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The purpose of the research was to develop a business model for a small inde-
pendent music publisher, Elements Music. The new area of business the com-
pany wanted to move to, is neighboring rights management. First, the royalty col-
lection process of the Finnish collecting society Gramex had to be researched. 
The aim of the study was clear in the beginning. The subject proved to be hard 
as the study progressed. 

The methods used in the study are qualitative interview, content analysis and 
benchmarking. Data for the study was collected from literature, the internet and 
by interviewing. The interviews were carried out over the phone. Some of the 
literature found on the subject was old, but not problematic, because the basic 
principles of music copyrights have not changed much over the years. Internet 
provided good up-to-date information about recent changes in the field. 

The result of this thesis is a set of recommendations. The commissioner can find 
valuable information to guide them further in entering the new area of business, 
as can other companies in the music industry. The music copyright field proved 
to be more complicated than expected. Better delimitations would have been in 
order. A further study is required to make definite decisions.  

Keywords: Collective rights management, Gramex, Market research, Neighbor-
ing rights, Neighbouring rights, Service productization, Service productisation 
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Terminology 

Phonogram Sound recording 
 
Track Sound recording  
 
Rightsholder A person or organization that owns the legal rights to a 

sound recording 
 
CMO Collective Management Organization, usually govern-

ment-backed institution that collects monies from the 
users of music and distributes them forward to rights 
holders 

 
Remuneration Money paid to the rightsholder by the CMOs 
 
Airplay Sound recording played on radio or internet radio   
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Topic of the thesis 

The topic “Neighboring rights management as a service” is a research ordered 

by a Finnish music publishing company Elements Music Oy. Neighboring rights 

are copyrights for performing artists. When a record is played on radio, TV or 

performed in public (in bars, restaurants and shops) a royalty is due to the owner 

of the recording and the performing artist. Performing artists include singers, in-

strumentalists and studio producers, if they play on the track. The difference be-

tween musical composition and a sound recording is that a composition can exist 

on paper, for example as notes, and can be performed by anyone who can read 

the notes, whereas a sound recording has been recorded by a specific person or 

a group of people. Therefore, neighboring rights only apply to sound recordings. 

There is a whole other side of music rights that concerns copyrights for musical 

compositions, which this thesis will only touch briefly. In Finland, copyright for a 

musical composition is valid for 70 years from the death of the author, whereas 

the copyright for a sound recording is valid for 70 years from the date of the pro-

duction or publishing. These periods vary between countries. (Tekijänoikeus.fi 

2018; WIPO 2016, pp. 6, 27.) 

Neighboring rights are handled by collecting societies and each country has their 

own society. In Finland, the respective society is Gramex, in Sweden SAMI, in 

Germany GVL. The societies refer to each other as sibling societies, have deals 

with each other and pay remunerations according to these deals. Gramex has 

deals with 32 different countries. (Gramex 2017.) 

This thesis focuses on the international side of neighboring rights income, firstly, 

what the current situation is and if there are problems with it. Then, the thesis 

discusses how to fix or find a way around those problems. In 2016 Gramex col-

lected 0.4 million euros from its sibling collecting societies abroad, which is 1.6% 

from the total collected amount of 24.4 million euros. There are several reasons 

that might be causing this low amount, which will be dived into in the following 

chapters. (Gramex 2016.) 

 



6 

The music industry is going through a big change, as physical record sales are 

dropping as can be seen in Graph 1. In Finland, from 2015 to 2016 physical rec-

ord sales dropped from 13.3 million to 9.2 million, whereas the digital sales in-

creased from 22.8 million to 27.5 million. In 2014 digital sales surpassed physical 

sales and have since grown even more. The trend is similar on a global level. 

Other revenue streams for musicians and companies in the music industry in-

clude streaming, live performance and royalties from music rights. The industry 

is always looking for new ways to make profit, and where neighboring rights are 

not a new thing, they are still not recognized as an important revenue stream by 

everyone in the industry. The thesis is important research for the music industry, 

because a lot of royalties are not being directed correctly to musicians and the 

process should be improved. Finnish publishing companies will benefit most from 

this thesis, but international companies can also utilize the information. (IFPI 

2017b.) 

 

Graph 1. Record sales in Finland (IFPI 2013; IFPI 2014; IFPI 2015; IFPI 2016; 

IFPI 2017a) 

The structure of the thesis is as follows. In the first part, an introduction into the 

subject and description of the problem are presented. In the second part the 

methodology used in the thesis is explained. To build a foundation for the subject, 

theoretical framework is presented in the next chapter. In the results chapter, the 
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interviews and competitor product benchmark are depicted from planning and 

execution to results. In the last chapter, all the findings are summarized and 

linked to the theoretical framework, then discussed. Lastly, the research ques-

tions are answered and future suggestions are given to the case company. 

1.2 Objectives and research questions 

The objective of the thesis is to create a business model for a Finnish music pub-

lishing company to start collecting neighboring rights income from an international 

market without Gramex. The service will be a part of Elements Music’s admin-

istration and sync services that they offer to their existing clients. The added value 

for the customers is possibly more revenue and clearer statistics from abroad. 

Before the objective can be completed, there should be proof to support the claim 

that collecting societies are not functioning to their full potential. Therefore, the 

research question is divided into three parts: 

1. Is there business potential for a Finnish music publisher to collect neigh-

boring rights income for performers on an international market without 

Gramex? 

2. If yes, should the publisher use automation or make direct contracts with 

foreign collecting societies to start managing neighboring rights? 

3. How to productize the neighboring rights management? 

1.3 Delimitations 

Because the music copyright field is large and complicated there should be some 

limitations for the thesis not to blow out of proportions. Music copyrights and their 

history are explained only briefly, so the reader can place neighboring rights in 

the bigger picture. After the general theory about copyrights and neighboring 

rights the rest of the thesis is written from the Finnish perspective. There are 

surely big differences in the field between countries. Taxation between countries 

is excluded altogether. The third item of the research question “How to productize 

the neighboring rights management?” is not answered in a definite way, but ra-

ther, suggestions are given. 
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2 Case: Elements Music Oy 

2.1 Company information 

The case company of the thesis is Elements Music Oy. Elements Music is an 

independent music publishing and management company based in Helsinki Fin-

land, founded in 2005. The company employs three people; CEO Tommi Tuo-

mainen, Head of A&R Eero Tolppanen and Licensing & Copyright Assistant Maria 

Rantanen. The turnovers for years 2015 and 2016 have both been EUR 296 000, 

whereas the profit increased from EUR 23 000 to EUR 80 000 thus making the 

profit margin 26.2%. Elements Music is a growing company with a healthy fore-

cast. (Asiakastieto 2017; Elements Music 2017.) 

The clientele consists of roughly 30 artists, writers and producers. The offered 

services can be divided into two groups; creative and administrative services. The 

creative services are marketing, bringing in more work opportunities, arranging 

co-write sessions and songwriting camps, feedback, pitching songs to artists, la-

bels and management, handling the legal and other contractual paperwork, and 

organizing international collaborations. The administrative services include reg-

istering songs with copyright societies, collection of mechanical and sync royal-

ties, royalty reports, pitching songs for TV, films, advertisements, online, and ca-

reer financing through royalty advances. (Elements Music 2017.) 

2.2 Problem description 

According to Tommi Tuomainen, the CEO of Elements Music, their clients are 

releasing music for foreign distribution in growing numbers. To maximize their 

income, Elements Music must make sure royalties from abroad belonging to their 

clients are collected efficiently. The company should keep a certain level of ex-

pertise, to serve its clients as well as possible. There are also other companies 

already offering similar service to their clients. (Tuomainen 2018.) 
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Research Methods 

The thesis is a qualitative research project and the methods used are qualitative 

interviews and content analysis. Qualitive interviews were chosen as the method, 

because the subject in question is music industry knowledge and music consum-

ers in most cases do not know anything about the subject. Content analysis was 

chosen as another method, because the thesis has parts that need research from 

specific websites. Content analysis allows extensive data collection from web-

sites and observations from the findings. Qualitative research is a method that 

emphasizes words rather than numbers in the collection and analysis of data. 

Qualitative interviews are used to gather data about the process of collecting re-

munerations from abroad and how people in the industry view the process. Con-

tent analysis is used to gather data for the competitor product benchmark. (Bry-

man & Bell 2007.) 

3.2 Qualitative interviews 

Qualitative interview is a term used to describe the different types of interviews 

that are used in qualitative research. The interview is probably the most widely 

used method in qualitative research, because of its flexibility. The two main types 

of interviews are unstructured and semi-structured interview. For this study, a 

semi-structured interview type was used, because the author needed to make an 

in-depth questionnaire before the interviews, because of the lack of industry 

knowledge on his part. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) 

In a semi-structured interview, the researcher has a list of questions on specified 

topics referred to as the interview guide. The questions should be open questions, 

to avoid yes or no answers. The interview does not have to follow the outlines 

exactly and specifying questions may arise during the interview. However, all the 

interviews should all follow the same basic structure, and pre-determined ques-

tions should be asked in the same manner from each participant. (Bryman & Bell 

2007.) 



10 

The selected data analysis strategy is grounded theory. Grounded theory can be 

defined as a theory that creates a theory through systematically gathered data. 

Its two main features are that it develops theory out of data and the approach is 

iterative, meaning that the data collection and analysis happen simultaneously 

and constantly referring to one another. This is important, because there is no 

clear hypothesis in the study and the interviews’ goal is to find out smaller themes 

rather than trying to solve a single big problem. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) 

Coding is an often-used tool in grounded theory, and for the analysis of the semi-

structured interviews, selective coding was chosen, because the author wanted 

that new categories may arise during the interviews. This was important again, 

because of the author’s lack of industry knowledge. Coding is a key process in 

grounded theory and in it, data are broken down into components which are given 

names, also known as labels. It begins shortly after the collection of the data. In 

selective coding, a core category is chosen and other categories are related to 

that core category. Like in qualitative research in general, coding allows for cate-

gories to appear. It is recommended that one codes new data simultaneously 

while collecting new data. One should also compare the newly collected data to 

previous data. The analysis of data can change the collection process and modify 

the structure of the interviews. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) 

When coding the data, the following factors should be considered: which category 

does this item of data belong to? What is this item of data about? What question 

about a topic does this item of data raise? What sort of questions does this item 

of data answer to? Coding should be kept in perspective and separated from 

analyzing. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) 

The outcomes of grounded theory are concepts, categories, properties and the-

ory. Concepts are labels given to specific phenomena, also referred to as building 

blocks of theory. Categories are elevated concepts that represent real-world phe-

nomena. A category may become a core category into which all other categories 

should be then linked and this is the goal in selective coding. Properties are at-

tributes of a category. Lastly theory is a set of categories that link to each other 
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and together explain some relevant phenomena. The goal of this qualitative re-

search is to create a substantive theory about whether the collecting society sys-

tem is functional. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) 

3.3 Content analysis 

The competitor product benchmark is done using content analysis as a research 

method. Content analysis is a method often used in communications research 

that seeks to quantify content from documents in terms of predetermined catego-

ries, but can also be used in all kinds of scientific studies. The term ‘documents’ 

covers a broad range of different sources including mass media outputs (news-

paper articles) and virtual outputs (internet resources), which will be used for the 

competitor product analysis. With mass media and internet outputs, authenticity 

can sometimes be an issue, because the authorship of articles is often unclear. 

Credibility can also be an issue. (Bryman & Bell 2007.) Thus the research only 

took official information found on the companies’ websites during March and April 

2018 into consideration.  

Ethnographic content analysis is an approach where the role of the investigator 

is highlighted. It is sometimes also referred to as qualitative content analysis. In 

ethnographic content analysis, categories and variables guide the study, but new 

categories are allowed and expected to surface during the study. (Bryman & Bell 

2007.) Ethnographic content analysis was chosen for this study as the competitor 

and computer software benchmarking are made from Elements Music’s point of 

view.  

3.4 Benchmarking 

Benchmarking is a process of measuring products, services and processes 

against competitors or companies recognized as industry leaders. In many cases 

the process is continuous, as there is always something that can be better in your 

company and its products. In benchmarking one compares different pre-selected 

targets and tries to map out their strengths, weaknesses and properties. The 

over-arching goal of benchmarking is to get information to develop one’s own 

business. (Latham & Ford 2012.) 
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There are many ways and reasons to do benchmarking and depending on the 

goals, different aspects of the targets may be compared. Benchmarking software 

can be used for large databases of information. (Latham & Ford 2012.) In this 

case, it was not needed. As described before in the content analysis chapter, this 

part of the thesis benchmarked the competitors’ neighboring rights collection. 

Competitors might sound negative as if they are enemies, but in fact competitors 

can be the best mentors. Everything one learns from them will help to develop 

one’s own company. Competitor analysis or benchmark can help one evaluate 

their strengths and weaknesses and therefore position oneself in an area where 

competitors are lacking knowledge. One can also develop the skills competitors 

are lacking and differentiate oneself. (Borg 2014, pp. 41-49.) 

The basic structure of making a competitor analysis is to first identify your com-

petitors, then analyze their strategies and finally write a conclusion. The minimum 

number of competitors one should find is two and the more the better. In today’s 

world competitors are easy to find via search engines. Analyzing the strategies 

can be done in many ways, one usual being a competitor analysis matrix. In the 

matrix, competitors are on the first row and different aspects of business in the 

first column. One then writes notes or ticks the options that apply for each com-

pany. To make conclusions of the data collected, one must answer key questions, 

which can be “In what ways do your competitors seem strong?” or “Is there any-

thing you can learn from your competitor’s strengths and weaknesses?”. (Borg 

2014, pp. 41-49.) 

4 Theoretical framework 

The thesis handles topics in music copyright and marketing. Key concepts of the 

study are market research, productization of a service and neighboring rights 

management. The theoretical framework consists of explaining the phenomena 

and terminology surrounding neighboring rights. First, music copyrights and their 

history are explained briefly on a general level. The following chapters explain 

specifically what neighboring rights are, what parties are involved in them and 

what the situation in Finland is. As this thesis is a case of a music publisher, music 
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publishing is explained briefly in the following chapter. Lastly, the theory for ser-

vice productization is examined, which is necessary, because it guides the last 

part of the thesis. 

4.1 Music copyrights 

Copyright originates from England where the printing press was invented in 1436. 

To prevent the publishing of books that were critical towards religion or politics, 

the Crown passed a law called Licensing act in 1534. It was not until 1842 after 

many revisions, that the law recognized music as a copyrightable property. At the 

same time in Europe other countries were facing difficulties, like Belgium writers 

pirating French literature. As the market for copyrighted works increased, the 

countries realized there was a need for a unified copyright system. After years of 

negotiations, the Berne Convention was formed in 1886. Although nowadays the 

copyright law varies a lot between countries, international treaties such as the 

Berne Convention guarantee at least a minimum copyright protection to every-

one. (Moser 2006, pp. 13-24.) 

Copyright is one kind of property ownership for different types of creative works. 

There are two kinds of properties in the world, real property and personal prop-

erty. Real property protects large objects like land, houses and buildings, 

whereas personal property protects personal belongings such as cars, mp3-play-

ers or phones. An important subcategory for personal property is intellectual prop-

erty, in which copyright fall under. (Moser 2006, pp. 1-11.) 

Unlike most personal property, intellectual property is intangible, meaning it can-

not be possessed although this does not mean it cannot be owned. The main 

categories of intellectual property are copyrights, patents and trademarks. Some 

works that can be protected by copyright are songs, sound recordings, movies, 

television shows, plays, dance routines, books, poems, photographs, paintings, 

sculpture, computer programs, and websites. Although you can own a CD or a 

book, it does not mean you own the copyright to the content. Legally one can 

make copies of the CD for their own use, but it is illegal to give a copy to your 

friend. With the internet, the process of copying intellectual property and sharing 

it is a lot easier and very hard to control. (Moser 2006, pp. 1-11.) 
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Copyright can be further divided into two categories; economic and moral rights. 

Moral rights make sure that when the work is being used by someone else, the 

name of the creator must be told and that the work will not be altered in a way 

that insults the original creator. Moral rights cannot be transferred, but like prop-

erty, economic copyright can be owned by one or more people, and can be sold 

or transferred to another party. Main difference between selling tangible goods 

and copyrights is that the author usually keeps the right to receive income from 

the uses of the copyrighted work. In many cases, the creator transfers the rights 

of their work to a music publisher to earn more income. The two most common 

types of transfers are exclusive and nonexclusive licenses. An exclusive license 

means that the owner of the copyright transfers one or more of the its exclusive 

rights to someone, who is then the sole owner of those rights for the duration of 

the licensing deal. They can sue infringers of the right and transfer the rights to 

others. Nonexclusive license gives the rights to exercise one or more of the cop-

yright owner’s rights, but can be given to many parties. Collecting societies 

around the world have nonexclusive licenses to songs that are registered with 

them, whereas most music publishers make exclusive license deals with the mu-

sicians. (Moser 2006, pp. 1-11; Kopiraitti 2012.) 

It is extremely important to know the identity of the author of the work, for the 

monies to be sent to the right address. It is unusual that a single individual owns 

the whole copyright of the song. One reason for this split ownership is that song-

writers, producers and performers often collaborate in the creation of songs. 

Sometimes the ownership of a song might be divided by five members of a band, 

record label and several different publishing companies. In modern world with 

different media using the songs, it would be extremely hard to track the income 

streams without tracking systems and the collecting societies around the world. 

(Moser 2006, pp. 42-45.) 

4.2 Neighboring rights 

Neighboring rights, also known as related rights, are a sub-category in copyright 

and they apply to sound recordings, literate or artistic performances and film. 

(Finlex 2017.) They are determined in the Finnish copyright law 8.7.1961/404 in 

the fifth chapter as follows. 
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Performing artist (607/2015) 
(1) Without the performing artist's consent, a performance of a literary or artistic 
work or folklore shall not: 1) be recorded on a device by means of which the 
performance can be reproduced; 2) be made available to the public on radio or 
television or by direct communication (Finlex 2017). 
 
Producer of a sound recording (607/2015) 
If the recording is published before 50 years have elapsed from the year of re-
cording, the protection conferred by subsection 1 shall subsist until 70 years 
have elapsed from the year during which the recording was published for the 
first time (Finlex 2017). 

Copyright ensures that the authors, composers and lyricists of tracks receive in-

come for their works. The reason why neighboring rights exist is for recording 

artists to also receive income when their works are being played publicly. Neigh-

boring rights enable artists who solely record, but do not write, to receive income 

for their works in this era of diminishing records sales. (Voogt 2014; WIPO 2016, 

pp. 6, 27.) 

Neighboring rights originate from 1961 when the international convention for the 

protection of performers, producers of phonograms and broadcasting organiza-

tions (Rome convention) was held. Today in the music industry, there is a wide-

spread opinion that the Rome convention is out of date and should be brought up 

to date to changed digital music consumption. Around Europe and countries that 

signed the Rome convention, there are government-backed institutions called 

collecting societies, collective management organizations (CMO), collective 

rights management organizations (CRM) or performance rights organizations 

(PRO) that collect monies from the users of music, for example restaurants, and 

pay them forward to the artists performing in the tracks. A big music consumer, 

the United States of America, still does not recognize neighboring rights, because 

of the heavy lobbing from broadcasting companies. That is why there are US 

companies that offer international neighboring rights collection service. (Voogt 

2014; WIPO 2016, pp. 29.) 

4.3 Collecting societies 

Collecting societies are an effective solution for broadcasters and other music 

users to license music. It would be basically impossible for individual broadcast-

ers to find out the identity of every composer on a song they wish to license. It 



16 

would also be hard to negotiate a fee for the use of the music because of distance, 

language and culture. The composers and performers also want to ensure control 

of their music and make sure they are getting paid for it. That would be practically 

impossible without collecting societies, because nowadays music is worldwide. 

(Koskinen-Olsson & Lowe 2012, pp. 11-14.) 

There are at least two types of collecting societies in the world; the ones that 

collect royalties, also known as remunerations for the creators of music and the 

ones that collect remunerations for performing artists. Depending on the country’s 

size there is usually one of each type of society in each country. (Koskinen-Ols-

son & Lowe 2012, pp. 11-14, 20-21.) 

 
Figure 1. Royalty collecting process in Finland 

In Finland, the societies are Gramex for performing artists and Teosto for music 

creators as can be seen in Figure 1.  In Finland the process of licensing music 

has been made easy with the one door service website musiikkiluvat.fi, which is 

owned and operated by the two societies. If you want to use background music 

in public spaces, like the lobby of your company, you need a permit. From the 
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previously mentioned website you can apply for the right permit. Typical custom-

ers or organizations that use the service are restaurants, stores, gyms, taxes ja 

hair salons. Other permits that you can buy from the service include permits for 

radio, television and streaming. The price of the permit depends on the size of 

the evaluated audience, size of the venue and what kind of music one wants to 

play. Different music styles in this case include background music, live music, 

background music during breaks of live show and DJ license. The permits can be 

bought on yearly, monthly or one-time use basis. (Gramex & Teosto 2017.) 

There is also critique towards collecting societies. According to a publication by 

The Commission of the European Communities in 2004, many major rightshold-

ers seek not to be dependent on collecting societies. When phonograms are wa-

termarked and identified clearly through digitalized systems, collective manage-

ment is no longer needed as the rightsholders can individually control the licens-

ing and royalty payment process. This is a view of rightsholders with big bargain-

ing power and not necessarily shared by smaller rightsholders. The lack of trans-

parency and administrative fees charged by the collecting societies are criticized 

by the users of copyrights. Because of their position as strong rights administra-

tors with roots dating back decades, the collecting societies have the upper hand 

towards users of copyrights. Lastly, a big concern is expressed towards the “B” 

contracts between collecting societies in different countries. Under “B” contract, 

no money is transferred and each society collect and distributes royalties used in 

its own territory only to its own rightsholders. (Commission of the European Com-

munities 2004.) 

4.4 Gramex 

Gramex is the collecting society for performing artists in Finland. This thesis links 

closely to the practices of Gramex. Gramex collects remunerations when rec-

orded music or music videos are played publicly. Gramex delivers about 87% of 

the collected payments to the clients and music promotion activities, and the rest 

is used for the administration of Gramex. The society does not seek to make 

profit. The collecting societies, that Gramex has mutual agreements with, are 

shown in Table 1. Remunerations are collected from abroad and delivered to the 

artists on a yearly basis at the same time with Finnish remunerations. From some 
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countries the monies will take longer to arrive, which means in 2018, remunera-

tions from 2015 might be arriving. The process and middlemen of the collection 

process can be seen in Figure 1. The rate of remunerations collected from abroad 

has been rising and declining sporadically over the last six years as can be seen 

in Graph 2. In 2011, the remunerations collected from abroad were 0.386 million 

euros, in 2012 the sum was 0.505 million euros, 2013 was the lowest of this pe-

riod with 0.275 million euros, followed by the peak year 2014 with 0.729 million 

euros, in 2015 the sum was 0.5 million euros whereas in 2016 it was 0.4 million 

euros. (Gramex 2015, pp. 12; Gramex 2016; Gramex 2018.) 

 

Graph 2. Remunerations collected from abroad (Gramex 2015; Gramex 2016) 

Gramex represents about 60 000 Finnish and foreign music rightsholders. Its 

customers consist of over 30 000 companies and organizations. In 2016 Gramex 

paid to remunerations altogether 17.8 million euros. Out of this sum, 10.4 went to 

Finnish music and the rest were given to foreign collecting societies and artists 

that have direct contracts with Gramex. In practice, a Finnish artist signs a con-

tract with Gramex, allowing Gramex to collect monies both from Finland and other 

countries where the artist’s recordings are played on radio or used publicly. For-

eign artists can rely on their own countries’ collecting societies to receive the 

monies from Gramex and pay it to them, or make direct contract with Gramex. 

(Gramex 2018.)  
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Artist societies Producer societies 

Argentina CADIF   
Austria LSG   
Belgium PlayRight   
Canada ACTRA, ARTISTI, MROC Re:Sound 
Croatia Huzip (negotiation)   
Czech Republic Intergram Integram 
Denmark Gramex Gramex 
Estonia EEL EFU 
France Adami, SPEDIDAM (negotiation) SCPP (negotiation) 
Germany GVL GVL (negotiation) 
Great-Britain PPL PPL 
Greece   Grammo 
Holland SENA SENA 
Hungary EJI   
Iceland SFH   
Ireland RAAP   
Italy Nuovo IMAE SCF 
Japan Geidankyo   
Latvia LaiPa LaiPa 
Lithuania AGATA AGATA (negotiation) 
Malaysia PRISM   
Norway Gramo, Norwaco Gramo 
Poland SAWP / STOART   
Portugal GDA   
Romania Credidam   
Russia   RPA 
Slovakia Slovgram   
Slovenia Zavod IPF   
Spain AIE Agedi (negotiation) 
Sweden SAMI IFPI Sverige 
Switzerland Swissperform   
United States AARC, AFM & SAG -AFTRA, 

SoundExchange 
AARC, 
SoundExchange 

 
Table 1. Gramex agreements with foreign societies (Gramex 2017) 

According to Gramex’s annual review 2016, there is a new distribution system, 

that was deployed in February 2017. The system is called Apollo and it was de-

veloped in cooperation with Austrian information software company BIConcepts. 

The new software makes it easier for Gramex to work with digital publications 

and comply with new EU legislation. So far, the Austrian collecting society LSG 

has decided to deploy the system also, and Gramex is negotiating with nearly ten 
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other copyright organizations. If the new system is used by many collecting soci-

eties, it makes it easier for Gramex to track royalties abroad belonging to Finnish 

rightsholders. (Gramex 2016.) 

4.5 How to join German collecting society GVL 

In the previous chapter about collecting societies, it was explained what the rela-

tionship between foreign collecting societies and Gramex is. Gesellschaft zur 

Verwertung von Leistungsschutzrechten mbH (GVL) is a sibling collecting society 

taking care of the German music market and the collection of neighboring rights 

income. If a song is played on the radio in Germany and there is a Finnish singer 

on the track, he/she is entitled to a remuneration. The monies are collected from 

the radio station by GVL that then processes and assigns them correctly, takes 

their share required to keep the organization afloat and sends the rest to Gramex. 

GVL distributes remunerations annually with a four-year registration period. For 

example, an artist has time until the middle of 2018 to register their songs re-

leased in 2013, as can be seen in Figure 2. (GVL 2017.) 

 

Figure 2. Distribution cycles (GVL 2017) 

When an artist wants to register with GVL, there are two ways to do it: online 

registration with two signed papers to post after, or everything on paper forms. 
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The online registration starts at https://www.gvl.de/en/rights-holders/art-

ists/online-rights-administration-agreement, where one must enter the following 

information: personal data, addresses, contact details, activity (in music), bank 

details, tax form and rights assignment (where GVL should collect remunera-

tions). An example of the online registration can be seen in Figure 3. After giving 

the information, the registrant should print two copies of Wahrnehmungsvertrag 

(Appendix 1), sign them and send to GVL. The current address for GVL is Ge-

sellschaft zur Verwertung von Leistungsschutzrechten mbH (GVL), Postfach 

330361, 14173 Berlin Germany. (GVL 2018.) 

 
Figure 3. Screen capture: GVL online registration (GVL 2018) 



22 

The second way is to write all the information on forms, sign them and send to 

the same address as mentioned in the previous paragraph. The needed forms 

for an artist/performer not residing in Germany are the appendices 1-5. 

Wahrnehmungsvertrag (Appendix 1) is the contract with personal information and 

the general terms of the contract. One should send two copies of this form. The 

second form to sign is “Additional details to the contract with GVL” (Appendix 2), 

where one can enter an additional address among other things. The third form is 

“Additional bank account details” (Appendix 3), where one should enter their bank 

details. The fourth document is “Transfer of your rights to GVL (performer)” (Ap-

pendix 4), in which one can decide which areas GVL should administer. In the 

case of a Finnish artist, one can choose only Germany. Gramex should then also 

be notified not to administer Germany anymore. The fifth document is “Tax form 

B” (Appendix 5), in which one enters their tax details. Tax form A is for German 

residents and tax form B for others. The sixth document to include in the envelope 

is a copy of ID card or passport. (GVL 2018.) 

4.6 Music publishing 

An artist can survive in the world of music copyrights alone, but having a music 

publisher in their team makes work easier. In the previous chapters it was men-

tioned that the artist has contracts with Gramex and Teosto to collect monies for 

him. In many cases there is a middleman in the process, the publisher. Music 

publishers make publishing agreements with artists to push the music to the world 

and in return take a share of the artist’s income. A publisher will often pay an 

advance to the author, for an agreement where the author will be tied to the pub-

lisher for a period of years or for some albums. Usually, everything the author 

writes within the term of the publishing agreement will be used exclusively by the 

publisher. Music publishers exploit the work by licensing it to radio, TV, film or 

other places. The publishers take their share of the income and the rest goes to 

the original owner of the copyright, the creator of the work. The income streams 

can be seen in Figure 4. (Stopps 2014, pp. 107-111.) 

The main duties of a publisher are firstly to negotiate and organize licenses for 

the author’s works with remunerations as high as possible. Secondly, to authorize 

the issuing of mechanical licenses via a collecting society to another producer 
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who wants to work on an existing recording. A publisher should also issue and 

try to find synchronization licenses where the author’s work is synchronized with 

visual images like TV, as seen in the Figure 4. Fourth area is to find other artists 

to do covers of the author’s work. The publisher should also register the author’s 

works with all the relevant collecting societies. Another element is to administer 

printed music sales and online digital sheet music and license that to third parties. 

Also, very important in terms of instant revenue is to collect the income for the 

author on all territories. If the author is worldwide, then the publisher will usually 

have sub-publishers in every territory. Lastly, one should pay and account to the 

author every six months. (Stopps 2014, pp. 107-111.) 

 

Figure 4. Revenue stream in music publishing 
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As can be seen in the Figure 4, there are many income streams for publishers. 

Many small streams from different authors combined can be a notable amount. 

In Figure 4 can be seen that the streams have been divided into 3 main catego-

ries; synch licensing, mechanical royalties and performance royalties. (Stopps 

2014, pp. 107-121.) 

Synch licensing is the use of music in film, television advertising and video 

games. This audiovisual use of music is becoming more and more important to 

musicians and publishers as income from record sales has gone down drastically. 

If one can get their song synch licensed even for a minimal fee, it can be worth it 

as the song will get a lot of exposure and reach people that would otherwise be 

hard to reach. Music in films is the oldest form of synch licensing and has been 

done as early as 1920. Sometimes there is an author that composes the entire 

score for the film, but increasingly existing recordings are licensed because of 

their recognizable tunes. Music in video games on the other hand has not been 

around for long, but is becoming increasingly important. Some people in the mu-

sic industry even call music in video games the new radio. (Stopps 2014, pp. 112-

121.) 

Performance royalties are really close to this thesis and are handled under the 

titles Neighboring rights and Gramex. The second category, mechanical royalties, 

is not discussed. The thesis subject has delimitations to that side of music pub-

lishing. 

4.7 Service Productization 

Service productization is the process of unifying a service and its value in a way 

that one can put a price tag on them. Productization can be divided into two lev-

els: 

1. External productization is unifying the services visible to the end customer. 

In it, you create a vision of the service elements that is then communicated 

in the service description and sales material. 

2. Internal productization is depicting and unifying the production. Depicting 

the service process, work culture and responsibilities is the basic task. A 

customer’s viewpoint should also be considered to see how the customer 
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sees the service process and which parts of it interact with the customer. 

(Järvi & Lehtonen & Martinsuo & Tuominen & Valtanen 2015.) 

The main things that should improve after the productization process are that the 

service becomes more stable in terms of quality and easy to reproduce. The in-

ternal information process and co-working can also become more efficient. Mar-

keting and sales should become easier with the new clear service descriptions. 

Recognizing dependencies and synergies will be easier, along with the further 

development of the service. (Järvi et al. 2015.) 

There are three types how to productize a service: the classical (phased), agile 

and iterative. The phased type progresses with clear direction from one stage to 

another. The agile type can be used when one wants to bring a new service to 

the market as quickly as possible. Here one should first focus on the external 

depiction of the service and only after perfect the internal processes. In this type 

one might already start selling during the productization process. The iterative 

type also progresses from phase to another, but in an order, that has been 

thought to be the most logical. (Järvi et al. 2015.) 

Before productizing a service, it is important to understand which problem the 

customer wants to solve, why anyone would use the service and what the suc-

cessful outcome of offering the service is. The next phase is to make a clear goal 

for the productization followed by mapping the current situation. In this phase one 

collects and analyzes data that acts as material for future phases. The next phase 

is to think who in the organization takes part in the process, who has the most to 

give for the process. Different possible groups are executive personnel, manag-

ers, other personnel and customers. Asking the opinions of the customers can be 

time-consuming and costly, but in the case when it is not certain that the service 

is needed, it is a necessary step. (Järvi et al. 2015.) 

Once the consensus about what to offer and how, has been reached, the final 

product should be reviewed. Factors to consider are existing experiences about 

similar services and what the future looks like. The goal of this phase is to find 

further development needs and to find out if the productized model works in prac-

tice. A quick review is ideal, as it helps to figure out quickly if the model works or 



26 

not. (Järvi et al. 2015.) In the context of this thesis, a complete productization plan 

is not given, but rather a framework how Elements Music can productize their 

service.  

5 Results 

5.1 Interviews 

The goal of this qualitative research project was to create a substantive theory 

about whether the collecting society system is functional in Finland for Finnish 

artists that have royalties from abroad. There were four interviews, all of them 

semi-structured. The people chosen for the interviews come from different areas 

of music business. The first interviewee was Tommi Tuomainen, the CEO of El-

ements Music, with a long career in music publishing. The second interviewee 

was Juhani Ala-Hannula who knows the legal side of neighboring rights as he is 

the Head of Legal Affairs at Gramex. The third interviewee was a client of Ele-

ments Music, a songwriter Axel Ehnström, who has been creating music profes-

sionally as a composer, singer, instrumentalist and producer since 2012. He has 

written songs mostly in English and has some productions abroad. The fourth 

interviewee was a long-time professional producer/rapper Mikko Tamminen who 

is also a client of Elements Music and has produced foreign tracks. Axel 

Ehnström and Mikko Tamminen are directly influenced by neighboring rights and 

Gramex, because they are rightsholders. Such a variety of people was chosen to 

get different points of view on the matter. 

The interviews were conducted via phone and the phone calls were simultane-

ously recorded using an app on a smartphone. The interviewer had the interview 

questions (Appendix 6) on a paper in front of him. The recorded phone calls were 

then transcribed into digital text using a text editor. The transcriptions served as 

the data for analysis. The data was used to find out matters described above and 

to clear aspects that are silent knowledge in the music industry. 

Selective coding was used to analyze the interview answers. The labels that were 

given to answer items were “Collective management generally” “Gramex’s Finn-



27 

ish activities” and “Gramex’s foreign activities”. These were also the answer cat-

egories. Each item was then marked with different colors to make the analysis 

easier, which is typical in the coding process. For the general category, color 

green was used, for the category “Gramex’s Finnish activities”, blue was used 

and for foreign activities, yellow marking color was used. 

Findings 

As can be seen from the interview questions (Appendix 6), the questions focus 

strongly on the foreign activities, which can also be seen in the answers. The 

category “Gramex’s foreign activities” was discussed the most, the second most 

the interviewees talked about collective management in general the third most 

about Gramex’s Finnish activities and least about other topics. In some interviews 

the questions about Gramex’s foreign activities raised emotional responses. The 

interviewees had more to say than I expected. 

The first category “Collective management generally” has a wide range of an-

swers and opinions. It seems that not everyone has the same view on how col-

lecting societies work and who should announce new songs to collecting socie-

ties. In some cases, the interviewees said it is the label that should notify the 

society about a new song whereas in some cases they said it is the publisher 

who is responsible. This can be blamed on confusing similar terminology of the 

music industry; a producer can be the artistic producer or the one who finances 

the recording. Another unclear object of the copyright world is the entering of 

codes into the system, because it can be hard to retrieve all the necessary data 

from all the people who took part in the making of the recording. In some inter-

views, however, it was brought up that collective management is progressing in 

the right direction even though it has its flaws now. From the interviews, it can be 

concluded that people think collective management could be done in a more cus-

tomer friendly way. 

Gramex’s Finnish activities were also discussed with every participant, and I can 

conclude that everyone is satisfied with the way Gramex handles neighboring 

rights in Finland. The attendees were eager to tell about the online platform where 

one can see details who has played their music and where. It was told that Finnish 
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radios report to Gramex everything they have played, with the accuracy of one 

second. According to the interviews, Gramex is easy to reach and willing to pro-

vide information and guidance, at least for the matters in Finland. 

Most of the attendants were displeased with Gramex’s foreign activities. The gen-

eral feeling was that people were missing royalties from abroad. No one could 

see substantial sums in the online portal, even though they had been performing 

on foreign tracks or been the artistic producer of such recordings. The interview-

ees recalled that Gramex had given good and reasonable guidance on how to 

register the songs that were published abroad. However, the outcome when one 

is supposed to receive royalties, after usually maximum four years, was in most 

cases unsatisfactory. The list of reasons for the missing royalties told by the in-

terviewees is long. Some say it might be the bad communication between col-

lecting societies, others say it is the low quality or missing data that foreign col-

lecting societies get from radio channels, and one interviewee recalled Gramex 

commenting that their systems were not properly functioning, when asked about 

the missing royalties from abroad. With these reasons there was also some com-

passion for Gramex; an interviewee wondered that maybe Gramex was taken by 

surprise for the rising number of Finnish artists with releases abroad. One inter-

viewee discussed how there is no longer trust for Gramex to collect the foreign 

royalties, and he went on to question whether the organization can protect the 

rights of Finnish musicians on the global market. He also gave constructive feed-

back that Gramex could have a specialist focusing only on foreign matters and 

communication with the sibling collecting societies.  

5.2 Competitor product benchmark 

Benchmarking is a way to learn from competitors that have already started man-

aging neighboring rights. The goal for this benchmark was to get a quick insight 

into how the industry leaders and other competitors handle their clients’ neigh-

boring rights, and what kind of software they use.  

The companies chosen for this benchmark range from global leaders to startups. 

The samples represent a good variety of music companies, which is also the rea-

son these companies were chosen. To find the competitors, different keywords 
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were used to conduct searches on the Google search engine. The keywords 

were: “music rights management”, “neighboring rights management” and “music 

publisher”. Tommi Tuomainen, the CEO of Elements Music, also provided insight 

into the competitor field. The companies are: 

• Kobalt Music, a global music publishing giant. www.kobaltmusic.com. 

• Cloud 9 Music, independent Dutch music publisher like Elements Music. 

www.cloud9music.nl. 

• Global Master Rights, Dutch technology company. www.globalmas-

terrights.com. 

• Rights’Up, French/German startup offering collection services. 

home.rightsup.com. 

Table 2 was constructed by acquiring information from the companies’ websites. 

The table features the competitors in the first row and the product properties in 

the first columns. To acquire the data needed for the benchmark, content analysis 

was done. Internet resources used for the analysis were the official company 

websites listed in the previous paragraph and their sub-pages. All the web pages 

were accessed on 29 March 2018. 

Findings 

As seen in Table 2, all the companies offer worldwide collection service in the 

now and retroactively, meaning they will look for royalties that have not been paid 

yet. This is expected of them, as it is the base of their business model. All com-

panies also offer full statements of paid royalties and Kobalt Music even does it 

in real time. In the case of missing properties, it might be that the companies offer 

them, but do not mention them in the marketing material. All companies except 

Cloud 9 Music have developed their own neighboring rights collection software, 

but in fact Global Master Rights lists Cloud 9 Music as their client. Thus, it might 

be that Cloud 9 Music is trusting their neighboring rights collection into the hands 

of Global Master Rights. Everyone except Cloud 9 Music has an online client 

portal, but because of the client relationship between Cloud 9 and Global Master 
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Rights, it can be estimated that Cloud 9 also offers the service. Out of these com-

panies, only Kobalt Music offers mobile app and real-time statistics. This can be 

true, as Kobalt has the most resources of the four. 

 Kobalt 
Music 

Cloud 9 
Music 

Global Master 
Rights 

Rights’Up 

Customers 
 

Signed 
artists 

Signed 
artists 

Companies & 
artists 

Companies & 
artists 

Worldwide collec-
tion X X X X 

Retroactive collec-
tions X X X X 

Full statements 
 X X X X 

Download state-
ments X  X X 

Self-developed 
software X  X X 

Customer service 
 X X X  

Online client portal 
 X  X X 

Mobile app for cli-
ents X    

Real-time statis-
tics X    

 
Table 2. Competitor product benchmark 

To conclude the analysis, one should look at the results from the perspective of 

Elements Music. Even though the companies are not direct competitors of Ele-

ments Music, because they operate globally or in other countries than Finland, 

there is something Elements Music can learn from their products. As seen in Ta-

ble 2, it seems that the software of the competitors is advanced and has many 

properties and benefits for their clients. To answer the question “In what ways do 

your competitors seem strong?”, it can be said that the key offerings, of most of 

the analyzed companies, are worldwide collection in the present and retroac-

tively, and an online client portal where one can see and download full state-

ments. The extra offerings, like having a mobile app and handling everything in 

real time, probably cost a large amount of money and is not necessary for a small-

medium sized music publisher. Three out of four have also developed their own 
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software, but it must be considered that two of them are also offering the service 

to other companies. 

6 Summary and discussion 

The thesis researched if there is a need to collect neighboring rights income more 

efficiently on an international market and how that can be achieved. The case 

company was an independent Finnish music publisher Elements Music Oy. The 

CEO of the company, Tommi Tuomainen, has had the idea to start helping their 

clients with the collection of foreign neighboring rights income for some time now. 

From the company’s perspective the need for something new was clear. For this 

study there had to, however, be a justification and research if a new service is 

truly needed. Hence, the first part of the research question was “Is there business 

potential for a Finnish music publisher to collect neighboring rights income for 

performers on an international market without Gramex?” 

To answer the first question, the matter was approached from different perspec-

tives. What are the statistics telling about the collection process of Gramex, how 

is it now and are there any signs of change? What have parties involved with 

Gramex experienced and how do they see the future?  

Gramex has collected remunerations from abroad for a long time, but why have 

the collected sums fluctuated in such a drastic way as can be seen in Graph 2. 

From 2014 to 2016 the amount almost halved. This might be caused by perform-

ing artists leaving Gramex and signing collection contracts directly with foreign 

collecting societies or publishers who handle the paperwork for them. Another 

possible reason for this drop might be fewer Finnish musicians producing or per-

forming on tracks published abroad, or the music not being so successful. One 

more point to be made is the fact that most remunerations to Gramex from abroad 

come from Sweden, where music consumers have been shifting from radio to 

streaming services for many years now. There are still many European countries 

where radio is going strong, which begs the question, is the collection process in 

those countries efficient enough. According to Gramex’s 2016 annual review, 

they have deployed new software that should strengthen the collection process 

and hopefully bring more royalties to Finland. But if other countries are not using 
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the same new software, it means their collection processes are still lacking. 

Gramex announced that it is negotiating with nearly ten other copyright organiza-

tions to shift into the new system. Even if they decide to implement the new sys-

tem, it will take years, which in turn might mean years of similar small remunera-

tion sums from abroad. Based on the numbers it cannot be concluded whether 

the problems are at Gramex’s end or the foreign collecting societies’.  

Four interviews with different people in the music industry were conducted. The 

goal of the interviews was to create a substantive theory about whether the col-

lecting society system is functional in Finland for Finnish artists that have royalties 

from abroad. These interviews gave insight into the Finnish neighboring rights 

world, but are not enough to form a substantive theory on an academic level, 

because of the low number of interviews. There were, however, many similarities 

in the answers. The consensus of the interviews is clear; people feel they are not 

receiving all the income from abroad that belongs to them and something should 

be done about it.  

A big problem is that Finnish musicians cannot get to the root of their music’s 

foreign airplay, because the statements found in Gramex’s system only show a 

lump sum and the collecting society where it came from. For example, 700 euros 

from GVL Germany, period 1.1.2015-31.12.2015. Whereas for the music played 

in Finnish radio, they can see exactly who played what and when. The author 

does not have access to a foreign collecting society’s client portal, but it can be 

speculated that, there one would see almost as good information as in the 

Gramex portal. It is the transfer of data between countries that makes the process 

hard. 

Based on the statistics showing low collected remunerations from abroad and the 

interviews, the first research question can be answered positively. There is busi-

ness potential for a Finnish music publisher to collect neighboring rights income 

for performers on an international market without Gramex. It may or may not bring 

a lot more revenue, but at the time of writing this thesis it seems like there are 

some missed opportunities. 
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Future suggestions 

Now that it has been established that there are monetary opportunities in collect-

ing neighboring rights income, the second part of the research question “should 

the publisher use automation or make direct contracts with foreign collecting so-

cieties to start managing neighboring rights?” is relevant. To answer the second 

question, a competitor product benchmark was conducted to see how other pub-

lishers or companies are handling the service. The analysis went as planned and 

the competitors’ key offerings along with other features of their services could be 

mapped out. Most of the companies use software that has been developed or 

modified to suit their exact needs. This is probably very costly and it cannot be 

recommended for Elements Music, at least for now that there are no exact calcu-

lations how much revenue the new service would provide.  

Initially, the plan was to also investigate and compare different computer software 

for managing neighboring rights. This would have been done in similar way as 

the competitor product benchmark. After a long search using a search engine, 

specified software for this purpose could not be found. All the found software 

were made for the needs of big publishing houses with hundreds of artists. Most 

of the found software were also 360-solutions, meaning they could handle every-

thing a publisher needs, and it is estimated that Elements Music already has such 

software, because there is a previous thesis from 2015 about acquiring a royalty 

managing software. Some promising programs were found, which are probably 

too big for a small independent music publisher. The programs are Alliant by Real 

Software Systems, Music Maestro by Vistex and Simply Royalties by Simplified 

Systems. All these programs mention rights reporting or registration of works, but 

also list long pages of other features. 

There are three ways a music publisher can start managing neighboring rights. 

The first option is to register musicians and their tracks directly with foreign col-

leting societies. This can be time consuming, but is nowadays possible because 

the societies’ websites are in also in English. The instructions how to join the 

German collecting society GVL can be found in the chapter 4.5. The second op-

tion is to buy or create a program that can handle big amounts of data and make 

managing neighboring rights easy. These two options were the only ones thought 
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at the beginning of this thesis. After research is was discovered that there is a 

third way. One of the companies compared in the benchmark was listed as a 

customer of Global Master Rights. Global Master Rights offers neighboring rights 

collection services to musicians and companies. By making a contract with them, 

Elements Music can start managing neighboring rights efficiently. Other compa-

nies that offer such a service include Rights’Up and Songtrust. Unfortunately, the 

time frame of the thesis did not allow to find out the prices for the services offered 

by these companies. 

Elements Music’s clients write songs to foreign artists in growing numbers, but 

does it make sense to acquire a global system for managing neighboring rights, 

if the current income comes from a few countries only? The most logical way for 

Elements Music to proceed is to first test the revenue potential. The company 

could register a few of its clients directly to the German collecting society GVL or 

the Swedish SAMI, because this does not cost anything. This way, in the coming 

years, the musicians would receive remunerations and details on what the in-

come consists of. Based on that trial, Elements Music could then make calcula-

tions whether it is reasonable to invest in the new service. The second part of the 

research question cannot be answered in a definite way. For some music pub-

lishers it is sensible to invest in a program or make a deal with a third party that 

handles the collection worldwide. For uncertain cases, the safest option is to test 

the revenue potential first by registering to foreign collecting societies manually. 

If the case company decides to move forward and productize neighboring rights 

management into a new service for its existing clients, how should it proceed? 

The main issues that should improve after the productization process are that the 

service becomes stable in terms of quality and it should be easy to reproduce. 

Since it has been established that there is a need for the service the first step is 

to think what a successful outcome of the service would be. In this case, the 

answer would be that the customer, the rightsholder, receives more income from 

abroad. The current situation at Elements Music is that they offer creative ser-

vices and administrative services. This new service would probably be integrated 

into the administrative services, which makes the adoption easier as the new ser-
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vice already has a place in the company; no big changes are needed to imple-

ment the service. Next, the company should think who starts working on the new 

service, who has the most to give for the service and can handle the extra work-

load. The price for the service should be discussed with clients. It can be esti-

mated that the industry norm for such services is around 5-20% of the received 

income. Since this service is made for existing clients, it should not cost anything 

upfront. Once the service is being done for the first time, the whole process 

should be recorded carefully, so it can be reproduced easily the following times. 

Lastly, it should be remembered, that productization is an ongoing process. Every 

now and then, one should evaluate the service, so it can be developed further. 

This thesis was a long process and it could have been delimited better, as now 

the research, for some parts, was shallow. Coming from a background of not 

knowing much about music publishing, it took a lot of time for the author to first 

understand the basics of music copyrights. Hopefully Elements Music and other 

Finnish or foreign independent music publishers can get some useful information 

from this thesis or that the study can guide them in the world of neighboring rights. 

Above all, if technology simplified the whole collection process even more, the 

collecting societies around the world could function and communicate better with 

each other.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. Wahrnehmungsvertrag für ausübende Künstlerinnen und 
Künstler 
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Appendix 2. Additional details to the contract with GVL 
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Appendix 3. Additional bank account 
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Appendix 4. Transfer of your rights to GVL (performer) 
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Appendix 5. Tax form B 
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Appendix 6. Interview questions 

1. Who are you and what do you do? 

2. How much are you dealing with Gramex? 

3. Are you satisfied with Gramex altogether? Why/How? 

4. Are you satisfied with the foreign activities of Gramex? Why/How? 

5. Are there differences in the reporting of royalties that come from Finland and 

abroad? 

6. What kind of differences?  

7. Could the reporting of foreign royalties be better? How? 
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