesaplarina ¢alisan ‘girisimciler’ roliine soyunmaktadirlar; bu da daha fazla erisilebilir
olanlar ile daha az erisilebilir olanlar arasinda esitsizlik oldugu siirece, dikkat
ekonomisinde erisilebilirligin kendi basina bir anlami olmadigint gostermektedir.
Arditi’nin (2018: 26) de belirttigi lizere bu kendi hesabina ¢aligma vurgusu, 6zellikle
stiidyo tiretiminin biiyiik plak stiidyolarindan kii¢iik proje (tipik olarak ev) stiidyolarina
kaymasi ile kiiresel ekonomide biiyiik sirketlere ait iiretim tesislerinden taseron
iretime genel gecis arasindaki dikkate deger benzerlikle baglanti kuruldugu 6lgiide
onem kazanmaktadir. Sonu¢ olarak pazar, kapasitesini daha kiiclik iireticileri
bilinyesine katarak genigletmistir. Miizik piyasasinda emek ucuzlamis, teknolojik
gelismeler kar oranlarini diismesine sebep olmustur. Bu olgu, goriisiilen kisilerin
nominal gelirlerinin yillar i¢inde doviz bazinda ayn1 kaldigi, enflasyon nedeniyle reel
gelirlerinin azaldig1 yoniindeki agiklamalari ile de uyumludur. Ote yandan séz konusu
diisiik telifler iki farkli diizeyde ele alinmalidir. ilk durumda, sanatcilarm eserleri
dogrudan plak sirketleri tarafindan metalagtirllir ve plak sirketleri, Spotify ile
yapacaklar1 anlagmanin sartlari iizerine miizakere eder. Bu durum sanatgi ile plak
sirketi arasindaki ¢ikar iliskisinin konusudur. ikinci durumda, sanat¢1 bagimsiz ise bu
kez Spotify ile dogrudan bir iliski icindedir. Miizisyenler meslek birlikleri ve

dayanigsma aglartyla her iki diizeyde de miicadele etmelidir.

Sonug¢ olarak bu caligma kosullarinda miizik iiretimi hizlanmis ve parcali hale
gelmistir. Miizik yapim programlarinin kullanimi daha kolay hale gelmekte ve boylece
iiretimin giderek daha ¢cok otomatize olmasina yol agmaktadir. Single formati sektdrde
bir ‘norm’ haline gelmistir. Goriisiilen kisilerin tamaminin da belirttigi iizere sarkilar
hem daha kisa siirede {iretilir hale gelmis, hem de kisalma egilimine girmistir.
Yapilmis bazi ampirik arastirmalar da sarkilarin giderek kisaldigini ve sarki s6zlerinin
daha birey odakli hale geldigini kanitliyor. Spotify CEO’su Daniel Ek’in de agikca
belirttigi tlizere artik lig-dort yi1lda bir albiim ¢ikaran ve ticari stratejisini eski tarzda
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yiirlitenler streaming’den pay alamayacaklardir (Blum, 2020). Bu baglamda tiikketim
de hizlanarak bu yogun dolasimdan nasibini almaktadir. Her seye karsin Spotify
modeli, kiiltiirel {irtinlerin {i¢iincii sahislarin herhangi bir manipiilatif miidahalesi
olmaksizin kitlelerle bulusabildigi adil bir sistem i¢in de potansiyeller tagimaktadir.
Beethoven'in ‘biiylik bir sanat deposu’ olarak hayal ettigi bu potansiyel, ancak 6zel
cikarlarin miidahalelerinden arinmig, kamusal bir platform tarafindan hayata

gegirilebilir.
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