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1 Introduction 
 
One of the activities assigned to the Observatory by Regulation (EU) No 386/2012 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 19 April 2012 is ‘monitoring the development of 
new competitive business models which enlarge the legal offer of cultural and creative 
content …’ (Article 2(2)(g)). The Observatory’s 2015 Work Programme (paragraph 3.2.4) 
included the launch of an independent study to provide an assessment of the availability, 
characteristics and quality of new business models for copyright-based creative industries in 
the EU. 
 
It was decided that this study would involve test cases carried out by a small panel of 
consumers with experience in accessing digital content via online sources (i.e. using the 
internet), but who were not specialists, in a selection of EU Member States. The tasks in the 
test cases would include attempts to see whether and how digital content is available via 
online sources in the different countries and to what extent there is access to this content 
across borders. 
 
It was also decided that the first test case would be launched for the category of music, and 
the EUIPO, through the European Observatory on Infringements of Intellectual Property 
Rights, commissioned GfK to undertake the test cases of legal online offers in September 
2015. 
 
This report describes the methodology and results of the first test case of legal online offers 
of music carried out in eleven EU Member States in September 2016 1. 
 
 
2 Scope 
 
2.1 Selection of music genres 
 
In order to assess the availability and accessibility of legal online offers of music the following 
five mainstream genres were selected: 
 
• international popular music 
• local popular music 
• jazz and blues 
• classical music 
• foreign popular music. 
 
The above genres were proposed by the European Observatory on Infringements of 
Intellectual Property Rights after deliberation with GfK Belgium. The selected genres cover 
the most popular music (international and local popular music), as well as more specific 
genres (jazz, blues and classical). The category ‘foreign popular music’ was selected to test 
the cross-border availability of music. Taken together, these genres were considered to 
cover a substantial part of the music available online. 
  

                                                
 
1 Except for the test case in France, which took place in May 2016. 
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2.2 Geographical coverage 
 
Test cases were set up in eleven EU Member States: Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland, France, 
Italy, Latvia, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. This selection 
included smaller, medium and larger Member States, as well as a wide geographical spread. 
The selection also included countries with national languages in common (German in Austria 
and Germany; English in the United Kingdom and Ireland). 
 

 
 
All test cases were organised in larger cities. The test sessions were conducted in a central 
location with viewing facilities. IFPI 2 and BEUC 3 are stakeholders of the Observatory and 
were invited to participate in the project, inter alia, by commenting on the test documentation, 
and to attend the tests as observers. 
 
 
3 Methodology 
 
The test case consisted of live supervised tests carried out by a small panel of consumers 
with experience in accessing digital content via online sources (i.e. using the internet), in 
each of the selected countries. During these group sessions, 10 participants were invited to 

                                                
 
2 IFPI is a non-profit international organisation that promotes the value of recorded music, safeguards the rights of 
record producers and expands the commercial uses of recorded music in all their members’ markets. 
3 BEUC is the European Consumer Organisation that represents its members at European level and defends the 
interests of all Europe’s consumers. 
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test the availability and accessibility of domestic and non-domestic music legally offered by 
sources (websites, platforms, apps) that were available in the country. 
 
 
3.1 Initial research set-up 
 
An initial research set-up to test accessing digital content from legal sources was devised 
and tested in a pilot test case in Austria. However, it was revised later to mitigate problems 
encountered during the Austrian pilot test case. The final research set-up (described in 
paragraph 4 of this document) used a more streamlined approach. 
 
The specific aspects covered by the initial research set-up were the following. 
 

1. Availability of content (for streaming and downloading). 
2. Cross-border accessibility of the content. 
3. Cross-border portability: that is to say, the ability of users to access subscription 

services when physically in a Member State other than that of their subscription. 
4. Portability of devices: the reuse of the content on other devices. 
5. Payment: the impact of access to different payment methods (different credit/debit 

cards, PayPal, etc.). For instance, can a member of the panel carrying out the test in 
country A use his or her credit card issued in country B. 

6. Pay per content: possibility to pay per item (e.g. one song and not the whole album). 
7. Indication of legality of the offer: are there indications that the consumer can use to 

determine whether the offer is legal or not. 
8. Registration: need to register on the site to access, download or stream the music. 
9. Possibility of subscription: for example, a monthly subscription fee offering access to 

all the content included in the subscription. 
 
The above aspects of availability and accessibility of legal online offers of music were 
translated into three main tasks: 
 
• to test the availability and accessibility of pieces of music on domestic websites 

(Task 1); 
• to test the availability and accessibility of pieces of music on non-domestic websites 

(Task 2) 
• to test the cross-border availability and accessibility through pre-registered accounts 

on non-domestic websites (Task 3) 
 
Each of the three tasks was further divided into two subtasks. The first subtask focused on 
streaming songs/pieces of music, and the second subtask involved downloading 
songs/pieces of music. 
 
At the start of the test session, each participant randomly selected two songs/pieces of music 
from a list of music across the five music genres under study. The same two songs/pieces of 
music were used by the participant to accomplish the three tasks. 
 
To assess the online availability of the songs/pieces of music, the participant received two 
lists with sources (websites, apps, platforms) that provided legal offers of music. The first list 
consisted of sources that were defined as domestic 4 (to be used in Task 1); the second list of 

                                                
 
4 Domestic websites were defined for the participants as ‘websites that are addressed specifically to the public in 
your own country’. 
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sources defined as non-domestic 5 (to be used in Task 2). The task of the participant was to 
search for the two songs/pieces of music using the sources on the lists: first for streaming, 
and then for downloading. When the song/piece of music was found for streaming, the 
participant was asked to listen to the song/piece of music found and assess the sound quality 
of the music. 
 
When the song/piece of music was found for downloading, the participant downloaded the 
song/piece of music onto his or her device, and then listened to it to assess the quality of the 
downloaded music. After a successful download on the primary device, the participant was 
asked to transfer the piece of music to the second device. 
 
The objective of Task 3 was to assess the cross-border availability and accessibility of online 
music through accounts registered with non-domestic websites. For this task, each 
participant was given a list with 10 pre-registered, non-domestic accounts for streaming 
websites and 10 pre-registered, non-domestic accounts for websites where music could be 
downloaded. The participant had to search for the two songs/pieces of music on two of the 
streaming websites and on two of the download websites. 
 
Each participant was given an assessment sheet to report on the process and outcomes for 
all three tasks. The assessment sheet also included questions on how the participant 
typically searched for and accessed music in real life. After the tasks, a short group 
discussion was organised to explore search behaviour further, as well as the legality and 
illegality of online music sources. 
 
This initial set-up was tested during a pilot session in Austria (Vienna, 25 November 2015; 
attended by representatives from GfK Belgium, as well as the EUIPO, IFPI Austria and 
Verein für Konsumenteninformation (VKI) 6 as observers. The 10 recruited participants were 
divided into two groups to accomplish the three tasks. One group carried out the tasks using 
their smartphones; the other group used their laptops for the tasks. During the pilot test case, 
a number of issues were encountered. The core problem related to the participants’ 
unfamiliarity with the websites to search for offers of the songs/pieces of music for streaming 
and for downloading. Participants not only spent a significant amount of time looking for a 
website that offered the song/piece of music searched for in the desired format (for streaming 
or downloading), but also needed time to register with the website (once found) in order to be 
able to stream or download the song/piece of music. Linked to the registration process, 
several participants encountered payment issues due to the fact that in some cases the 
prepaid credit cards, issued in Belgium, were not accepted for an online subscription from 
Austria. None of the participants succeeded in accomplishing all of the three tasks within a 
time frame of 120 minutes. 
 
It was concluded that the participants’ level of experience with online music services and 
their ability to use online sources that were new to them had too great an impact on the 
performance and outcome of the tasks in the test case. 
 
 
3.1.1 Revising the initial research set-up 
 
As an outcome of the pilot test case in Vienna, the research set-up (scenario and tasks) and 
the instruments were redesigned to mitigate the impact of participants’ unfamiliarity with 
                                                
 
5 Non-domestic websites were defined for the participants as ‘websites that are not addressed specifically to the 
public in your own country’. 
6 Attending on behalf of BEUC. 
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online sources of music offers and to reduce the time needed to execute the tasks. 
 
The three tasks in the initial scenario were converted into one single task for the participants: 
 
• Participants were asked to stream or download each of the songs/pieces of music on 

their list; they were no longer asked to search for legal offers for streaming and then for 
downloading. 

• Participants were asked to use either a smartphone or a laptop/PC to perform the task; 
they were no longer asked to use both devices. 

• Participants were asked to check the availability and accessibility of non-domestic 
songs on domestic legal online music providers; they were no longer asked to test 
cross-border availability of music by using foreign accounts with legal music providers 
as this caused several problems (language, registration, etc.). 

 
In the revised test scenario, the participants could choose how many (between one and five) 
websites or sources they accessed to search for a song or piece of music; they no longer 
had to use at least four sources if the song/piece of music was not found, before they could 
stop searching. If participants couldn’t find the piece of music on the first website, they were 
asked to continue as they would do in real life: either by a) trying another (legal) source (up 
to five), or b) stopping the search, or c) using a search engine or a source that was not listed 
as providing legal offers. The participants were not actually allowed to do the latter, but were 
asked to report this option if that is how they would proceed in real life. 
 
The assessment of the quality of the music and the transferability of the downloaded 
song/piece of music from one device to another was deleted from the test set-up, as both 
aspects do not belong to the primary objective of the test case and caused the duration of 
the task to be substantially longer. 
 
To avoid unfamiliarity with sources of legal offers of music, only participants with a higher 
level of experience in accessing online music were to be selected. Therefore, to be eligible 
for the test case, participants needed to have an existing premium account with a legal online 
music provider. 
 
During the test case, participants were asked to search first for the songs/pieces of music via 
their personal accounts with these legal music providers. As such, participants were familiar 
with the website they accessed when searching for the music on their list. Using participants’ 
existing personal accounts also avoided the registration process and issues resulting from 
payment methods. This also created a more realistic consumer experience. 
 
 
3.1.2 Pilot 2, Paris (France) — 2 May 2016 
 
The revised research design was piloted in Paris (France) in May 2016 and was attended by 
representatives from GfK Belgium, as well as the EUIPO, IFPI France and from BEUC as 
observers. 
 
The French GfK agency recruited 10 participants, using the criteria provided by GfK Belgium 
to ensure a representative spread. One participant had to leave the premises due to a 
personal emergency during the exercise; hence 9 people accomplished the task. Participants 
were women (4) and men (5), aged between 17 and 54 years old. 
 
The second pilot ran without any issues; the participants carried out the task properly either 
using laptops (N = 4) or their smartphone (N = 5), and a sound assessment of the availability 
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and accessibility of legal online offers across the five music genres was carried out. 
Therefore, the research set-up and the instruments piloted in Paris were regarded as final 
and to be used for the test cases in the remaining 10 EU Member States. Since the pilot test 
case in France was copied in the other 10 countries, no extra test case session in France 
was required. The detailed results of the French pilot test case were integrated into the 
general analysis presented in paragraph 6. 
 
 
4 Final Research Set-Up 
 
4.1 Panel composition 
 
To obtain the desired and comparable groups of participants in all countries, GfK Belgium 
provided the local agencies a reviewed screening list. 
 
All local agencies recruited 10 (and 2 reserve) participants. The participants varied in 
background: there was a mix of age and gender; socio-economic background was no longer 
included as a selection criterion. Instead, criteria were added for the participants’ experience 
in accessing online music. For instance, participants with frequent and recent experience in 
accessing online music using legal providers of online music were recruited. Participants 
also had to have at least one account (subscription) with a legal online provider of music 
(e.g. Deezer, Spotify). To be eligible for the test case, their account also had to give the 
participant access to all features and the entire catalogue of the music provider, such as 
premium accounts. 
 
Incentives were envisaged for the participants. 
 

 Panel (N = 10) 

General conditions • Participants have experience in accessing music online (via internet) 
• Participants access music online frequently and have done so recently 
• Participants have an existing (premium) account with an online music 

provider eligible for the study 
• Participants are willing to use their account to perform the exercise 

Age < 18 3 

18-24 3 

25-39 2 

40-54 1 

55 + 1 

Gender Male min. 4 

Female min. 4 

 
 
4.2 Scenario (tasks) 
 
In the final research set-up, the participants had to carry out one single task: 
 
• test the availability and accessibility of legal online offers for 20 songs/pieces of music 

across five different music genres. 
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The task consisted of three steps: 
 
• search for each song/piece of music on the list via an online legal source 
• access the song/piece of music when found 
• report on the search and accessibility of the song/piece of music (assessment sheet). 
 
Depending on the participants’ preference (and the music provider used), the music found 
could either be streamed or downloaded. Almost all participants chose to stream the music, 
although in some cases the participants could only access the music once it had been 
downloaded. 
 

 
 
 
 
When all participants finished the music search task, the moderator initiated a group 
discussion (20 to 30 minutes). The group discussion covered participants’ experience of the 
task, the use of platforms that include user-generated content (UGC), such as YouTube, 
Daily Motion, etc., and the legality and illegality of online music sources. During the pilot test 
cases in Vienna and Paris, it became clear that participants, when thinking of UGC platforms, 
were referring to YouTube. Although ‘Daily Motion’ was also casually mentioned in France, it 
was decided to focus on YouTube in the discussions as this platform was widely known by all 
participants in all the countries tested. 
 
The following questions were included in the instruction guide for the moderator: 
 
1. Can you say briefly how you download and/or stream music in real life? 
 

a. Does it matter to you if the music is provided through downloading or streaming? 
b. How do you search for music? 
c. What websites do you use to download/stream music? 
d. What payment method do you use? 

 
2. Do you have the impression that the performed tasks went smoothly? 
 

a. Which songs did you find the easiest? 
b. Which songs did you find the hardest? 
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c. What would have helped to find the songs? 
 
3. Do you use YouTube (or another user-generated website) to listen to music in real life? 
 

a. Do you use YouTube to stream or to download music? 
b. Can you explain how you select the YouTube file you want to access? 

 
4. How do you assess the legality of a website? 
 

a. Do you assess the legality of the content you find on YouTube? 
 
5. How did you find indications of legality? 
 
6. Do you have any other comments or remarks that you want to add to this 

conversation? 
 
 
4.3 Devices 
 
In the initial set-up, as tested during the Austrian pilot, each participant was asked to use 
both devices (laptop and smartphone) to search for and access online music. However, this 
complicated the task for participants when using a device they were not familiar when 
searching for and accessing music. 
 
In the French pilot test case, the participants could bring their smartphone and could choose 
to use either their own smartphone or a laptop available at the premises to accomplish the 
task. 
 
However, to avoid all participants using the same device, the moderators were asked to give 
the participants the opportunity to perform the task on a laptop. All agencies made 10 laptops 
available and were instructed, if required, to persuade at least 2 participants to use a laptop 
or PC to perform the exercise. The participants who chose to do the task using a PC/laptop 
were monitored using a recording software program on the device. 
 

 



 
 

  12 

 

 
 
This software could not be installed on smartphones, so recording was not possible for the 
participants performing the tasks using their smartphones. 
 
 
4.4 Selection of legal online service providers 
 
The use of legal online services was a crucial aspect of the research design. To guarantee 
that only legal sources would be used during the test case, the agencies received a list with 
domestic legal music sources that were to be used for the recruitment of the participants as 
well as during the test case itself (see Annex 1, List of legal online music services). 
 
The list consisted of the legal providers of online music that were listed on the Pro Music 7 
website 8 as licensed music services in the EU Member States. Sources of UGC (e.g. 
YouTube and Daily Motion) were excluded, as there were no clear criteria for participants to 
distinguish legal from illegal digital content offered on these websites during the test. To 
avoid ambiguity, YouTube was not on the list of websites but the platform was still included in 
the test by the introduction of specific questions during the group discussion. 
 
Participants received this list of music providers and could use these as an alternative when 
songs/pieces of music were not found on their first-choice website(s) (which also had to be 
on the list). 
 
 
4.5 Selection of music 
 
Instead of testing 2 songs extensively (as in the initial set-up), the participants were asked to 
assess the offer of 20 songs/pieces of music representing the five different genres of music 
within the scope of the study. To this end, lists of 20 songs/pieces of music were composed 
by selecting 4 songs/pieces of music per genre from the relevant charts. Per country, 5 lists 
of 20 different songs/pieces of music were composed and distributed to the participants. 
Consequently, in a test with 10 participants, each list was searched for by two different 
participants. 
 
The lists were composed for each Member State individually over a week (22-28 August 
2016). The lists were composed using objective criteria that would allow a comparison of the 
availability and accessibility of music across different genres and across different Member 
States. The composition of the lists per genre is described below. 
 
 
International popular music 
Songs for the genre international popular music were selected from the Top 40 charts 9. The 
sources for the Top 40 charts in the Member States selected for this study were provided by 

                                                
 
7 Pro Music is a coalition of people and organisations working across the music sector. The international alliance 
of musicians, performers, managers, artists, publishers, major and independent record companies and retailers 
across the music industry work together to promote the myriad of different ways in which people can enjoy music 
safely and legitimately online. Partners of Pro Music are FIM, GERA-Europe, GIART, ICMP, IFPI, IMMF, Impala, 
IMPA. 
8 http://pro-music.org/legal-music-services.php 
9 Germany: https://www.offiziellecharts.de/charts/single/for-date-1472162400000 
France: http://www.snepmusique.com/tops-semaine/top-singles-streaming/?ye=2016&we=35 
Italy: http://www.fimi.it/classifiche#/category:digital 
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IFPI. The Top 40 charts in the different EU countries tend to share the same songs, mostly 
with English lyrics, performed by Anglo-Saxon artists. 
 
During the week of 22 August, the 20 highest-ranked songs from the latest published Top 40 
charts in each country were selected and distributed as follows over the 5 lists: 
 

LIST 1 LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 LIST 5 
N°1 N°2 N°3 N°4 N°5 

N°10 N°9 N°8 N°7 N°6 

N°11 N°12 N°13 N°14 N°15 

N°20 N°19 N°18 N°17 N°16 
 
 
Local popular music 
Songs defined as ‘local’ for the purpose of this study have lyrics in the local language and 
are mostly performed by local artists. To establish an objective and comparable procedure 
across the countries, the 20 local songs that had appeared most recently in the Top 40 
charts in each country were selected. In most countries, the Top 40 charts of the previous 
8-12 weeks had to be used in order to arrive at 20 ‘local’ songs. The selection of popular 
local songs was ranked based on the date of their last appearance in the Top 40 charts of 
popular international songs. In these charts, the highest-ranked local song was regarded as 
the most recent song and the lowest-ranked song as the oldest. 
 
Similar to the international popular music, the 20 popular local songs were distributed as 
follows: 
 

LIST 1 LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 LIST 5 
N°1 (most 

recent) 
N°2 N°3 N°4 N°5 

N°10 N°9 N°8 N°7 N°6 

N°11 N°12 N°13 N°14 N°15 

N°20 (Oldest) N°19 N°18 N°17 N°16 
 
 
This procedure could not be applied in the United Kingdom as the local popular music was 
already included in the international popular charts. Therefore, for this genre in the United 
Kingdom, an alternative chart was used, the Americana chart 10, containing popular American 
folk songs. The songs and UK artists listed in this chart (available on the same website as 
the official International Top 40 chart) have a smaller audience than the international popular 

                                                                                                                                                   
 
UK: http://www.officialcharts.com/charts/uk-top-40-singles-chart/20160826/750140/ 
Austria: http://www.austriancharts.at/charts/singles/26-08-2016 
Bulgaria: http://top40-charts.com/chart.php?cid=49&date=2016-08-27 
Ireland: http://www.chart-track.co.uk/index.jsp?c=p/musicvideo/music/latest/index_test.jsp&ct=240001 
Sweden: http://www.sverigetopplistan.se/ 
Portugal: http://portuguesecharts.com/weekchart.asp?cat=s 
Latvia: http://www.ehrmedijugrupa.lv/topi/ehr-top-40 
Poland: http://ozz.zpav.pl/muzykawbiznesie/toplistyprzebojow.php 
10 http://www.officialcharts.com/charts/americana-albums-chart/ 
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songs. The songs in this chart also meet the criteria for ‘popular local songs’ (domestic artists 
performing in their domestic language) for UK participants and the criteria for ‘popular foreign 
songs’ (non-domestic artists, in this case the United Kingdom, performing in a non-domestic 
language, in this case English) for the non-UK participants in the test case. 
 
 
Foreign popular music 
Songs defined as ‘foreign’ for the purpose of this study have lyrics in a non-domestic 
language and are performed by non-domestic artists. The selection of these songs was 
based on the previous charts (local popular music). The 20 songs selected for the local 
popular music genre (domestic artists performing in their domestic language) in each country 
were distributed across the other countries to serve as ‘foreign popular songs’ (non-domestic 
artists performing in a non-domestic language), as presented in the table below in the case 
of the United Kingdom test case. These songs relate to the objective of testing the cross-
border availability and accessibility of non-domestic music. 
 

LIST 1 LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 LIST 5 
N°1 Latvia N°2 Portugal N°3 Ireland N°4 Germany N°5 Austria 

N°10 Italy N°9 Sweden N°8 Bulgaria N°7 Poland N°6 France 

N°11 Latvia N°12 Portugal N°13 Ireland N°14 Germany N°15 Austria 

N°20 Italy N°19 Sweden N°18 Bulgaria N°17 Poland N°16 France 
 
 
Classical Music 
The pieces of music for this genre were selected from a chart of the 100 all-time best 
classical pieces of music 11. The 40 highest-ranked songs were selected and distributed as 
follows: 
 

LIST 1 LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 LIST 5 

N°2 N°4 N°6 N°8 N°10 

N°20 N°18 N°16 N°14 N°12 

N°22 N°24 N°26 N°28 N°30 

N°40 N°38 N°36 N°34 N°32 
 
 

                                                
 
11 http://halloffame.classicfm.com/ultimate-hall-of-fame-2015/chart/p/list-all/ 
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Jazz and Blues 
The songs/pieces of music for this genre were selected from a chart of the 100 all-time best 
Jazz and Blues songs 12. The 40 highest-ranked songs were selected and distributed as 
follows: 
 

LIST 1 LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 LIST 5 
N°1 N°3 N°5 N°7 N°9 

N°19 N°17 N°15 N°13 N°11 

N°21 N°23 N°25 N°27 N°29 

N°39 N°37 N°35 N°33 N°31 
 
 
5 Preparation of the Test Cases 
 
5.1 Translation of the instruments 
 
All master instruments were drafted in English. After final approval the instruments were 
translated by professional translators into all the relevant languages. 
 
The translated instruments were then sent to the local agencies for review. Apart from some 
minor corrections, all the translations were accepted by the agencies. All participating 
agencies were invited to attend a conference call for a detailed briefing on the research set-
up, followed by a Q&A session 13. 
 
 
5.2 Dates and locations 
 
The test case (except for the pilot test case in France) took place in all the selected Member 
States within a short time interval (about one week) to minimise possible effects of external 
events on the availability and accessibility of music offered through legal online sources in 
the different countries. 
 

Country City Date of test case 

France Paris 02/05/2016 

Portugal Lisbon 07/09/2016 

Austria Vienna 08/09/2016 

United Kingdom Manchester 08/09/2016 

Poland Warsaw 08/09/2016 

Latvia Riga 08/09/2016 

                                                
 
12 http://www.jazz24.org/jazz-100/ 
13 The briefings were scheduled on 24 and 25 August. The first briefing was attended by the agencies from 
Bulgaria, Germany, Latvia, Italy and the United Kingdom; the second by Ireland, Austria and Portugal. An 
individual briefing was scheduled on 29 August for the Polish agency, and on 5 September for the Swedish 
agency. 
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Country City Date of test case 

Italy Rome 12/09/2016 

Ireland Dublin 12/09/2016 

Germany Berlin 12/09/2016 

Bulgaria Sofia 14/09/2016 

Sweden Stockholm 22/09/2016 
 
 
All focus groups were recorded by camera on film and audio. 
 
Picture from the test case in Sweden 
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Picture from the test case in Bulgaria 
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6 Results of the Test Cases 
 
6.1 Panel composition 
 
The following table shows the number of participants in each country, their gender and the 
age group they belong to. 
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Man 5 5 5 4 7 6 4 6 4 5 4 

Woman 4 5 5 6 3 4 3 4 6 5 3 

            

18 years 1 0 1 3 3 3 2 3 3 0 0 

18-24 years 4 3 4 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 1 

25-39 years 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 3 2 6 5 

40-54 years 1 3 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 

54 + years 1 1 0 0 1   1 1 1  
 
 
6.2 Task 
 
The main task — searching for the songs/pieces of music from the list using an online music 
provider that was familiar to them — was considered easy by the participants. They were 
able to perform the exercise without further instructions or support during the exercise. The 
adaptation of the research design clearly facilitated the exercise for the participants. 
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The table below presents the minimum and maximum time that participants needed to 
complete the search for the assigned songs/pieces of music. 
 

  

Minimum time to perform the 
task (in minutes) 

Maximum time to perform the 
task (in minutes) 

France 35 60 

United Kingdom 20 70 

Italy 31 63 

Bulgaria 40 64 

Germany 29 66 

Poland 30 60 

Latvia 26 37 

Portugal 35 45 

Austria 40 65 

Ireland 25 45 

Sweden 15 28 
 
 
Although all the participants had sufficient experience in accessing music online, some of the 
agencies (in Latvia, Portugal and the United Kingdom) pointed out that the differences in the 
time spent completing the task seemed to correlate with the age of the participants: younger 
people tended to finish the exercise faster than older people. Moreover, it took participants 
using a laptop longer than those using their smartphones, mainly because they had to 
download and install the software or app that allows the music to be downloaded and stored 
on the laptop. Participants who used their smartphones already had the app of their first 
choice online music provider installed on their devices. Participants who chose to perform the 
exercise on a laptop or PC needed to download the app onto the device before starting to 
search. 
 
During the test cases, no technical issues were reported by the agencies. The same applies 
to the online connection available for the participants, which was provided through Wi-Fi. 
 
 
6.3 Devices 
 
During the test cases all participants were able to use their preferred device (smartphone or 
laptop). This ensured that they completed the task in a manner that was as close as possible 
to the way they would access online music in real life. 
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The table below shows the number of participants per country that used laptops and 
smartphones, respectively, during the test. 
 

  
 

 

France 5 4 

UK 8 2 

Italy 14 8 (+1) 2 (-1) 

Bulgaria 5 5 

Germany 6 4 

Ireland 7 3 

Poland 2 5 

Latvia 6 1 

Portugal 7 3 

Sweden 8 2 
 
 
Most participants reported that they were used to searching for music online using both their 
smartphones and personal computers. In Portugal, participants also mentioned that in the 
past they had preferred their PCs because they were faster and had a larger memory 
capacity, but they had started to use their smartphones more and more due to the rapid 
technical evolution of this device. 
 
 
6.4 Search strategy 
 
The participants were given lists of 20 songs. To search for the pieces of music, they could 
choose to follow the order of the list or to follow a personal order. The majority of the 
respondents searched for the music in the order of the list provided. 
 
The majority tended to search for all 20 songs/pieces of music first via their preferred music 
provider, and only then moved on to a second source to find the song(s) they had not found 
via their favourite provider. 
 
Most of the respondents reported that they typed the artist’s name in the search field on the 
website/in the app of the music provider, and then searched in the list offered for the song, 
because this was the most convenient way of searching for them. 
 
 
6.5 Sources used 
 
All respondents had a premium account that provided them with access to all features and 
the complete offer on at least one of the listed legal online service providers. These accounts 
were established through either a monthly/yearly subscription or a registration that allowed 
                                                
 
14 One participant started the test on a laptop, but had to switch to the private smartphone because it contained 
that participant’s access credentials to the website used, which they did not remember and could, therefore, not 
introduce when using the website on the laptop. 
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them to access the service and pay for the service used during the exercise. Several 
participants also had a second (free) account. For the test, it was a free choice for the 
participants which service provider to use, as long as the provider was mentioned on the list 
of legal providers of online music (see paragraph 4.4). 
 
 
An overview of the service providers used by the participants in the 11 Member States is 
given below. Overall, the most popular music providers among the participants in the test 
cases were: Spotify (used by 61 participants), Deezer (14), iTunes (12), Google Play (12), 
Amazon (9) and Apple Music (7). 
 

FRANCE UK ITALY BULGARIA 

Spotify 4 Spotify 8 Amazon 5 Spotify 8 

Deezer 3 iTunes 4 Spotify 3 Google Play 4 

iTunes 1 Apple Music 3 iTunes 1 Deezer 4 

Napster 1 Beatport 2 Google Play 1 Muzikata 3 

  Amazon 2 Deezer 1 eMusic 2 

  
    

Apple Music 1 

GERMANY PORTUGAL SWEDEN AUSTRIA 

Spotify 8 Spotify 6 Spotify 9 Google Play 3 

Deezer 1 Meo Music 3 Apple Music 1 Deezer 2 

iTunes 1         Spotify 2 

Apple Music 1         Amazon 1 

Napster 2         iTunes 1 

Amazon 1         Classical 1 

IRELAND POLAND LATVIA 

Spotify 6 Empik 4 Spotify 7 

iTunes 3 Muzodajnia 3 Google Play 3 

Google Play 1 Tidal 1 Deezer 2 

Deezer 1 Muzyka T-
Mobile 

1 iTunes 1 

7Digital 1  E-Music 1 Apple Music 1 

 
 
In Bulgaria, almost half of the participants used Google Play to perform the task. The main 
reason could be that Google Play comes installed on all smartphones with Android OS. The 
Bulgarian participants also reported that they would also use several non-listed websites 
(YouTube (5/10), Zamunda (2/10), Data.bg (1/10), Vbox7 (1/10), Pirate Bay (1/10), mp3Skull 
(1/10)) if they were to perform the task in a private context. In addition, the moderator of the 
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test case in Bulgaria mentioned that most participants used free sources to download music 
in their daily life. Although they also had a subscription or are registered with a paid service 
provider, they avoided the extra cost of downloading pieces of music. 
 
This was similar to Bulgaria, and for the same reason, several participants in Latvia used 
Google Play. 
 
Compared with the other countries, Polish participants used different service providers. 
Three of the service providers used were local, and none of the providers that were popular 
in the other countries (such as Spotify, Deezer …) were used in Poland, although they were 
also locally available. 
 
In Portugal and Sweden participants chose to use only a few music providers. Portuguese 
participants used either Spotify (6/10) or Meo Music (3/10); the latter is a local music service. 
In Sweden, all but one participant used Spotify (9/10). 
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6.6 Availability of online music 
 
6.6.1 France 
 
Almost all the participants were able to find and access all the songs/pieces of music on their 
list in the proposed time frame of 90 minutes. Four of the participants were able to find all the 
music by using their first-choice music provider, which was Spotify for all four. Two other 
participants used a second source to finalise the search for the music, which was Spotify in 
one of the cases, and iTunes in the other. 
 
Two participants found the large majority of the songs using their favourite music provider, 
but did not continue the search. The reason being that in real life they would use websites 
that were not listed (e.g. SoundCloud, YouTube, Daily Motion). 
 
All 100 songs/pieces of music from the different charts were found. In the cases where 
participants were unable to find all the songs on their lists (1 and 4), the participant searching 
for the same list of songs did find these songs. 
 

Table: Summary of the test case results in France 
 
       

 
Participant First source used 

Results 1st 

search 

Second 

source used 

Result 2nd 

search 
Total result 

 1 Deezer 18/20 STOP  

100/100 

2 Deezer 18/20 Spotify 2/2 

 1 Napster 18/20 iTunes 2/2 

2     

 1 Deezer 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 iTunes 19/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 
 
  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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6.6.2 United Kingdom 
 
All the participants were able to complete the task in the expected time frame (90 minutes). 
The majority of the participants (6/10) found all the music on one single site (Spotify or 
Amazon, respectively). 
 
Participants who did not find all the songs on their list by searching on the first website of 
choice, either stopped their search at that point or searched on a second website, but were 
unable to find all the missing songs. 
 
Two participants stopped their search after the first try. One of them only needed to find one 
more song, and stated that in real life he or she would also stop the search if the service 
provider used did not return a positive result. The other participant would use YouTube to 
search for the missing songs. Both participants shared one missing song from list 3, which 
was a foreign song (Bulgarian). 
 
The two participants who searched on a second website were able to find some of the 
missing songs, but were left with the same missing song from the category ‘Foreign music’. 
Both participants (list 1) did not find the same Portuguese song. 
 
Consequently, the 10 participants succeeded in finding 98/100 songs. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in the United Kingdom 
 
       

 1 iTunes 17/20 Spotify 2/3 

98/100 

2 Spotify 18/20 Deezer 1/2 

 1 Amazon 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Amazon 19/20 STOP  

2 Deezer 17/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   
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6.6.3 Italy 
 
All of the respondents ended the task in the expected time frame, but only 4 out of 10 found 
all the songs. These four participants found all of the tracks via one single source (using 
Spotify, Google Play and Amazon, respectively). The six remaining participants found 
between 11 15 and 19 songs/pieces of music. Two participants searched for the missing 
songs on a second website, but were unable to find all the songs on their list. The other 
participants stopped after their first search, as in real life they would use non-listed websites 
(YouTube or FreeMusic) or would not look on another website. 
 
Participants searching for songs from list 5 both failed to find the same two songs, one local 
Italian song and one foreign Latvian song. 
 
Three songs from the Foreign Music chart (one Bulgarian, one German and one Irish) were 
not found by the participants searching for list 3. All the other missing songs on this list were 
found by one of the two participants searching for the same piece of music. 
 
Two songs from list 4 were not found, both of which were foreign songs (again, one 
Bulgarian and one Latvian.) 
 
Combined, the participants in Italy were able to find 93/100 songs from the lists. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Italy 
 
       

 1 Spotify 20/20   

93/100 

2 Google Play 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Amazon 20/20   

 1 Amazon 15/20 STOP  

2 Amazon 14/20 STOP  

 1 iTunes 18/20 Spotify 0/2 

2 Amazon 11/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 16/20 Google Play 2/4 

2 Deezer 17/20 STOP  

                                                
 
15 The participant who found only 11 songs used a laptop instead of a smartphone. Because the participant had to 
download and install software and, in addition, was not familiar with this device for accessing online music, the 
participant ran behind compared to the other participants. The participant rushed to complete the test in some 
way. 
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6.6.4 Bulgaria 
 
All of the Bulgarian respondents finished the task within the time frame (90 minutes). Two 
participants found all of the tracks via one single source (Spotify and Google Play, 
respectively). Half of the other participants (4) used a second platform to find their missing 
pieces of music. The other four respondents stopped their search after using their first-choice 
music provider and stated that in real life they would look for the songs on YouTube or 
another website that was not listed. 
 
In general these participants had the most difficulties with finding local songs. The reason for 
this was that the songs were offered in a different alphabet and participants found that the 
website or the keyboard did not allow them to switch to the Bulgarian alphabet. This was the 
case for the missing songs for list 1 (one local song), list 3 (3 local songs) and list 5 (2 local 
songs). Next to these, only one foreign Latvian song on list 4 was not found. 
 
In total 93 out of 100 pieces of music were found by the Bulgarian participants. Six out of the 
seven songs that were not found were Bulgarian local songs. 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Bulgaria 
 
       

 1 Spotify 20/20   

93/100 

2 Google Play 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Amazon 20/20   

 1 Amazon 15/20 STOP  

2 Amazon 14/20 STOP  

 1 iTunes 18/20 Spotify 0/2 

2 Amazon 11/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 16/20 Google Play 2/4 

2 Deezer 17/20 STOP  
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Germany 
 
All the participants in the test case in Berlin finished the task in the proposed time frame 
(90 minutes). 
 
Four German respondents were able to find all the songs on their list using their first-choice 
music provider (Spotify (3) and Deezer (1), respectively). Two other respondents (in list 1 
and 4) were able to find missing songs after using a second source. 
 
All the participants but one found nearly all the songs on a single website (19/20); Spotify in 
particular offered a large number of the tracks searched for. One respondent only found 
15/20 songs, although the participant who shared the same list did find all the songs 16. 
 
Although neither participant using list 5 found all the songs on the list by himself or herself, 
together, the two participants found all the songs on list 5 (the song not found by one 
participant was found by the other). 
 
Out of the 10 participants, all 100 songs were found by at least one of them. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Germany 
 
       

 1 Spotify 20/20   

100/100 

2 Spotify 18/20 Amazon 2/2 

 1 Deezer 20/20   

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 15/20 Apple Music 4/5 

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 
 
  

                                                
 
16 It is unclear from the test information available why both participants found a different number of songs, even 
though they were searching for the same list of songs on the same (first) website. 
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6.6.5 Ireland 
 
All of the respondents finished the task of searching for all the songs in the proposed time 
frame (90 minutes); however, no one managed to find all 20 songs. Four of the participants 
became stuck at 19 songs; most of the respondents found at least 17 songs. The lowest 
number of songs found was 12. 
 
Again, the majority used just one source to find the songs during the first search. Most of the 
participants stopped searching if they could not find a song after the first attempt. 
 
The main reason for stopping the search was that they did not think they would be able to 
find the song on any site. 
 
The two participants who searched for list 1 did not find the same two local songs and a 
German song. Although neither participant using list 2 found all the songs on the list by 
himself or herself, together the two participants found all the songs on list 2 (songs not found 
by one participant were found by the other). The participants who searched for list 3 could 
not find two of the foreign songs (one Latvian and one Austrian piece of music). On list 4, all 
but one of the songs were found. The missing song was a local Irish song. As for list 5, both 
participants started off with Spotify and found the same 19 songs. Both tried to find the 
missing song using another website (Deezer and Google Play, respectively), but were not 
successful. 
 
Overall, 93 out of 100 songs were not found by the 10 participants. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Ireland 
 
       

 1 Spotify 17/20 iTunes 0/2 

93/100 

2 iTunes 17/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 16/20 iTunes 1/4 

2 Google Play 19/20 STOP  

 1 iTunes 12/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 16/20 STOP  

 1 iTunes 14/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 19/20 Deezer 0/1 

2 Spotify 19/20 Google Play 0/1 
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6.6.6 Poland 
 
All participants completed the task. None of them found all the pieces of music on one 
website. One participant found all the pieces of music from the list after using a second 
website. One participant found 19/20 pieces of music and another two found 18/20 songs 
from their list. 
 
Most participants did not use a second source to search for the missing pieces of music. 
They stated that in real life they would use YouTube to find the music they could not find on 
their first-choice music provider. 
 
From the first list, both participants were not able to find the same classical song. From lists 2 
and 4, altogether 5 songs were not found. The participant searching for list 2 could not find a 
classical piece of music and a foreign song (Latvian). The pieces of music from list 4 that 
were not found were one classical song and two ‘popular foreign’ songs (one Bulgarian and 
one Latvian song). 
 
Both participants that searched for the songs from list 5 could not find the same ‘popular 
international’ song, one ‘popular local’ (Polish) song and one ‘popular foreign’ (German) 
song. 
 
The participant searching for the songs on list 3 was able to find all songs using Empik for 
the first and E-music for the second search. 
 
In total 91/100 of the songs/piece of music were found by the Polish participants. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Poland 
 
       

 1 Tidal 19/20 STOP  

91/100 

2 Muzika 18/20 STOP  

 1 Muzodajnia 18/20 STOP  

2     

 1 Empik 16/20 E-Music 4/4 

2     

 1 Empik 17/20 STOP  

2     

 1 Muzodajnia 17/20 STOP  

2 Muzodajnia 15/20 STOP  
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6.6.7 Latvia 
 
All the participants managed to finish the task within the given time frame (90 minutes). 
However, none of them found all of the music titles using one single source. The majority of 
the participants could find most the titles using Spotify, Google Play or Deezer. Three 
participants found 19/20 titles from their list. One participant was able to find 18/20 titles and 
another one found 17/20 titles. 
 
Three participants decided to stop the search after using their first-choice music provider. All 
three stated that in real life they would use YouTube to find the songs. 
 
On the first two lists, both participants could not find the same Latvian song. Latvian 
participants in general experienced difficulties finding classical music pieces and Latvian 
artists’ songs in the ‘local popular music’ genre. The results in Latvia are the lowest, but this 
is mainly due to the poor results of two participants 17, who each searched for one list of 
songs (lists 3 and 4, respectively) with no second participant searching for the same list. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Latvia 
 
       

 1 Google Play 17/20 Spotify 2/3 

81/100 

2 Spotify 19/20 Google Play  

 1 Deezer 19/20 Spotify 0/1 

2 Spotify 18/20 Apple Music 0/2 

 1 Spotify 13/20 STOP  

2     

 1 Spotify 13/20 STOP  

2     

 1 Spotify 17/20 STOP  

2     

 
 
  

                                                
 
17 Both participants only found 13 out of the 20 pieces of music. These participants used an account at an online 
music provider which was free of charge or operated via a trial code as this was their first choice provider for the 
music search exercise in the test case. 
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Portugal 
 
In Portugal, all participants completed the task in the expected time frame (90 minutes). Four 
participants found all the music titles (20/20) using their first-choice music provider (Spotify 
(3), Google Play (1), respectively). The other participants all stopped after their first search 
as in daily life they would use YouTube to find the missing songs. 
 
Overall, the two Portuguese participants searching for the songs/pieces of music on list 1 
were able to find 19/20 titles. The only song they could not find was a ‘popular foreign’ 
(Latvian) song. All other songs/pieces of music on the remaining four lists were found by at 
least one of the participants. 
 
Both participants that were searching for list 4 were unable to find all the songs on the list, 
but together, all songs from this list were found (songs not found by one participant were 
found by the other). 
 
This means that 99/100 of all music titles were found by the Portuguese participants. 
 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Portugal 
 

       

 1 Meo Music 15/20 STOP  

99/100 

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 1 Meo Music 18/20 STOP  

2 Google Play 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

2 Meo Music 18/20 STOP  

 1 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 20/20   
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6.6.8 Austria 
 
All the respondents finished the task in less than one hour (of the proposed time frame of 90 
minutes). Only one respondent found all of the music using his first-choice music provider 
(Spotify). Two participants searched on a second music website attempting to find the titles 
on their list; all the other participants stopped after the first search. The participants using 
Google Play, Deezer, Spotify, Amazon and iTunes were able to find almost every song. 
 
One participant found all the songs; five participants found 19 songs, two found 18 pieces of 
music, one 17 and one 15 pieces of music. Only two of the nine participants that did not find 
all songs on their first provider continued to the second source, as seven chose to stop after 
the first search. 
 
Both participants searching for the songs/pieces of music from list 1 were not able to find a 
‘Popular Foreign’ (Latvian) song. From lists 2 and 3 combined, both participants were able to 
find all the songs on these lists (in list 3, the songs not found by one participant were found 
by the other). From list 4, two participants could not find the same ‘Popular Foreign’ 
(Bulgarian) song. The participants searching for list 5 were also unable to find a ‘Popular 
Foreign’ (Latvian) song. Both participants did not find two songs on their lists but, when the 
results were combined, only one song was missing (the other was found by the other 
participant, respectively). 
 
Overall, the Austrian participants found 97/100 of the listed songs. 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Austria 
 
       

 1 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

97/100 

2 Play Music 19/20 STOP  

 1 Deezer 15/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Amazon 18/20 Google Play 1/2 

2 Classical 19/20 STOP  

 1 iTunes 17/20 STOP  

2 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

 1 Google Play 17/20 iTunes 1/3 

2 Google Play 18/20 STOP  
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6.6.9 Sweden 
 
The Swedish respondents not only finished the task in less than 30 minutes (of the proposed 
time frame of 90 minutes); all but two of them also found all the songs on their list. One 
participant finished with 19/20 songs and stopped after the first search. The one participant 
that did not use Spotify in the first search found 18/20 songs on the list, moved on to a 
second music source, Spotify, and found one more song from the list. 
 
The two Swedish participants that could not find all songs on their list, both failed to find a 
‘popular foreign’ (Latvian) song. They both searched for the songs on Spotify but were not 
successful, although the other participants that used the same source did find these Latvian 
songs. 
 
Combined, the Swedish participants found all (100/100) pieces of music. 
 
 
Table: Summary of the test case results in Sweden 
 
       

 1 Spotify 19/20 STOP  

100/100 

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Apple Music 18/20 Spotify 1/2 

2 Spotify 20/20   

 1 Spotify 20/20   

2 Spotify 20/20   
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The first search 
 
All of the participants used their preferred music provider (for which they have a premium 
account) to start searching for the music on their list and this choice seemed to be 
successful. In almost all the test cases, at least 90 % of the songs were found by using the 
first-choice music provider. 
 
 
6.7 The second search 
 
Participants with a second music service account would use that account to search for the 
songs/pieces of music they could not find during their first search. As the second account is 
in most cases a free subscription, it does not give access to the full library or the full services 
of the website. 
 
Most participants, however, had just one music service account (at a legal provider). 
Because participants were not allowed to use any other sources than the listed legal 
websites, many stopped their search after using their first-choice music provider. 
 
Most participants reported that they would turn to YouTube to find the music not found via 
their first-choice music provider 18. Some of the participants mentioned that they would 
search for the music using the Google search engine. They would then review the Google 
search results and select the option (source) that seemed the most appropriate to access the 
song. 
In two countries (United Kingdom and Sweden) some of the participants mentioned that in 
real life they were able to find all their favourite music via their first-choice music provider and 
did not need to search via other sources. It has to be noted that the test cases deliberately 
asked to search for music covering five different music genres. 
 
Several participants with only one account stated that after a first unsuccessful search via 
their preferred music service, they would simply do a search on Google in real life (and these 
search results most of the time have YouTube results at the top). When their search for 
music on their favourite website is not successful, many participants look for a convenient 
way to access music. They prefer suppliers where no additional registration is necessary. 
Therefore, Google Play and iTunes are often used because these apps are automatically 
included when you buy a smartphone, that is to say, Google Play for Android compatible 
phones, iTunes for Apple devices. 
 
Participants did not try to find a missing piece of music in any of the test cases by using a 
third music source. 
 
 
6.8 Easy and hard(er) to find songs 
 
Participants reported that they rarely encountered difficulties in finding a song/piece of 
music/album that they were looking for. However, some of the younger participants said that 
they sometimes had difficulty in finding certain house/techno music. These users all indicated 
YouTube as their most valuable source. 
 

                                                
 
18 See paragraph 4.4. 
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The results of the search task indicate that in most countries most of the listed songs/pieces 
of music were available. Songs in the ‘international popular’ genre were easiest to find 
according to the participants. Next, the categories ‘jazz and blues’ and ‘local popular music’, 
except for Latvia, were easy to find. Overall, participants stated that the majority of the songs 
they had to search for were already known to them and were perceived as easy to find. 
 
Participants found that ‘classical’ pieces of music and the songs selected for the ‘Popular 
Foreign’ category were the most difficult to find. 
 
Classical music 
The titles of the pieces of music in the classical music genre were different from the titles of 
popular music songs and participants who were not familiar with the genre said they found 
the titles rather confusing. The titles of classical songs are indeed rather complex and lead 
easily to typing mistakes. Probably because participants were not very interested in classical 
music, most of them would stop after their first search on the service provider they had an 
account for. 
 
The reasons given by participants as to why classical music was hard(er) to find were: 

• being unfamiliar with the classical music genre; 
• many classical pieces of music are only available in albums, not as one single track; 
• doubt about whether they had found the right piece of music when the piece of music 

was performed by a different orchestra; 
• titles too long to be displayed on a smartphone screen. In addition, long titles increased 

the chance of spelling mistakes and were probably a reason for not finding some of the 
pieces of music; 

• similar titles appeared in the search results so participants needed to search more 
carefully to find the particular song they needed; 

• the title (including a description) tends to be more complicated than those for songs of, 
for example, the ‘Popular International’ genre. 

 
Foreign popular songs 
The reasons mentioned by participants as to why foreign popular music was hard(er) to find 
were: 
 
• the names of the foreign artists and the title of the songs contained characters not 

belonging to the local alphabet 
• being unfamiliar with the artists (‘They have weird names and are probably not very 

well known and I believe that was why it was harder for me to find the track’). 
 
 
7 Group Discussion 
 
7.1 Searching for music in real life 
 
Because all the participants were able to accomplish the task in the allocated time frame or 
less, the moderator had sufficient time to gather more in-depth information about the 
participants’ behaviour in real life. 
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7.1.1 Downloading versus streaming 
 
From the group discussions it emerged that the participants in the tests mostly use 
smartphones and that they considered this the normal way of accessing music. When asked 
for the reason for their preference, the majority of the participants mentioned convenience, 
as they always carry this device with them. Especially when listening to music outside their 
home or more generally, ‘on the go’. 
 
It is also worth emphasising that most, if not all legal music sites that the respondents used 
were mobile friendly. 
 
At home, the participants mainly used a laptop to stream or download songs. Again, 
convenience was the reason most frequently given for this behaviour. In the case of the 
home laptop or PC, convenience referred to the technical aspects of the device. A standard 
keyboard is easier for typing an artist’s name or the title of a song. In addition, the audio 
equipment for listening to music at home was most of the time connected to the laptop/PC 
and this device provides more available memory space. Another technical advantage of 
using a laptop or PC at home is the comfort of watching video clips on a larger screen. 
 
Downloading was left for music/albums of their preference and which they considered 
timeless. It seems that in peculiar, older participants liked the idea of having a copy of the 
music, whereas younger participants were more inclined to stream, unless the content was 
rare and hard to find. 
 
Another situation identified by participants as requiring a download was when they knew in 
advance that they were going to be somewhere with no access to the internet — in this case, 
they resorted to downloading their favourite tracks so that they would able to listen to their 
music anywhere. 
 
When outdoors, it is obviously crucial to have a good connection/good network coverage if 
they want to stream music. The lack of a stable connection was mentioned by participants as 
the greatest disadvantage for streaming digital content. Streaming needs a permanent 
internet connection and a large download volume included in the mobile telephone rate. To 
avoid overcharging because of their telephone rate, many participants preferred to download 
music to their laptop/computer/IPad. Afterwards they would transfer the songs to their phone 
and listen to them. 
 
In general, respondents downloaded music when they wanted it to be available offline. If they 
download the music they can listen in the car or on public transport, on vacation in a foreign 
country, etc. Downloading also saves data volume and assures a better quality of music, 
because the streamed file is supposed to be compressed. Concerning downloading music, 
participants stated that they would like to evaluate the quality of the track before downloading 
it. 
 
Participants found it useful that the website or app provides options for downloading and 
streaming, according to their preferences for accessing online music. Many would like to 
have both options, so they could choose the method of accessing music depending on the 
song (downloading only the preferred songs, streaming songs that are less important). 
 
Playlists based on the users listening habits, thematic playlists (for every situation or mood), 
were also considered to be very convenient and were highly appreciated. Participants 
mentioned that they found playlists very useful, as they included the most famous songs of 
the artist searched for, so often they listened to more songs. 
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7.1.2 Payment method 
 
Most participants used PayPal or a credit card to pay for their monthly subscription. PayPal 
was perceived as a convenient and safe way of payment. Prepaid credit cards were also 
considered by some participants as being safer than standard credit cards. 
 
Participants using PayPal liked this method because their details were already stored in the 
system. Although this payment method was very popular, certain websites do not accept 
PayPal. 
 
Apart from the two most used payment methods (PayPal and credit card) other methods, like 
‘direct debit’, which consists of a monthly withdrawal of money from the user’s account by the 
music provider (e.g. Spotify) and ‘vouchers or gift cards’, which is mostly used for iTunes, 
were popular. The advantage of the latter is that it prevents overspending. For the same 
reason some participants preferred to use a prepaid credit card. The preference for direct 
debit depended on the use of the service. Heavy users assumed that a fixed monthly fee was 
a cheaper way to access music. Pay-on-demand was preferred for downloading single songs 
from websites such as Amazon or iTunes. 
 
Although the cost of subscriptions or the price to download songs was not part of the scope 
of this research, participants were eager to discuss this topic. Overall, the price for the 
monthly subscription was evaluated as very fair. For Deezer Premium and Spotify Premium 
users, the fee seemed to be affordable. Special offers for families and students (for example 
from Spotify) were perceived as very attractive and cost-effective. 
 
As the monthly cost for a subscription for a legal service provider was considered 
reasonable, most participants did not see the point of using illegal sources, as the quality 
might not be as good. In addition, most of the participants stated that they were music lovers, 
recognising that if they did not pay for music, the music industry would struggle to continue 
and artists would be denied royalties. 
 
 
7.1.3 Legality of websites 
 
As the participants all had paid accounts with a legal online music provider, the legality of 
websites did not seem be of great concern for the participants. Criteria to define whether 
digital content was offered legally or not were unclear. Participants also did not really know 
how to identify legality and did not mention any formal indication that defined legality. 
 
As there is no clear label for identifying legal websites, participants did not have universal 
criteria to assess the legality of a music provider. A wide range of personal criteria were 
mentioned to determine whether a website provided a legal offer of online music. 
 
Some of the criteria participants mentioned most frequently as indications of legality can be 
seen below. 
 
• ‘Paying’ constitutes the main driver for legitimacy. Most participants assess a service 

provider as legal if the users need to pay for the service. Nothing comes for free and if 
so, the website raises suspicion. 

• The availability of legitimate payment options/methods. 
• If respondents have heard of a site and know it is popular they generally consider it to 

be legal (brand awareness/word of mouth). Online providers of legal digital content 
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such as Spotify, iTunes, Google Play, Deezer, etc. are very well known and thus must 
be legal. So, if a site is popular and participants know that others are using it, they feel 
confident it is a legal source. 

• The exclusion of advertisements, especially pop-up advertisements is another indicator 
of the legality of a website. If pop-up advertisements appear on the site, most people 
think that they are on an illegal site. 

• In terms of legal sites, participants report that they usually look better, look like they 
have been designed by a professional and have a better layout of the functions on the 
site. 

• If the website is not shut down by authorities, it must be legal. 
• If the music provider is part of a well-known brand or service, such as a telecom 

operator or a store, the provider is considered legal. 
• If a subscription for a provider requires users to agree to some agreements and rules, 

the website is considered legal. 
 
If asked in more detail, some participants also mention the internet and physical address of 
the service provider. If in doubt, some participants will look for online reviews about the 
service provider. 
 
However, participants also use ‘personal’ criteria to determine if a website offers digital 
content illegally. Criteria mentioned the most to assess the illegality of a website are: 
 
• if the content is offered ‘free of charge’ 
• if the offer contains adult-content advertisements 
• if the website is not well known or less popular. 
 
‘I don’t go to sites which I am not familiar with. I am confident about the sites I am visiting, 
that I am not doing anything bad there.’ 
 
‘We know the legal ones — so if the site is not known, it is illegal.’ 
 
• If you have to use third-party software to access the content, they suspect the website 

to be illegal. 
• When the site forces you to turn off your ad-block. 
 
Asked about legality, most participants stated that in daily life they did not really question the 
legality of digital content offered by online providers. They were aware that next to sites that 
offer music on a legal basis, sites that offer their content illegally also exist. The latter did 
surprise a handful of participants as they were not sure if illegal websites still existed. 
Because of the extended offer of legal websites and because the old platforms were not 
accessible any more, they thought that illegal websites were no longer in business. 
 
Many of the respondents stated that they were really happy with their legal music service, 
mainly because they offered a lot of music for a reasonable price. The quality of the music 
was much better than the music offered on websites with user-generated content. In addition 
they did not have to watch the advertisements. 
 
Apart from the legality or illegality of the offer, participants also had questions concerning 
their own behaviour. During the group discussion some respondents mentioned that just 
watching videos or listening to music (streaming) was legal. Only downloading or supplying 
the digital content for other people was considered illegal. Others did not agree and were 
persuaded that watching or listening to illegal content was illegal as well. 
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During the different group discussions it became apparent that the majority of participants 
considered fast access and a wide range of pieces of music available as the important 
aspects, not so much the fact whether the website was legal, or not, except for when it came 
to downloading music. When downloading music, security was identified by participants as 
an important factor. Illegal websites were often associated with downloading viruses or 
unwanted content onto people’s devices. It was important for participants to feel that the 
websites/services they used on their devices were secure. Participants were keen for legal 
websites/music services to continue offering this level of safety and security. 
 
As YouTube offers advertisements for well-known brands, licensed content, official artist 
channels, etc. and these are considered criteria for assessing whether a website was legal, 
many respondents perceived YouTube as a source offering legal content. The main 
consensus among test participants was that YouTube is a legal site that features some illegal 
content, classified as anything uploaded by people who do not own the music/content. 
 
The consequences (infringing intellectual property, including copyright law) were only taken 
into consideration by some of the participants in the test panels. Nonetheless, most 
participants were in favour of a clear indication of the legality of sources, such as a 
certificate. 
 
 
7.1.4 YouTube, ‘where everything is available’ 
 
YouTube is a popular method for listening to music, by all ages and gender. Almost all the 
test participants appear to stream music on YouTube. There was a general lack of 
awareness about downloading from YouTube and this was not common practice among the 
participants in the test groups. There was some awareness of third-party applications that 
allow content from YouTube to be downloaded. 
 
As mentioned above, the main consensus among test participants was that YouTube is a 
legal site that features some illegal content, classified as anything uploaded by people who 
do not own the music/content. 

 
Without exaggerating, it can be stated that almost all participants used YouTube, regardless 
of the country of residence. As they all had an account with a legal service provider, most of 
the participants also stated that YouTube was not their first choice. However, if their primary 
music provider did not offer a song they were looking for, YouTube would usually be the first 
website they will use. 
 
The majority of the participants only streamed from YouTube, instead of downloading. Most 
of the respondents liked to watch videos of music performed live or listen to music or remixes 
that have not been officially released on YouTube. 
 
A majority of the participants avoided using YouTube for listening to music on their phone 
because they cannot lock the phone and carry on listening. If they lock the phone then the 
music/video will stop playing, and this is inconvenient while on the go. Therefore, most of the 
participants only used YouTube at home or where a Wi-Fi connection was at their disposal. 
On the move, the connection was sometimes not sufficiently stable to run YouTube 
uninterrupted. 
 
Other disadvantages they experienced when using YouTube was the poor quality they 
frequently encountered and, last but not least, many participants did not like the advertising. 
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Many participants also mentioned some advantages of YouTube compared with the legal 
online sources they used in the test. They expected that a search on YouTube would return 
the highest number of results and this gives assurance that the track they look for will be 
found easily and fast. YouTube’s suggestions for songs following the users first choice was 
highly appreciated by several participants. Next to generating playlists for genres and artists, 
the wide offer of Live Videos, Lyric Videos and official Music Videos were considered 
advantages. 
 
Most of the participants were not concerned about the legality of the content offered by 
YouTube. The respondents also mention they could not identify whether the music offered on 
YouTube is legal or not. They did not assess the legality of the music offered on YouTube, 
because they trust that the platform filters out the illegal content. 
 
Where test participants assessed the legality of the YouTube page, they did so by looking to 
see if the video has been watched many times and if it is at the top of the search. Generally, 
if the video is popular, participants trust that it is legal. Therefore, when searching for a song 
on YouTube, most respondents choose the file with the most views. 
 
It is worth emphasising that, in general, YouTube was not perceived by test participants as 
an illegal service. There might be some illegal content; however respondents believe 
YouTube is controlling the situation and that illegal content is soon deleted. This is the main 
raison why they mostly do not asses the legality of the content on YouTube. They believe 
that if the content were illegal, it would be banned by the platform and, therefore, would not 
be accessible via YouTube. 
 
Although YouTube was seldom used to download music, several participants confessed that 
if they really wanted the song or the piece of music stored on their device and legal websites 
would charge for the download, YouTube was a valuable option for them. 
 
By using special programs, like convert2mp3.net or youtube-mp3.org, which enable 
conversion of tracks and to store them on their device, they can download the content for 
free. Although some of participants were aware that this was illegal, most considered this 
process as not illegal for the following reasons: 
 
• the websites for downloading music from YouTube can easily be found on Google and 

are not shut down by authorities; 
• apps for converting can be downloaded via the official Google Play store. 
 
An interesting remark concerning the previously mentioned method was that some test 
participants stated that they used this method of downloading in the past, mostly to put songs 
onto an mp3 player. However, they now consider this method to be one associated with the 
past; today they see it as too much effort and too time consuming. 
 
 
7.1.5 Other remarks by test participants 
 
One respondent brought up how hard it is to share music in a legal manner. He stated that if 
you ‘recommend a song to a friend, they must have a legal music service to listen to the 
whole song. People who do not wish to pay a subscription get left out.’ 
 
Another participant talked about how hard it can be nowadays for small bands to get their 
music out. ‘Getting their music on Spotify is expensive. Also, from a music consumer 
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perspective, with the sheer amount of music offered today, it can be hard to find ‘gems in a 
sea of mediocre artists.’ 
 
An older participant in this discussion pointed out the difference to the ‘past’. He stated that 
‘buying a record used to be a significant investment you had to think about and consider 
carefully. Today there is an abundance of music everywhere causing a devaluation of artists 
and songs.’ The rest of the group on that test was divided as to whether today’s wide 
availability of music was a positive or a negative evolution. 
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8 Summary 
 
Overall, across all the test cases, 97 % of the selected songs/pieces of music were found. 
Participants in the test panels used their existing (premium) account on a legal music 
provider to search and access music of five different genres. Participants, with their daily life 
experience, were able to perform the test case in a controlled but comfortable and realistic 
way. 
 
All the songs/music pieces from the categories ‘international popular’, ‘local popular’ and 
‘jazz & blues’ were easy to find and to access. 
 
Although the majority of the music titles were found, the test case results indicate that music 
in the ‘classical’ genre was somewhat harder to find. Participants indicated their unfamiliarity 
with the genre as the main reason for this. 
 
The other category that was harder to find was ‘foreign popular music’. Similar to the 
classical music, participants encountered problems due to their unfamiliarity with the ‘foreign’ 
music. Authors and titles of the songs were often unknown and sometimes written in 
alphabetic characters that were unrecognised and/or unavailable on the participants’ 
keyboards. 
 
Based on the test case results, ‘foreign’ music tends to be available in the Member States. 
Latvian and Bulgarian songs were less easy to find, most likely for alphabetical reasons, but 
most songs could be found by at least one participant. Although the Latvian alphabet is 
basically the same, non-Latvian-speaking test participants stated that the Latvian writing felt 
very unfamiliar to them. 
 
The majority of participants reported that, in daily life, they would look for ‘foreign’ music on 
YouTube. 
 
Most participants found the majority of the music using their first-choice music provider. 
Especially via premium accounts for platforms, such as Spotify, a wide offer is available. In 
several instances, participants even expressed their surprise when they were able to find 
classical or ‘foreign’ music tracks and artists unknown to them. 
 
To access music online, most participants reported that they used legal music providers such 
as Spotify, Deezer, iTunes, Google Play, Amazon and Apple Music, but also unlisted 
websites such as SoundCloud and YouTube. 
 
The choice between streaming and downloading depends mainly on the need or personal 
preference. Favourite songs or pieces of music are more often downloaded so they can be 
listened to offline. In general, streaming fulfils the musical needs of the test participants. 
When they want to download a song/piece of music, some of the participants reported using 
sources, whether legal or not, where music is offered for free. For streaming, music 
participants generally use legal sources that are either free or with a monthly/yearly 
subscription. 
 
Participants considered it an important strength of the legal music sources that they make 
music available of excellent quality, as compared to illegal sources. 
 
Many participants also reported that they were willing to pay to improve their listening 
experience. For example, most participants said they would be willing to pay for an 
uninterrupted music experience without advertisements. 
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The legality of a music source is only of limited ethical importance to the participants. Most of 
them said not to ‘feel bad’ when using illegal music sources. They also did not fear personal 
consequences, except for viruses and malware on their devices. 



 

 
 
 
9 Annexes 
 
9.1 Annex 1. Lists of legal online music providers 
 

 

List of legal online music services (compiled by IFPI) 
http://pro-music.org/legal-music-services-europe.php

ITALY BULGARIA LATVIA POLAND GERMANY PORTUGAL IRELAND SWEDEN UK AUSTRIA FRANCE
7Digital Apple Music Apple Music Apple Music 7Digital 7Digital 7Digital 7Digital 7Digital 7Digital 121 Music Store
AmazonMP3 Deezer Deezer (Daily Motion) Amazon Apple Music Apple Music Apple Music Album Cards AmazonMP3 1D Touch
Apple Music Emusic Emusic Deezer Ampya Beatport Artist Xite CDON Amazon Ampya 7Digital
Azzurra Music Google Play Google Play Empik.com Apple Music Deezer Bleep Deezer Apple Music Apple Music Altermusique
Beatport iTunes iTunes Emusic Artist Xite Emusic Deezer Eclassical Artist Xite Artist Xite Amazon
Deezer Muzikata.bg Spotify Gaude.pl Beatport Google Play Emusic Emusic Beatport Classical.com Apple Music
Emusic Spotify Go On Clipfish Groove Music Pass Golden Discs Google Play Bleep Deezer Beatport
Google Play Telenor Google Play Col-Legno iTunes Google Play Groove Music Pass Boomkat DG Webshop CD1D
Groove Music PassVivacom Halodzwonek Deezer Microsoft Music Store Groove Music Pass iTunes Classics Online Emusic Daily Motion
IBS Interia Muzyka DJ Shop Meo Music iTunes Klicktrack Deezer FineTunes Deezer
INN Digital iTunes DJTunes Napster Microsoft Music Store Microsoft Music Store Digital Tunes Google Play Emusic
iTunes Mobila.pl Finetunes Spotify Myspace Myspace DJ Tunes Groove Music Pass Ezic
Jamba MTV Google Play Tidal Napster Napster Emusic iTunes Findspire
Juke Muzodajnia Groove Music Pass Vidzone Qobuz Sound Pollution Google Play Juke/Saturn Fnac Jukebox
Microsoft Music Store Myspace HD Tracks Vodafone Spotify Spotify Groove Music Pass LadeZone Google Play
Napster Muzo HD Klassik Vevo Tidal HD Tracks Mediamarkt Groove Music Pass
Net Music Media World Muzyka Tu I Tam HighRes Audio Vidzone Highres Audio Microsoft Music Store Hitster
Play Me Nuplays iTunes HMV MyCokeMusic INA
Spotify Onet.tv Jamba iTunes MySpace iTunes
Tidal Orange Juke Jamster MyVideo Jamendo
TimMusic Papla.pl Mediamarkt JunQdownload Muzu Jazz en Ligne
Vevo Play the Music MTV Microsoft Music Store Napster MegaMP3
Vidzone Plus-Muzyka Musicload/Dixero Mobile Chilli Naxos.com Microsoft Music Store

Spotify Myvideo MTV Planet3 MixRadio
Tidal Napster MTV Trax Preiser Records MusicMe
T-Mobile Muzyka Naxos Myspace Qobuz Musicovery
Tuba.pl Naxos Music Library Napster sms.at MySurround
Vevo O2 Music Naxos Music Library Spotify Napster
Viva Polska Onkyo Music O2 Tracks Telering NomadMusic

Qobuz Onkyo Music T-Mobile Psona
SCM Shop Presto Classical VidZone Qobuz
Spotify Psonar WeltBild Radionomy
Tape.tv Pulselocker Zed Reglo Musique
Tidal Qobuz So Music
Tonspion.de SAAVN Spotify
Vevo Sainsburys Entertainment Starzik
Vodafone Spotify Tidal
Weltbild Technics Tracks Urban Music
What People Play The Classical Shop Vevo
Wimp Tidal Vidzone
ZWO3.net Track it down Zaoza

Traxsource
Tunetribe
Vevo
Vidzone
Virgin Media
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