
Udvikling af nyt musik-distributionssystem.
Kan vi dog ikke gå sammen om at udvikle en ny måde at distribuere musik på, så
musikken bliver distribueret meget mere direkte mellem musiker og lytter, uden at
kunstnerne taber på det? Hvordan skærer vi mellemmanden, de store
pladeselskaber, ud?
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Kan vi dog ikke gå sammen om at udvikle en ny måde at distribuere musik på, så musikken bliver
distribueret meget mere direkte mellem musiker og lytter, uden at kunstnerne taber på det? Hvordan
skærer vi mellemmanden, de store pladeselskaber, ud?

Jeg har skrevet mit forslag på engelsk, således at det er lettere at videreformidle internationalt.

The record industry is supposedly suffering due to loss in record sales, and I like many other young people
continue to copy music from the Internet without the slightest concern. That's a problem to the artists, and
at the end of the day to the listeners, because we can't expect the musicians to deliver free music, at least
not at a professional level. So is professional music doomed?

The idea I'm going to present to you is rooted in reality, unlike the ideas of the record companies. It will
"legalize" the MP3 format in a reformistic way, it will give musicians more creative freedom and it will
make musicians earn money that way.

Reality - MP3

All people can manage to pay some amount for a piece of music, but as soon as an individual's price
threshold is crossed, and this is very important, the alternative is obviously not to pay! That's reality,
people aren't going to pay if the price is too high. Further, if the process of purchasing music is too dificult
and implies too many disadvantages, people might not be willing to pay anything at all. Either realize this
reality, or fail any attempt to save the music industry.

Reality is that it's impossible to prevent the copying of music. At some point the music has to be
transformed to either a digital or analogous audio signal, which can be copied, and just a single copy is
potentially spread like wildfire on the Internet.

Reality is that the MP3 format has many advantages over the CD.

*Doesn't take up space in the shelves.

*Doesn't get scratched.

*Is faster to search and find specific tracks.

*Makes it possible to compile your own playlists.

*Offers loads of smart features like visualization plug-ins, automatic lyrics lookup (evil lyrics), automatic
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music recommendation (audioscrobbler.com), etc.

*Cost's almost nothing to distribute.

*Is easily distributed over the Internet.

*You don't have to go anywhere to get your music, you can download a track within minutes (and speeds
are increasing).

*A wider selection is already available on e-mule and WinMX than almost any store.

*Is stored on any digital medium (harddisks, memory sticks, CDs, DVDs, micro drives etc.).

The disadvantages are

*It's mostly illegal

*Some believe that MP3 is worse quality than CD (I believe this to be a confusion between the quality of a
recording and the limit of the MP3 format. I have very good HiFi equipment, and can't tell the difference
between a good MP3 and a CD.)

To me, and many others, the MP3 format is so convenient, that we don't even care whether it's illegal or
not. Reality is that we aren't going to sacrifice the advantages of the MP3 format, just because some
butthead says it's illegal. If I was recommended a piece of music through ICQ, AudioScrobbler,
AllMusic.com or whatever, should I then spend an hour or so going to the music store, buying a whole CD
with lot's of stuff that I don't want, going home, ooops scratching the CD? No way! I'm already online, it's
right there, the music, you can't fool me! Neither can colourful CD covers, the marketing machine or PR
stunts.

This is a new paradigm demanding a new solution

Problem - Record Companies

The problem to me and many others is that we like our artists. That's the ones we love, not the leaches
sucking the blood from our artists. The distribution of music sucks 90%-95% of the retail price. Whoa! So
even if we go to the store, take our time, just to support our artists, only 5%-10% would be scraped of to
the artists??? No! It's even worse, the musicians have to pay the marketing costs out of their humble
budgets themselves. Typically big artists have to sell more than a million CD's, just to be break even!

It's no wonder that the record companies cares so much about their current "symbiotic" relationship with
the artists, and anything that could possibly upset it.

One thing that upsets the record companies the most is this new reality, they can't ignor it and keep their
huge profits and they can't conform with it and keep their huge profits. Instead they are trying to fight this
new reality, pissing everyone off.

The core problem to the record companies is that they can't monopolize distribution of music on the
Internet, they aren't even needed to distribute music, if they could, they would most certainly shut down
the Internet.

Solution - Taking advantage of reality



In order to find a solution that can satisfy both the artists and the consumers of music, we must make a
concept based on reality.

The record companies must die, they are nothing but a pain to the consumers and artists, they have no
purpose in the market economy anymore. That's even true for those who want's a physical CD, artists
could distribute their music dirictly to any store or consumer through the Internet and then the store could
print high quality covers and CD labels.

The music is obviously best distributed via the Internet. It makes no sense to produce CD's in America and
send them by truck and boat to Europe, risking shortage or abundance of CD's, when it's almost free and
free of risk to distribute the music via the Internet.

We can't force people to pay, but almost everyone (at least those who can afford a PC or MP3 player) can
manage to pay some amount, but the individuals threshold for how much he/she is willing to pay varies a
lot. A common man in Bolivia has a much lower threshold than a common man in Germany. Further a poor
man in the United Kingdom has a much lower threshold than a rich man in the United Kingdom. But all of
them can manage to pay some amount, however small. So, why not make everyone pay what they can
manage to pay, instead of only making those who have a high income pay? The trick then will be to get
people to pay as much as possible. Basically what I'm suggesting is motivated voluntary contributions.

Then, why not take advantage of the huge, world spanning and efficient distribution network already in
place? The file sharing services like eMule, WinMX, iMesh, Bearshare, Grokster, eDonkey etc.? If
contributions are voluntary albeit motivated, then the distribution network doesn't really matter, does it?

Further, what is making the file sharing services so efficient is that everyone is a server and everyone is a
client. It's a bullet proof server, allways online, costs close to nothing and has enormous amounts of
diskspace and bandwidth. The more widespread a track or a whole CD is, the faster it is to download. This
means that if the system that I'm about to suggest works, if you can actually make people who have been
riding free contribute, then it is in the interest of the artists that their files are as widespread as possible, in
order to recieve as much contributions as possible. The reason why files become widespread is that they
are free to distribute! Everybody can listen to music for free and then support the artists that they like.

So, what's the difference between the existing system of anarchy and my suggestion?

How would you support an artist with 2$ today? Huh? International moneyorder? Thats expensive? If you
live in the same country as the artist, you might be able to make a fairly cheap transfer, but do you know
the account no. of your artist? You could write an e-mail to the artist, expressing your desire to contribute
2$, I'm sure he would understand....

I think this illustrates the base of the problem, it has to be cheap and easy to contribute, else it won't
happen. The more easy it is to reach the point both practically and mentally where one pays, the more
contributions. We don't want to enter a lot of information like credit card number, expiry date, name and
the like, especially not if it's only for a small amount of money. It has to be simple, like just entering an
amount and the click "send", then it would be 1) convenient 2) economically manageable to everybody.
Furthermore it should be possible to do while downloading or playing the music, while the user is at the
computer anyway.

So here is what we've got to do

1. The very basic first step is to make it possible to make small contributions to artists.

2. The second step is to make it incredibly easy.

3. The third step is to motivate contributions.



4. The fourth step is to start a process that legalizes this kind of payment.

1. Make it possible

Some of the existing file sharing networks, MP3 players or a service like AudioScrobbler could create user
accounts where users allocate a certain amount of money, the normal way by paying with VISA/Mastercard
or the like. Then the user could allot small amounts on different artist accounts. The services maintaining
the accounts could charge a fee like 5% of the contributions.

2. Make it easy

People are lazy.

What could possibly be more easy than having a contribution plug-in for WinAmp, showing the current
artist playing, a text field for entering any amount and a "contribute" button? Well, yes, "auto contribute"
to every piece of music played, but that should be an option.

How?

Have an account at AudioScrobbler, Winamp or some other service, put some money on it and let the
service distribute the money according to your choice. It's really that simple, and in reality a little difficult
to realize.

3. Motivate contributions

People are egoists.

People are different, some likes to show off, some likes to be respected for their authority, some like to be
seen as good people and others need respect for their technical ingenuity.

So let people show off, earn respect, contribute money and contribute technology, make us feel good in
our own egoistic ways.

Show off.

50 largest contributors? 50 largest contributors to a specific artist? To a specific song? Of the year? of the
month? of the day? How much did he contribute? Let there be many winners!

Earn respect.

Some people just need respect for their honorable compliance with society. They would dutifully contribute
to those in need and make rules apply.

Be good.

Some people are more idealistic, they would do whatever is needed to make the world a good one. They
need to be good, because they need to be appreciated.

And contribute technology.

A very rare specimen in modern society are the wizards of technology, those that makes MP3, Winamp,
Internet and all of that happen. They might only be interrested in contributing technology.

Another method to increase contributions is to emphasize that this is actually a form of democracy through
the wallet, what you contribute is what you get. The musicians' career would depend on how much the



users like their music. The users no longer support artists on compilation CD's that they don't like, and
further more their money have a stronger effect on the survival of the musician as not 5-10% of the money
goes to the artists but instead 95%.

4. Make it legal

Legalizing this kind of contributions as a way of paying for art would beyond doubt increase the motivation
to pay, especially amongst those authority people. Letting the users pay conditioned contributions that
would only be paid to the artists when they accept this system as a legal form of distribution, could do this.
If suddenly there were a considerable amount of conditioned money accumulated on a musicians account,
he would probably sing a song to his record company about a "symbiotic" relationship that somehow broke
into a million pieces.

Of course there would be a lot of artists who wouldn't be willing to accept voluntary contributions as legal
payment. Well, we the consumers wouldn't care too much, we copy the music whatever they want their
money or not. It is important to note that this is not about revolution; it's about reforming the system and
turning more and more musicians from the old to the new system. There is no need to have the support
from all musicians right from the start, even though this might be the long-term goal. What we need are
some pioneer musicians.

The mere news value could make some musicians accept this as a legal form of distribution. We have
already seen musicians that have supported Napster, even though it's not in their immediate interest.

Also the fact that many (if not all) musicians don't enjoy the same freedom in the existing system could
motivate a lot of musicians to change.

And there probably exists or could be created other motivating factors.

Perspectives
It will not be possible to get completely rid of free riders, there always are somebody that will not pay the
price, but this was also the case before the invention of the Internet.

Certainly there are musicians that earn a lot of money today, but that's a very small group that is blessed
by the record industry. The system I have described would probably create some concentration of money
as well, but I think it's beyond doubt that a lot more musicians would experience to earn money. They
don't need to invest or make big contracts; they only need to be good at their art.

It is possible that the Users of the Internet would not pay anything near what they pay in the record shops,
but at the other hand, if just 20% of the amount paid in the shops is paid on the net, then both the
consumers and the musicians would have gained considerably, and that I think is very probable.

Conclusion
To me there are no doubts that copying of music can't be stopped, it will always appear in some form. If
we try to prevent it we just end up hurting ourselves a lot. We would need some kind of totalitarian system
to get rid of it, so the most constructive solution would be to make the best out of the current reality. We
can't force the consumer, so why not motivate them?

I argued for a simple solution based on voluntary contributions that is to be distributed through a payment
system, integrated in some sort of music service like WinAmp, AudioScrobbler or a file sharing service.

I believe that it is of greater importance to make it easy and manageable to a wide range of people to
contribute with some amount, instead of trying to force people to pay a fixed amount.



I have also pointed out ways to motivate consumers to contribute, and ways to motivate musicians to
accept this system. I hope that many more people would contribute with ideas in this regard.

I see a great possibility for musicians and consumers of music to get rid of a big and expensive record
industry that neither of us really need.

This is not meant to be a revolutionary system, but a reformist system that slowly develops and is being
tested/corrected through its development.

At last I want to say to all those sceptics that criticize this as pure romance, come up with a better idea,
but do keep in mind that the distribution is already here and it's big, nothing suggests that it can be
stopped and the consumers would demand a legal form of distribution on the Internet anyway.

--------------------
Svar til kommentarer

Jeg har lavet en illustration af det nuværende og kommende distributionssystem:

http://www.6k.dk/musik/MusicDistribution.jpg

Diskuter evt. mulighederne på:

http://www.eksperten.dk/spm/606023

Formålet med artiklen er sådan set at motivere nogen til at gå sammen om at skabe det beskrevne
system, eller noget der ligner. Der er penge i det, hvis nogen er interesserede.

Læg mærke til at der blive deponeret penge i systemet, som løbende bliver fordelt, det vil sige renter til
ejerne af systemet. Læg også mærke til de betingede bidrag som kun bliver udbetalt hvis kunstneren
accepterer systemet som en legal distributionsform, der kan meget vel hobe sig store summer op, som
afkaster renter. Endvidere kan man også kræve en procentdel i gebyr til administration.

Jeg tror ikke at systemet kan realiseres af en enkeltperson, derfor må der være nogle stykker med
forskellige kompetencer, i forhold til det at reformere musikdistributionen, der går sammen om at løse
opgaven. Det vil sige folk med teknisk sans, sans for markedsføring, folk med sans for økonomi og måske
en musiker ville være en god idé?

Angående lydkvaliteten af MP3, så er det vel noget der kan diskuteres. Men det er slet ikke pointen at
diskutere formater med artiklen, og systemet er åbent overfor alle lydformater man måtte ønske, OGG,
AIFF, MP3, WAV whatever. Der er ingen grænser, det behøver endda slet ikke at dreje sig om musik,
omend det er udgangspunktet. Det kunne lige så vel dreje sig om film og bøger.

Kommentar af simonvalter d. 03. Apr 2005 | 1

Kommentar af olebole d. 02. Apr 2005 | 2

AIFF kontra mp3 ..... tjahhh, nogen kan fint affinde sig med Lørdagskylling og Fun læskedrik, mens andre
kan smage forskel og ikke vil nøjes med så ussel en diæt. Som gammel lydtekniker, er det jo lidt ærgeligt
at se, man har spildt i hundredevis af gode studietimer, hvis slutbrugerne virkelig ikke evner at høre
forskel ... men man må vel trøste sig med, at der også er folk, der faktisk *lytter* til musikken  ;o)

Bevares, som en ekstra kanal kan WWW/mp3 jo være udmærket - på samme måde, som man også sælger
billige optryk af store maleres kunst - men f.eks. klassisk musik (eller i det hele taget musik med stor

http://www.6k.dk/musik/MusicDistribution.jpg
http://www.eksperten.dk/spm/606023


dynamik) er mp3 et nærmest ubrugeligt format til. Det betyder dog ikke så meget indenfor populær-
musik, der ofte har en dynamik på langt under 20dB.
/mvh
olebole

Kommentar af ahave d. 21. Apr 2006 | 3

Systemet eksisterer i form af indepentant distributionsselskaber. Men hvis du vil være kendt på et til tider
tyndt grundlag kræver det, at nogen vil kaste penge i nakken af dig. Det meste af det musik der de sidste
15 år har ligget på top 10, er "kunstnere" der af den ene eller den anden grund, er fundet som rimelige
pengemaskiner. Det har ikke så meget at gøre med den kunsteriske kvalitet som en vurdering af livsstil,
rollemodeller, udseende eller præstation i medierne.

Det er vi alle skyld i, da meningsmålinger og medier er en større købedygtig faktor end egentlig
kunstnerisk egenskab.

Det er en egenskab at et band som Arctic Monkeys faktisk formåede at overbevise p2p netværket om, at
dele alt hvad de havde lært, og dermed blev et af de bedst sælgende bands nogensinde i UK, på trods af
at de startede alle deres koncerter med at sige, at alle måtte optage og dele alt deres musik som man
ville..... De startede på nul og endte på top 10, ved hjælp af fildeling. Lige indtil de fik et
distributionsselskab, der heldigvis kunne overtale dem til at det gør man ikke.

Jeg VIL IKKE begrænses af Itunes eller wma, hvis jeg har købt musik er det mit og ikke pladeselskabernes
ejendom. Det er MIT valg om jeg vil lytte til musik på min mp3 afspiller og ikke andres.

Før pladeselskaberne dropper deres urealistiske krav om "fair use", hvilket betyder at jeg køber
rettighederne til et stykke musik baseret på deres ide om hvilket hardware jeg må bruge, kommer vi ikke
længere.

Jeg skammer mig over at købe musik på allofmp3, da jeg ved at musikerne ikke får deres del af kagen,
men jeg har hverken teknologisk mulighed eller lyst til at spille DRM beskyttet musik. Ligeledes vil jeg
heller ikke betale for distributionsselskabet skal betales for noget der ikke koster dem nævneværdige
penge.

Det er vel igrunden kunstnere der skal betales for deres mulighed for at gøre indtryk og ikke nogen andre!

God og meget tidstypisk artikel. Og slutteligt vil jeg gerne promovere mymusic.dk, hvor kunstnere har
mulighed for at nå deres publikum uden fordyrende mellemled.
/ahave

Kommentar af triple-x d. 31. Mar 2005 | 4

jeg trækker min dårlige anmeldelse tilbage da jeg ser det er en engelsk tekst du selv har skrevet.

Kommentar af jih d. 04. Apr 2005 | 5

Syntes det var et meget godt forslag, men ved ikke hvor meget musikerne ville kunne lide det... Men tror
nu at der alligevel ville pludselig være flere officielle musikere så.. hvis du kigger på alle de amatør bands
der ikke kan kommer frem, fordi det er simpelthen for dyrt, så ville det jo også være en meget god idé..
jeg ville fx personligt ikke have noget imod at give "donations" til mine favorit kunstnere, men det tror jeg
alligevel der ville være mange andre der ville have noget imod.. Desuden synes jeg at det er en meget god
idé, det du skrev om folkene der er "show off's"... Der er dem der virkelig ikke kan modstå at betale, hvis
de kommer på en top50 liste... ;-) 4 tommelfingre op herfra.. :-)



Kommentar af wickedd d. 13. Apr 2005 | 6

Ogg er godt :)
God artikel forresten

Kommentar af wicez (nedlagt brugerprofil) d. 31. Mar 2005 | 7

Rimelig godt foreslag. Jeg vil ikke mene at det er en artikel på nogen måde. Dog har du heller ikke taget
point for at vi kan få lov til at se den.

Kommentar af sorenbs d. 14. Apr 2005 | 8

Interessant tema. Jeg går netop med tanken om at starte en onlinemusikbutik, men med de krav der
stilles, og den indviklede måde det gøres på, ved at alle nye butikker skal godkendes af alle de
storepladeselskaber, er det ikke noget under at det kun er microsoft, tdc FDB og et par andre af de rigtigt
store der tilbyder denne form for handel i dag.

Kommentar af psycosoft-funware d. 12. Apr 2005 | 9

din artikel er rigtig god, men jeg forstår ikke hvorfor i alle sammen hænger jeg i MP3 formatet: DET ER
GAMMELT, FYLDER FOR MEGET, OG HAR EN DÅRLIG KVALITET!
brug Ogg Vorbis i stedet for, det er bedre, specielt med VBR 135 kb/s.
det er midt bedste bud :-))

Kommentar af _kresten d. 15. Apr 2005 | 10

Jeg synes at det er en god artikel og man kan tydeligt se at du har puslet om ideen et stykke tid. En vigtig
ting bliver dog glemt. Hvad er det der skaber det store musikmarked idag? Det er dem du siger æder
90%-95% procent af indtægterne - Pladeselskaberne. Britney, Christina, Puff og alle de rigtigt store kan
man frygte vil æde sig mere ind på markedet, hvis de "små" ikke betaler for at blive markedsført. Et
forslag fra mig ville være at starte med at lave en side til dansk musik, som også er sværere at finde gratis
på nettet og som ikke bliver promoveret i samme grad. Derudover kunne et site også underholde med
nyheder om de danske stjerner o.lign. hvilket kunne hjælpe til promoveringen af de danske kunstnere,
hvorfor disse også kunne have et kæmpe encitament til at deltage aktivt. De amerikanske pengemænd
kan vi alligevel ikke hamle op med på kort sigt (10-15 år). God fornøjelse!

Kommentar af alister_crowley d. 31. Mar 2005 | 11

lidt forvirrende artikel, men husk på at eksperten.dk er ikke til debat , de mener de fleste herinde
ihvertfald, de vil heller have points :-)

Kommentar af tr0-ben d. 02. Apr 2005 | 12

en alternativ 'artikel', som jeg personligt gerne vil se noget mere af


