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Abstract 

In this study we investigate how the attitude and behaviour concerning illegal file shar-
ing have changed among the young population in Sweden. The study will analyze the 
impact of the IPRED law that was introduced in April 2008 and new digital media ser-
vices that have emerged in the last couple of years. It is also evaluated which of these 
have had the most impact on the attitude and behaviour of the selected population. 
 
The main part of our research consists of a quantitative survey handed out to a sample 
population among high school students (ages 16-20) in Jönköping, Sweden. This pri-
mary data is later compared to secondary data from a similar study that was done on the 
same demographics two years prior to this research in order to measure the change in 
behaviour and attitude. The previous study was conducted prior to the IPRED law im-
plementation by one of the authors. We also used prior research within this subject and 
related fields to further understand and interpret our data.  
 
What we have discovered through our research is that there has been a decrease in ille-
gal file sharing, especially when considering music, however this decrease is much 
more an effect of the adopting of new media services then it can be attributed to the 
IPRED law. Furthermore, the attitudes towards file sharing have remained unchanged 
and a large number of young adults do not feel that file sharing should be illegal.  
 
It is also concluded that good legal alternatives to file sharing have a large market po-
tential if these services can fulfil consumers demand on availability and price. Addition-
ally we have found that good legal alternatives are important if the public is to refrain 
from returning to their old file sharing habits once the initial scare from new legislation 
has worn off. 
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1 Introduction 

This paper is conducted within the study of informatics and will be presented as a 
bachelor thesis at Jönköping International Business School, Jönköping, Sweden. The 
aim of the thesis is to conduct research within the field of informatics and the use of il-
legal media file sharing among young consumers in Sweden. We will also focus our re-
search on how these consumers have reacted to specific laws and new media services 
and products offered. 

One of the authors of this paper, Jonas Widriksson, has co-conducted a study in the 
same field together with Andreas Carlsson and Johan Boström, called Acceptance and 
use of illegal file sharing among high school students in Jönköping (Boström, Carlsson 
& Widriksson, 2008). The paper will be used as part of our research and explained more 
into detail further down. 

In Sweden illegal file sharing has been widely discussed in the last decade. Between 
January 2008 and March 2010 about 370 articles concerning file sharing has been pub-
lished on the IDG network (IDG, 2010). 

Initially media companies have to a large degree tried to prevent this phenomenon by 
continuing to lobby for harder regulations and laws concerning illegal file sharing.  
These efforts contributed to the very discussed and criticized IPRED law that makes it 
possible for private actors to retrieve customers’ personal information from Internet ser-
vice providers. However, the growth of illegal file sharing of digital media on the inter-
net has also pushed the media industry to come up with new business models that are 
also built on the developments of information technology. Some services even utilize 
techniques developed for file sharing in their services. 

Many of those new media businesses have emerged very recently and the IPRED law 
was implemented only a few months after the previous work made by Widriksson et al. 
(2008). An interesting point of view is therefore how this has affected consumers’ be-
haviour since this previous work in 2008? This poses questions about what the best ap-
proach to changing the populations’ behaviour in relation to illegal file sharing might 
be; to create legislation or by promoting and creating new business models which gen-
erate alternatives to usage of illegal file sharing. 

1.1 Illegal file sharing in Sweden 

The development of internet in Sweden as we know it today started in the 1980’s. Dur-
ing that time it was the Royal University of Stockholm together with other universities 
in Sweden that lead the development. The Swedish university network - Sunet - was 
born and in the beginning of the 1990’s commercial communication companies was 
connected to the network (Hamngren I. & Odhnoff J. , 2003).  

The success of high tech companies such as Ericsson also helped to boost the develop-
ment by adopting and developing new technologies. Since then the internet usage in 
Sweden has grown rapidly and today about 80-90 percent of the Swedish population has 
access to high speed broadband connections (Statistiska centralbyrån, 2009).  

In 1997 the Swedish government took an initiative to increase the usage of IT and estab-
lished a tax relief to the people with the home-pc agreement, which made the personal 
computer commonplace in the Swedish household. This is probably one of the main 
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factors that in resent years contributed to the high utilization of the internet and com-
puters among the population. 

The wide usage of internet and relatively high knowledge within IT opened the door for 
file sharing. During 2006 about 20% of the population in Sweden in the age from 16 to 
74 had used some kind of file sharing software. It was most common in the younger 
generation of men, ages 16 to 24, where that percentage measure was 57% (Statistiska 
centralbyrån, 2006).  

In the earlier study conducted by Widriksson et al. (2008), it shows that 89% of high 
school students from the Swedish city Jönköping have conducted file sharing. This 
shows that file sharing is very popular in the young population in Sweden. 

1.2 The IPRED law 

As file sharing grew throughout the end of the 20th and the beginning of the 21st century, 
legal instances started to try to append their outdated laws on intellectual property rights 
legislation. Therefore, in 2004 a directive in the European Union decreed that the justice 
systems around Europe were to change their policies when dealing with civil intellec-
tual property rights in order to hamper piracy of copy written material (Eur-Lex, 2004).   

This directive has been implemented in a number of countries in the European Union 
but to varying degrees. In Sweden a proposition in line with the European directive was 
presented in late 2008 (Sveriges riksdag, 2008). It was accepted and adapted (after some 
revision) to legislation by the Swedish Parliament on the 25th February 2009. The law 
was in effect from the 1st April 2009  

This piece of legislation decreed that the holder of intellectual property material or per-
sons representing a holder may demand to get information from internet service provid-
ers (ISP) on clients that are suspected of conducting copyright infringements. In the leg-
islation however there is a certain vagueness of how much a person must download in 
order for the law to take precedent over the laws concerning personal integrity (Beatrice 
Ask, 2008). This part of the law has been a basis for appeal in several cases. 

1.3 Emerging products and services of digital media 

As with the evolution of technology in general, and the digital media industry in par-
ticular, the need for a new way to approach the increasing amount of illegal file sharing 
had to be found. However this process has been rather slow.  

In the late 1990’s there still was not a valid alternative for distributing digital media 
content that appealed to the masses. The media industry had a hard task to fill the de-
mand of the consumers in terms of price, availability and quality. Especially since inter-
net and the development of illegal file sharing is very competitive concerning the often 
non-existent cost and superior availability compared to traditional media distribution 
where physical mediums are used.  

 The internet infrastructure in Sweden has evolved tremendously since the introduction 
of the broadband connection in late 1990’s. This increase of high-speed internet connec-
tions did not only facilitate more illegal file sharing but also new business models that 
made it possible to distribute digital media content online. During the start of the twen-
ty-first century there has been a constant motion of new ways to acquire digital media 
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and companies offering different types of applications and services to approach the 
market.  

In our research we have focused on the services that have had the biggest penetrating 
power both in terms of demographical and amount of usage among the Swedish popula-
tion. Furthermore, these services are constantly mentioned in the media and the use of 
them is on a steady upwards increasing curve.  

The common denominator for the digital media services brought up in this section is 
that they all offer online digital media distribution in a legal way, either by advertise-
ment financed options, based on so-called “a la carte”, paying for each individual file 
separately or with the use of a flat rate subscription fee.  

In recent years this market has flourished and today the applications available such as 
iTunes and Spotify are widespread and very common throughout the Swedish popula-
tion. A study by Dagens Media showed that 41% of the Swedish population, with ages 
ranging from 9-79 years, had used Spotify sometime during 2009 (Chi, 2009). Accord-
ing to the Swedish newspaper Sydsvenskan, Spotify have now reached 7 million regis-
tered users in Europe (Strömberg, 2010).  

The digital media distribution applications we focus on in this paper will be iTunes and 
Spotify for music and YouTube for its streaming video service. We will also look into 
the newly released Voddler application that offers streaming videos online. These ser-
vices will be further explained in detail in the frame of reference section 4.5 of this pa-
per. 

1.4 Early considerations 

From the previous study of Widriksson et al. (2008) it was found that many people from 
the younger generation in Sweden participated in illegal file sharing but were still will-
ing to pay for the media they consumed.  

In the last two years because of the development of new services for music and movies 
and their large attention in news media we believe that today the awareness of such ser-
vices are much greater. Some of those services offer a very competitive pricing, availa-
bility and quality compared to the early ones that existed during 2008. 

The implementation of the IPRED law, which happened after the previous study was 
done also grabbed a lot of attention in news media and has since then been highly de-
bated. 

Because of the reasons above we feel that it would be very interesting to follow up on 
the previous research. We initiate this research with a notion that changes in behavior 
and attitude ought to have taken place. 

1.5 Definitions  

File sharing/illegal file sharing 

The action of sharing information on a computer or digital device over internet or any 
other communication medium. It is illegal if the person that shares or downloads the 
files does not have the permission to do this transfer of information from the copyright 
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holder. Whenever we refer to file sharing in this report it is illegal file sharing we refer 
to. 

Piracy 

With piracy or internet piracy we refer to an act of conducting illegal file sharing. 

Internet Service Provider (ISP) 

Internet Service Provider is a company/organization that provides internet connectivity 
to clients/customers. 

Intellectual Property Rights Enforcement Directive (IPRED) 

Swedish law that forces ISP’s to reveal the identity of clients suspected of illegal file 
sharing to copyright holders upon request (Sveriges riksdag, 2008). For more informa-
tion regarding the IPRED law please see section 1.2. 

Media 

In this paper when referring to media it means media in form of music or movies. 

Digital media 

Movies or music in digital form. 

Digital streaming 

The distribution of digital media on the fly over a digital network, where the user not 
necessarily needs to download the media itself before being able to use it. 

Download 

Act of retrieving information or data from the internet or through other type of digital 
network. 

Upload 

Act of putting information onto other electronic device (computer, client, server etc) 
over a digital network. 

YouTube 

Web site that give users the ability to upload/download videos and watch them. 

Spotify 

Application that enables users to listen to streaming music on demand. 

Voddler 

Application that enables users to watch streaming movies on demand. 

Copyrighted material 

Material which prohibits material to be replicated without the consent of the rights 
holder. 
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2 Problem 

2.1 Problem definition 

Both the film and the music industry have for years been claiming significant losses due 
to the file sharing that is being conducted on peer-to-peer networks and other places on 
the Internet. For example, the Institute For Policy Innovation (IPI) claim that the Amer-
ican economy lost $58.0 billion due to illegal file sharing of digital media and software. 
(IPI, 2007)   

The quickly evolving nature of this new technology and its boundary crossing proper-
ties has made old legislation rapidly outdated and lobbyists from the industry call for 
tighter regulations.  

There is also research that argues that file sharing can have benefits for society or even 
boost sales of media by reaching new market segments through the internet. For exam-
ple, Oberholtzer and Strumpf (2004) argue that there is no statistical evidence that file 
sharing is the primary reason for decline in music sales. 

Another example is that cinema visits in Sweden have increased along side emerging 
use of illegal file sharing. (SFI, 2010) 

At the same time, these new advances in technology are enabling innovators and entre-
preneurs to pursue new business models and strategies in order to serve the evermore-
connected population. 

Both the tighter laws and new digital business models are meant to revolutionize how 
we consume our digital media and reduce the illegal file sharing. Is there a viable solu-
tion to the file sharing dilemma, and how are the consumers responding to it? 

These are the problems that we aim to investigate with this research. 

2.2 Research questions 

How has the attitude towards file sharing in the young population changed since the 

implementation of the new IPRED law? 

 

How has this law and new products and services changed their behaviour concerning il-

legal file sharing? 

2.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this research is to investigate if there is a preferred way that society may 
deal with future problems that can occur with new technology emerging quickly, such 
as the internet. This new information technology has already outgrown the existing laws 
and regulations, leaving space for ambiguity in the legal system. Hence, the need for a 
revise of the laws regarding this area is under continuous revision. 

This research mainly aims to provide an insight to whether the implementation of the 
IPRED law has been successful in discouraging file sharing and to what degree the 
emerging new digital media services have moved the file sharing population to a legal 
alternative.  
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Hopefully this will also be interesting for commercial companies since it may help them 
decide whether they should invest in either lobby operations or in adapting their busi-
ness models towards emerging technologies. 

Note that the purpose of this report is not to determine if the IPRED law is beneficial for 
society or not. The same goes for file sharing in general which also might have both 
positive and negative impact on society. The aim of this report is only to measure if it is 
either more effective to enforce prohibition with the help of new laws or focusing on 
developing new alternative services that attract customers away from illegal file sharing 
of media. 

2.4 Delimitations 

This research will mainly be based upon primary data collected from high school stu-
dents in Sweden. Therefore, we might not be able to fully generalize the findings accu-
rately on an international level due to cultural differences; however countries with simi-
lar characteristics will probably generate similar results. Also our primary data will be 
collected upon students in the age 16 – 20 years old and therefore those findings might 
not be applicable for the population in other ages. 

We will do some comparisons with the previous study by Widriksson et al. (2008) to 
see if we can find any patterns of change in behaviour or attitude towards file sharing. 
However this study comprised of a smaller sample size of 100 participants, which will 
be taken into consideration when using it as a complement to our own research. 

2.5 Interested parties  

Since file sharing is so widespread in Sweden the IPRED law is likely to be of major 
concern for all people involved in these activities. Because it has been such a lively sub-
ject matter for debate there should be an extensive general interest in knowing whether 
the law has had the intended effects or not. This also goes for politicians and the Swed-
ish anti-piracy bureau that advocated this suggested legislation into law. This could pro-
vide basis for arguments for politicians in regard to future related types of legislation. 

Decision makers in the media industry might also be interested in the results since they 
could use the knowledge derived in the research in order to better understand their cus-
tomers and device new ways of reaching out to new markets. 
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Overview of workflow 

The figure below gives a brief overview of how the workflow through this research has 
been conducted. Since one author already had experience in similar studies before, the 
method could be developed in an early stage by using knowledge from previous study. 
The literature review was made to develop the frame of reference and enhance our 
knowledge within the subject and is discussed in section 3.6. There was not any need to 
conduct collection of secondary data, since it was already accessible and processed. The 
following diagram gives a brief overview of the different steps involved in the research: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Overview of workflow 

3.2 Research approach 

Since our research takes place in a young and quickly developing field it is difficult to 
use validated theories in this field to deduct conclusions. In these next paragraphs we 
will motivate how we classify our research and why we have chosen this path. 

Early considerations 

Literature review 

Method development 

Frame of reference 
development 

Collection of primary 
data 

Analysis 

Conclusion 

Defining problem and 
research questions 
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When talking about research approaches there are mainly two directions: deductive or 
inductive (Lewis, Saunders & Thornhill, 2007). The deductive approach can be seen as 
traditional scientific research where a theory is tested against empirical findings. The 
inductive approach is built on the notion of deriving theories from the empirical studies 
of the real world. The major differences between an inductive and deductive approach 
and their different areas of emphasis are summarized by Saunders et al. (2007) as the 
following: 

Deduction Induction 

Scientific principles Gaining understanding of the meanings 
humans attach to events 

Moving from theory to data A close understanding of the research con-
text 

The need to explain casual relationship 
between variables 

The collection of qualitative data 

The collection of quantitative data A more flexible structure to permit 
changes of research emphasis as the re-
search progresses 

The application of controls to ensure va-
lidity of data 

A realisation that the research is part of 
the research progress 

The operationalization of concepts to en-
sure clarity of definition 

Less concern with the need to generalize 

A highly structured approach  

Researcher independent of what is being 
researched  

 

The necessity to select samples of suffi-
cient size in order to generalize conclu-
sions 

 

Table 3.1 Comparison deductive vs. inductive approach. 

In relation to the table above this research would mostly match the criteria’s in the left-
hand column, the deductive approach.  

In the initial literary review we go through what has been written in this field and use 
these theories to construct a viewpoint from which we will examine our subject matter. 
We try to identify the different variables that might affect the changes that we are inves-
tigating in order to evaluate them.  

Once we had these variables we used them to create questions so that we could gather 
primary data on what changes have occurred. During this collection we make sure that 
the information we are gathering is reliable and that our sample size is large and correct 
enough for us to be able to generalize the produced findings. 
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We try to stay as objective as we can and attempt not to enforce our personal thoughts 
on the subject on the population we have sampled or in the writing process. As you 
could see all of these steps coincide very well with how deductive research is outlined 
in the table above. 

We hope that these efforts will lead us to be able to draw conclusions and add knowl-
edge towards how efficient these different methods of solving the illegal file sharing 
problem may be used.  

3.3 Data collection method 

3.3.1 Collection of primary data 

This research will mainly contribute with primary data collected through the researchers 
by handing out questionnaires. The questionnaires will be in paper form and the target 
population will be scheduled and supervised during the time they fill in the survey. 
There are a few reasons for this choice of method.  

• This research will be similar in nature to earlier study conducted by Widriksson 
et al. (2008) and the findings from the questionnaires used in this research will 
be compared against old data from that work. Hence by having the same data 
collection method, comparisons will be relatively simple and hopefully also pro-
vide relevant results for the purpose of this research. For complete samples of 
both questionnaires see the appendix. 

• The phenomena studied is in an environment with fast development and change, 
which means there is a need to obtain current and accurate data, therefore pri-
mary data will be used more extensively than secondary data. 

• From the previous study by Widriksson et al. (2008) we have learnt that the re-
spondents were more likely to provide accurate answers when they are sched-
uled for certain time to fill in the questionnaire. 

• By being present with the respondents it is easier to ensure that the person that 
the survey is handed to fills out the questions. This will also lead to less confu-
sion among the respondents, which could lead to contaminated or distorted an-
swers, since a presentation of purpose and instructions for the questionnaire will 
be presented before it is handed out. This will also allow for the respondents to 
ask a question if anything is unclear.   

 

3.3.1.1 Selected Population for questionnaires 

As seen in previous research and other statistics (presented in background section), file 
sharing is most common among young people; therefore the focus of this research will 
be on people within the younger generation. To obtain relevant data for this research, 
high-school students in Sweden at the age of 16 – 20 have been selected as the relevant 
target group. In turnover between 2008/2009 there were 357 616 high school students 
enrolled in Sweden, this is the population that we have selected to investigate (SiRiS, 
2009). 

Since this population is one of the most actively file sharing demographic sections we 
feel that this is a good selection. One could also expect this group to be very relevant 
since they are the people that will shape the society in the future. 
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3.3.1.2 Gaining access to primary data for questionnaires 

Saunders et al. (2007) argue that one needs to consider access to appropriate source of 
data. To approach the selected population, teachers in different high schools will be 
contacted to book meetings for survey handouts.  

Since the high-school students might apply to higher studies in the near future we be-
lieve that they will have a positive attitude towards complying with our requests. 

From the prior study we have also learnt that students that are prepared, with time set 
aside for us, are more likely to provide accurate results than students approached spo-
radically, for example in a corridor or outside on the school premises.  

3.3.1.3 Selected sample and sample technique for questionnaires 

Since it would not be feasible, due to time and resource constraints, to hand out a ques-
tionnaire to everyone in the selected population there is a need for sampling. Sampling 
in our case entails selecting a sub-group of the total population to fill in a survey. Ac-
cording to Saunders et al. (2007) there are two main sampling techniques: probability 
sampling and non-probability sampling.  

Our population might not be completely homogenous since students in high school pro-
grams might have different characteristics and personal properties. For example a pro-
gram with an IT profile would most likely result in higher usage of illegal file sharing 
since they have a better knowledge in how to use such techniques. However within the 
different classes we do not expect too much differentiation since they are in roughly the 
same age, culture and environment.  

Because of the expected heterogeneity between different programs we will use a mixed 
sampling method. The first step will involve non-probability sampling where we calcu-
late and estimate how many students that are needed from each high school program 
within the country (This process will be explained more in detail later on).  

Due to time constraints and availability we will not be able to spread out our research 
all over the country, however we assume that the difference from high school students 
in different geographic areas will be very small. Therefore a convenience sampling me-
thod will be applied since all participants in the sample will be selected within the coun-
ty of Jönköping in Sweden.  

After the selection of students from each program has been done, a simple random 
probability sampling will be made. Teachers from different high school programs will 
be contacted by telephone in order to schedule meetings where we may hand out ques-
tionnaires to their students. The telephone numbers will be collected from high school 
web sites. All we know of the teachers we contact is which program or faculty the 
teacher belongs to. Hence, the class selection will be randomized.   

The questionnaires will be supervised and instructions will be carried out face to face 
with participants. Therefore, we will expect about 100% response rate even though 
some questionnaires might not be filled in completely, but we expect to be able to use 
almost all information filled in as long as the responses on a questionnaire do not con-
tradict each other. 

One of the main research goals is to be able to generalize this research to include all 
high school students in Sweden. In the turn of the year 2008/2009 there was 357 616 
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students enrolled in a Swedish high school education that is linked to a program or 
course (SiRiS, 2010). 

From the table for minimum sample size’s presented by Saunders et al. (2007), a popu-
lation of 1, 000 000 would require a minimum sample size of 384 people to have at 
most 5% margin of error (Saunders et al. 2007). Our population size is 357 616 persons 
and to achieve results within a margin of maximum 5% we will use a sample size of 
384. This would imply that even if our estimation of selecting students from different 
programs are not completely accurate we would still play well within the margin of er-
ror. 

We will do our questionnaire class-wise with about 15 – 35 students/class. Since it is 
hard to know exact number of students in each class in advance the actual number of 
students acquired might be over-represented or under-represented. However we expect 
to be within the 5% error margin anyhow since our population will only have a small 
level of heterogeneity. 

Program (Swedish ab-

breviations in brackets) 

Students % of total 

population 

Representation in 

sample size 

  Childcare & Pedagogy (BF) 14 448 0,040400877 16 

  Building (BP) 17 485 0,048893226 19 

  Electricity (EC) 24 197 0,067661961 26 

  Energy (EN) 4 248 0,011878663 5 

  Estetic (ES) 22 832 0,063845018 25 

  Vehicle (FP) 16 885 0,047215449 18 

  Business administration 
(HP) 

18 434 0,051546911 20 

  Crafts (HV) 11 901 0,033278712 13 

  Hotel & Restaurant (HR) 14 268 0,039897544 15 

  Industry (IP) 10 371 0,02900038 11 

  Foodstuff (LP) 1 869 0,005226276 2 

  Media (MP) 16 780 0,046921838 18 

  Agricultural (NP) 11 359 0,03176312 12 

  Science (NV) 45 371 0,126870722 49 

  Nurturance (OP) 14 714 0,041144692 16 

  Social Sciences (SP) 91 853 0,256848128 99 

  Technology (TE) 20 601 0,057606483 22 
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All 357 616 1 384 

Table 3.2 Distribution of high school students among programs in Sweden (Siris, 2010). 

The table above provides the allocation of high school students among the different 
main programs in the Swedish high schools. By using the percentage of students in each 
program of the total population times the total number needed, 384, the amount of stu-
dents needed for each program in the sample is derived (as seen in far right column of 
table above).   

From those numbers we have then estimated how many classes of each program that is 
needed to conduct the survey. This will provide us with a sample size that represent the 
population program-wise which will be of importance in order to generalize the findings 
nationwide in Sweden. Since we cannot select a class with an exact number of students 
an estimation of classes to conduct the questionnaire has been done in the following ta-
ble: 

Program Estimated number of 

classes needed 

Social science 3 

Natural science 2 

Electricity 1 

Estetic 1 

Technical 1 

Business & administration 1 

Media 1 

Building 1 

Vehichle 1 

Hotel & restaurant 1 

Table 3.3 Distribution of high school students among programs in Sweden (SiRiS, 2010). 

The estimation of classes needed in the Table 3.3 has been done in relation to Table 3.2 
where we have assumed there is about 15 – 35 students per class. 

3.3.1.4 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire consists of ten questions and written in Swedish since it is given to 
Swedish high-school students. The complete questionnaire is available as appendix 2 at 
the end of the report. 

When designing the questionnaire we have made a table deciding what information we 
needed and to make sure that was given by the answers we were to receive from these 
questionnaires. This table follows below.  
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Research ques-

tions/objective: 
How has the attitude towards file sharing in the young popula-

tion changed since the implementation of the new IPRED law? 

How has this law and new products and services changed their 

behavior concerning illegal file sharing? 

Investigative Ques-

tions 

Variables re-

quired 

Detail in which data are meas-

ured 

Mostly 

concerned 

Has the IPRED law 
made you less willing 
to file share? 

Estimated change 
in behavior 

Yes or No, with motivation (dicho-
tomous) 

Behavior 

Have the new services 
for media distribution 
made you less inclined 
to file share? 

Estimated change 
in behavior 

Yes or No, with motivation (dicho-
tomous) 

Behavior 

Do you feel that there 
is a lack of legislation 
on intellectual proper-
ty? 

Opinion about 
legislation on file 
sharing 

Multiple answers regarding opinion 
on file sharing (dichotomous) 

Attitude 

How much are you 
willing to pay for me-
dia services? 

Opinion about 
worth of media in 
monetary terms 

Figure on what respondent is will-
ing to pay (numerical) 

Attitude 

Is the public aware of 
the degree of which the 
law is being enforced? 

Individual percep-
tion of the en-
forcement of the 
new legislation 

Relative opinion on risk of being 
caught ranging from high to low 
(ordinal) 

Attitude 

How actively is the 
public file sharing? 

Rate of file shar-
ing in the popula-
tion 

File sharing instances per month, 
from 0 to 5+ (numerical, ordinal) 

Behavior 

What is the reason for 
the public to engage in 
file sharing? 

Reasons for file 
sharing 

Multiple answers on reasoning for 
file sharing (dichotomous) 

Attitude 
and Beha-

vior 

How is the public cur-
rently paying for their 
media consumption? 

Current most pop-
ular distribution 
channel for media 

Choosing between different possi-
ble predetermined ways of paying 
for services (dichotomous) 

Behavior 

Age? Age of respondent Between the age of 15-19 (numeri-
cal) 

General 
knowledge 

Level of technical ex-
pertise? 

Technical skill of 
respondent 

Description from poor to high skill 
level (ordinal) 

General 
knowledge 

Is the public aware of 
what's legal today 
when it comes to file 
sharing? 

Knowledge about 
the legislation that 
is in effect 

Multiple statements explaining 
possible scenarios which can be 
true or false 

General 
knowledge 

What percentage of the 
public has ever en-
gaged in file sharing? 

Degree of popula-
tion that has used 
file sharing 

Yes or No (dichotomous) Behavior 

Table 3.4 Relation between questionnaire and research question(s). 



 

 
14

3.3.2 Collection of secondary data 

The secondary data is intended to be a complement to the primary data collected. As al-
ready mentioned the secondary data used in this research will be from the previous 
Widriksson et al. (2008) study. Since Widriksson is one of the authors in this research 
we will have access to all data and analysis made from that previous work without re-
strictions or issues concerning access or property rights. 

3.3.2.1 Evaluation of secondary data 

The previous work conducted was made with a smaller sample size and not with homo-
geneity control regarding the high school students’ personal properties such as to which 
programs they belonged. Hence it might not represent a view and attitude of high school 
students on a national level. This restraint will be taken into consideration during the re-
search and we also hope to be able to determine the quality of previous study by com-
paring with our new results.  

Since the secondary data was collected before the IPRED law was implemented it 
should prove very useful in discovering changes that have occurred.  

3.4 Data analysis 

We intend to use SPSS and Excel to analyze our data in order to get statistics in order to 
answer our research questions. By using those applications we should also be able to 
aggregate other statistical patterns that should be interesting for our analysis and discus-
sion. 

The data will be analyzed with regard to the questions that are proposed in Table 3.4 to 
find these patterns. Comparisons will also be made between our primary data and sec-
ondary data. 

3.5 Research quality 

3.5.1 Reliability 

The term reliability is in direct reference to consistency. It can be used as a measure-
ment to scrutinize whether your questionnaire, survey or other measuring device of 
choice is well structured and that the questions are reliable in terms of consistency. It is 
addressed by asking the question, are the answers going to be the same if handed out to 
the same person twice?  

The layout and inclusion of questions in the questionnaire allows us to see whether it 
has been answered in a proper and coherent manner. Initial questions should show that 
respondents are answering contradictory when the answers are being analyzed.  

3.5.2 Validity 

Validity is concerned with whether the findings from the research actually are what they 
appear to be or that they are actually blurred by factors that were not taken into account 
by the researchers. The threats to validity described by Saunders et al. (2007) are: 

• History 

• Testing 
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• Instrumentation 

• Mortality 

• Maturation 

• Ambiguity about causal direction 

As we will mainly carry out our investigation through questionnaires which can be done 
in a relatively short time frame, the concepts of Mortality and Maturation for instance 
should hold little relevance here. We also believe that since we will try to compare with 
the prior research done by Widriksson et al. (2008) we will be able to compare the two 
and find relationships with little ambiguity. Because of the certain structure and con-
creteness of the questions posed in the questionnaire we hope that the results will accu-
rately answer our questions. 

3.5.3 Generalisability 

Saunders et al. (2007) describe generalisability as an external validity. This constitutes a 
concern that the research undertaken may be generalized into a wider range then where 
the research has taken place. 

We believe that since there are little cultural and other demographic differences, such as 
disparities in income or educational standard, in this region with regards to the rest of 
the country. The Jönköping region, in which we are sampling the students, is as far as 
immigration, welfare and economic stability comparable to most small to large cities in 
Sweden. These factors lead us to believe that the results we get from this investigation 
may be generalized to the young population (age 16 to 20) of the whole country.  

3.6 Literature review 

Saunders et al. (2007) argue that a critical review is necessary in order to get a good in-
sight into the area of studies and to enhance ones understanding within it. This is also an 
important process to investigate whether similar research has been done before so that it 
not leads to duplication of work. 

When concidering literary review one differentiates between primary, secondary and 
tertiary sources of literature, primary sources are high in detail and takes little time to 
publish, tertiary is on the other side of those scales (Saunders et al, 2007).  

Our primary sources include other theses as well as company reports and government 
publications. As secondary sources we use a mixture of books, journals, news papers 
and other government publications. 

Phenomena that come from the development of technology usually evolve quickly, this 
holds true for file sharing. Therefore we need to put the emphasis on finding sources 
that are recent and up to date for our review. 

It has only been two years since one of the authors of this report conducted his previous 
study within this field, which we will use to compare data and complement this re-
search. Therefore, it is important that much of the literature used is more recent than the 
previous study that we are to compare with, since the purpose of this paper is to high-
light the changes that have occurred between now and then.  

Because of this we include Google as a database since most of the recently publicised 
information will be located in online magazines and websites as well as recently posted 
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research efforts of other scholars. We have been adding keywords to the list continu-
ously as we realize the need to expand our research. The databases used are listed in the 
next section. 

3.6.1 Databases 

• Google 

• Google scholar 

• Academic Search Elite 

• Business Source Premier 

• Science Direct 

• Computer Sweden 

• DiVA Essays 

• JULIA 

3.6.2 Keywords 

• Ipred 

• Avoid 

• Anonymity 

• Change 

• Spotify 

• Voddler 

• Media 

• Digital 

• Business model 

• Impact 

• Customer 

• Piracy 

• Regulation 

• Effects 

• Media services 

• Media products 

• Media streaming 

• File sharing 

• Law 

• Copyright 

• Behaviour 

• Property 

3.6.3 Literature search method 

The keywords listed have then been used in the databases above. Different combina-
tions of the keywords have been used in order to try to find as relevant information as 
possible. Note that in some search engines the languages used to search may have been 
either Swedish or English.  

The search generated sources of information may be found in the appendix 1. 
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When relevant information was found it was categorized into a relevance level from 1 to 
10. Objects with relevance higher than 7 were investigated more in depth. Some of the 
sources found may also have contained links to other sources that has been investigated 
and the most relevant of them have been listed in the second table of appendix 1. 
Searches that did not generate any useful results have been omitted.  

After the sources have been categorized they have been further reviewed and where ap-
plicable used to build up the frame of reference. 

Note that the list in the appendix should not be seen as a list of references but more as a 
method to ensure the originality of the research conducted and as a method for finding 
sources on which could serve to construct our frame of reference. Actual references that 
are used have been implemented using APA style referencing (American psychological 
association, 2009).  
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4 Frame of reference 

4.1 Building the frame 

As we have discovered during the literature search this is a very young field of research. 
As such there are not really any clearly formulated and accepted models that deal with 
this type of quickly changing activities and attitudes. 

While there is considerable research made in the field of technological techniques that 
may prevent file sharing, such as restrictions on the material downloaded as well as 
prior attempts to offset the copying of intellectual property by tariffs on the recording 
media used (i.e. blank CDs), we have been unable to find much recognized research on 
how legal repercussions have actually effected file sharing as a whole. Illegal file shar-
ing differs from these prior situations in that it is almost impossible to tax the medium 
used now. This is because now a copy does not need to be in physical form but can exist 
in digital data stored on interconnected computers around the world. The cost of repro-
ducing media is also virtually nonexistent. 

The use of file sharing depends on a number of variables such as: how easy it is to file 
share, how well protected the specific technique of file sharing is against legal investi-
gation, public mentality towards the producers and distributors of media etc. Thus it is 
very hard to thoroughly examine the effects of changes like our change in legislation by 
using an old set theory. Therefore we have tried to go through the research that is avail-
able in this and neighboring fields to set a viewpoint from where we can inspect the va-
riables we are investigating. 

4.2 Attitude towards file sharing 

In the article, “Technology and Uncertainty: The Shaping Effect on Copyright law” the 
author Ben Depoorter argues that major factors influencing the mindset of people con-
cerning copyright is delay and uncertainty (Depoorter, 2009). What he postulates in this 
article is that there is a certain lag between the introduction of disruptive technology and 
the adaptation of legislation to encompass the changes in copyright handling brought on 
by this technology. This is what he refers to as the delay. With this delay there is an un-
certainty of whether the new way of distributing or copying of material is actually illeg-
al and this uncertainty, he argues, is enough to not discourage the population from using 
these technologies. 

During this period of delay, Depoorter (2009) argues that the population changes their 
mindset. In a psychological study presented in another article, Nagin and Porgarsky 
(2003) claim that a person’s belief may originate in his own self-interested behavior. 
This would imply that benefits experienced from downloading music free online would 
lead to that person believing that it should be legal to share music freely online. 

These two issues, uncertainty and delay, therefore create a situation where legislation 
becomes increasingly difficult due to the wide spread use which has led to an adjust-
ment in the mentality of the population that discourages legal actions against the now 
commonplace activities. 

In a study conducted in January of 2009 two researchers at the law department at Lund 
University conclude that there is a large gap between the social norms and the legisla-
tion that is concerned with file sharing (Svensson & Larsson, 2009). They propose that 
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new legislation will only make file sharers look for new ways to securely file share and 
will be counterproductive to the legal society over all as it may result in diminishing the 
respect that the young generation has for the rule of law.   

 

4.3 Behavioural Implications of IPRED 

The first of April 2009 was the day the IPRED law came into effect. When looking at 
statistics from Netnod, which is a government organization that handles the backbone of 
the Swedish internet infrastructure, it may be argued that the law had a big impact on 
the Swedish file sharing habits as overall internet traffic dropped around 30% in one 
day.  

 

Figure 4.1 Netnod activity on the period from April 2009 to March 2010 (Netnod, 2010)  

In an interview by Måns Svensson, the CEO of Netnod, Erik Lindqvist, points out that it 
is not possible to draw general conclusions whether or not this drop is actually attrib-
uted to the IPRED law due to the inability to distinguish file sharing from other forms 
of data. (Svensson, 2009) 

However, Svensson continues, in his article “Is file sharing returning to the same levels 
as before IPRED?”, saying that this drop and subsequent return to higher levels are in 
sync with the normal pattern of behaviour from the public when faced with original leg-
islation. (Svensson, 2009) 

Another reason for this return of traffic on the web is that there is heavy growth in other 
legal alternatives on the web. For instance, Spotify claims in an article in Computer 
Sweden in March 2010 that they are using more bandwidth globally then is currently 
available in Sweden (Larsson, 2010). This would indicate that a large portion of the rise 
of traffic internally in Sweden might be because of Spotify’s increased user base.  
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Both of these the two points argued just above are also highlighted in a study concluded 
in Jönköping right after the IPRED law was put in place in 2009. This study by Ahlberg 
and Hellerstedt (2009) mainly focus on the differences in file sharing between men and 
women but they conclude that for both sexes more people have reduced their file shar-
ing because of the new legal services available than because of the IPRED law. Another 
finding from that study is that after the IPRED law the respondents claimed they started 
file sharing less. Since this survey was done just after the law had come into effect it 
will be interesting to see if that decline still holds true. 

It is also unclear if the population are convinced that conducting illegal file sharing will 
in fact have legal repercussions. Although there have been a few very high profile and 
highly discussed cases made against file sharers, a recently published article in the 
Swedish newspaper, Dagens Nyheter, claims that there have been no convicting cases 
yet in the Swedish courts although there are cases still pending (Stiernstedt, 2010).   

Statistics from the Swedish Film Institute show that in 2009 there was a very large in-
crease in cinema visitors. Although the correlation between the increase in moviegoers 
and the implementation of the IPRED law cannot be fully established (one factor that 
might skew the statistics could be the release the highly popular “Millenium Series” that 
was released that same year) it is still another indication that the law did have an effect 
on the public (Svenska filminstitutet, 2010). 

 

Figure 4.2 Statistics on cinemagoers for the past 4 years (SFI, 2010). 

After the much debated implementation if the IPRED Law on April 1st 2009 there was 
an outcry from a large part of the population. These people argued that this law was in 
direct contrast with the concept of personal integrity. In the years leading up to this 
event there was a political party that started to advocate the need for personal integrity 
since this was becoming a more and more relevant topic due to the rapid growth of the 
Internet. This party was named the Pirate Party. 
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Figure 4.3 Growth of members in the Pirate Party from (Pirat Partiet, 2010). 

This party became the natural outlet for the disgruntled parts of the population that 
wished to combat the newly adopted piece of legislation. The amount of members in the 
Pirate Party quadrupled in the following months (Piratpartiet, 2010). 

This can be seen as the law having an inverse affect in that it created a much more audi-
ble opposition against efforts constraining the liberties of the individual on the internet.  

 

4.4 Willingness to pay for services 

The study conducted by Widriksson et al. (2008) concludes that people in the investi-
gated demographic were willing to pay roughly 9 SEK for a song. This means that there 
is a market for music services as long as the service is as appealing and easy to use as 
the illegal alternative. 

In another research paper by Klingberg (2009), it is also stated that the emergence of 
good legal pay services is a much more efficient way of combating intellectual property 
rights piracy then legislation. This is argued because of the many emerging technologies 
(such as virtual private networks and anonymity services) that nullify the policing abili-
ties and the shifts of purchasing patterns in the music consumers. 

Boman and Trosjtjij (2009) have also published research which concludes that 77,4% of 
their respondents would be willing to pay a set monthly fee for unlimited consumption 
of music through the internet.  

 

4.5 Digital Media Business Models 

The most compelling factor for new media distribution services in order to achieve add-
ed value for the customer relating to convenience of service, ease-of-use and how well 
the interface conforms to the expectations from the consumer. Some questions to con-
sider in the quest for building these are: 

• Is it easy to navigate and does it achieve what it is set out to do?  

• How easy is it to use and how user-friendly is the service in terms of finding in-
formation.  

• How comprehensive is the media catalogue offered and is it easy to access?  
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• What will it cost and how can the consumer acquire the media? Is there a free 
option? 

Luftman (2009) argues that in order to make use of the new technologies available, the 
importance lies in whether one can find a new way of doing business, rather than refin-
ing an old way. It is imperative to explore new ways of making a service or product 
available to the consumer. In this case, rather than using the internet as a platform to sell 
physical copies of CDs or DVDs online, through so called Web-shops, it should be ex-
plored what other options of distribution and offering of products or services there are. 
Spotify and Voddler are two pioneers in this field that has taking this into account and 
offers streaming digital media through their technical platforms, with no physical prod-
uct having to be taken into consideration. 

Luftman (2009) furthermore elaborates on the idea of a theory named future perfect 
(Davis, 1987), where the basic assumption of technology is that it is getting better and 
better and thus striving towards perfect. With the availability of technology the consum-
er also expects new ways of acquisition. Future perfect in short refers to what the con-
sumer wants, at any time, in any place and in any way.   

On Spotify.com (Spotify, 2010), it is to be found that their stated goal is; ”To help 
people to listen to whatever music they want, whenever they want, wherever they 
want.” 

Here is what Daniel Ek, Founder and CEO of Spotify, says; ”…in order for the industry 
to find success, it needs to realize that the new business model is a mix between ad-
supported music, downloads, subscriptions, merchandising and ticketing where the user 
comes first and where the key to monetization comes from portability and packaging 
access rights" (Ek, 2009). 

The upcoming sections go more into detail about the different digital music distribu-
tions options that are available. The ones presented have been selected because of their 
popularity (described in the introduction). 

4.5.1 Apple iTunes and iTunes Store 

Apple was one of the pioneers launching a digital media application in the early 21st 
century called iTunes. It was an instant success and today Apple has incorporated this 
application in all of their product line, ranging from the Apple iPhone (popular smart 
phone) to the MacBook (portable computer). They released their revolutionized iTunes 
Store in Sweden the 15th of May, 2005 and in June 2008 the company declared that the 
number of sold songs had passed five billion worldwide, which represent 70 percent of 
online digital music sales (iTunes, 2008). 
 

4.5.1.1 ITunes business model 

Apple’s business model is built on the fact that you can download a specific song, so-
called “a la carte”, and pay for only that song in a flat rate manner, offered directly 
within their application and doing so instead of having to buy a physical copy of a 
whole album in a record store. A big reason for iTunes success is that they managed to 
align and bring together the four major record companies (Universal Music Group, So-
ny BMG Music Entertainment, EMI Group and Warner Music Group) along with one 
thousand other independent record labels to form the biggest online digital media cata-
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log available to the public. Furthermore, Apple incorporates iTunes into all their porta-
ble devices, along with the iPod, the most popular MP3 player in the world, and other 
devices such as their laptop computer MacBook, the iPhone and also their latest inves-
tion – the iPad (touch screen tablet PC). 
 
Another reason for their success is their low prices and the pay-per-song approach. Al-
though Apple does not make much profit through the music sales, the increased sales of 
digital music support the sales of their proprietary music devices, such as the iPod and 
iPhone. With the emergence of iTunes and other applications alike, there have been 
many companies that have tried to lead the way by offering music streaming online as 
an alternative, but never really could compete with the application of iTunes. It was not 
until the late 2008, when Spotify managed to unite many major record companies and 
offer an on demand streaming application of music to the masses (Apple, 2008). 
 

4.5.2 Spotify 

On October 7, 2008, Spotify was launched and it rumored to have succeeded with what 
other applications had failed to do. Their aim was to provide a legal music streaming al-
ternative with a vast digital music library,  made possible by signing agreements with 
the industry’s  major record labels while also covering a great deal of independent la-
bels. The service was offered free of charge or with a paid monthly subscription. Spoti-
fy have come a long way and the application is today, as mentioned in the introduction 
frequently used by a vast majority of the Swedish population. Spotify is offered in three 
different versions; one being offered as a free of charge, advertisement financed service 
and one that is offered with a monthly flat rate fee, as well as a “day pass” for a small 
fee. The advertisement free option is divided in two, with one being available for a fee 
of 49 SEK (5 Euros) per month for unlimited use and the other cost 99 SEK per month 
also adds the ability to play the songs in “offline” mode as well as using the Spotify ser-
vice on mobile applications such as your mobile phone. (Spotify, 2009a). 
 

4.5.2.1 Spotify business model 

 
Spotify has found a way to bring the record labels together, comprising of Sony BMG, 
Universal Music Group, EMI, Warner Music Group, Merlin, The Orchard and Bonnier 
Amigo). The application is downloaded onto your computer and works so that you can 
listen and browse an immense catalog of different artist, ranging everything from to-
day’s commercial pop to the more alternative rock scene. All this made available with 
access to a high-speed internet connection (Spotify, 2009b) 

Their business model is simple, yet revolutionizing, providing streaming music through 
an end-consumer application, offering a well covered music catalog with the possibility 
to listen to each song free of charge. Furthermore, by adding value to the consumer, 
they have now launched what themselves like to call Spotify Social, which in short ena-
ble social networks, such as Facebook and Twitter, to be incorporated with the Spotify 
service, allowing the user to also see their friends playlists and preferred songs. 

Spotify has in a short period of time been made popular with more than 7 million ac-
counts registered in Europe (Strömberg, 2010). While Spotify has had a rapid growth in 
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the digital music market, another company named Voddler has set out to do the same 
for the film and television industry.  

4.5.3 Voddler 

Voddler was founded 2005 in Stockholm, Sweden. In their set out business plan it states 
that “their mission is to provide high quality home entertainment on-demand, collabo-
rating with some of the biggest companies in the entertainment business”(Voddler, 
2010)..In order to use the service the user needs to acquire an invite and have a high-
speed internet connection (Voddler, 2010). 

Voddler launched their closed beta version to the public on the Swedish market in Oc-
tober 2009. In January of 2010 Voddler had registered more than 400 000 unique mem-
bers, and in the same period more than 1 million films had been streamed out to the us-
ers.  

4.5.3.1 Voddler business model 

The business model of Voddler is very similar to the one of Spotify but target movie in-
stead of music consumption. 

At this time Voddler has agreements with most of the large movie studios (Voddler, 
2010). The service is funded by either advertisement or rental charge for the movies. 
More than 90 percent of the films are offered for free by using the advertised approach.  

4.5.3.2 YouTube and other streaming media 

There has been a great emergence of streaming media and online video options that 
have flourished the digital online market in the last couple of years and youtube.com 
among others have contributed to the availability and accessibility of such streamed 
media content. There are numerous streaming online services available that offers copy-
righted material free of charge through their web based video stream applications. Fur-
thermore, we can see a trend that the national television companies, including TV4 and 
SVT now offers part of their program catalog online, through services like svtplay.se 
and tv4play.se. These services have been improved over the last years and with a nor-
mal high-speed internet connection these services are today a much appreciated way and 
alternative to watching the programs offered online rather than on the actual television. 

YouTube.com have had a great impact in the digital video sharing market and in 2006 
Google acquired the company for over $1,65 billion dollars. YouTube had at that time 
100 million video streams per day, and by October 2009 last year, they announced that 
more than one billions videos was streamed and watched on a daily basis (Krazit, 2009). 

4.5.3.3 Video streaming business models 

If generalized, the concept of streaming alternatives comprises into either advertisement 
on the actual homepage or built in advertisement slots in the actual video feeder. If we 
look at YouTube as an example, the videos offered starts instantly without an adver-
tisement upon viewing. Instead they have incorporated ads in the bottom field of the 
video, with the option to close it down once shown. This method along with on-page 
advertisements is used widespread throughout these services. 
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5 Empirical findings 

5.1 Response rate 

In total we got 367 responses. Almost all of the responses were useful; only 2 responses 
were completely invalid due to inconsistent answers. (For example one respondent says 
both that file sharing of copyrighted material should be legal as well as saying it should 
be punished with high fines and jail). Most of the respondents answered the question-
naires fully, but for those cases where one or more question was unanswered the data 
from the questionnaires has still been used were applicable.  

Please note that more graphs and empirical data are to be found in the appendix sec-
tion. 

From the beginning we estimated a number of 384 respondents to be needed. With our 
number of 367 Saunders et al´s research claims it should only be valid for a population 
between 5000 and 10 000 in order to stay strictly within the 5% margin of error. How-
ever during our analysis (seen in the analysis section,Figure 6.1, Figure 6.2 and Figure 
6.10) we found that previous work made by Widriksson et al. (2008) with a sample size 
of only 100 students produced almost identical results in relevant cases. Due to the fact 
that a study with such small sample size still gave accurate result we conclude that our 
research still is within our targeted margin of error of 5%. It also implies that the sam-
pled population is more homogenous then we had expected. 

5.2 Distribution of students among different programs 

Program Estimated number of 

classes needed 

Actual number of classes 

participated 

Social science 3 4 

Natural science 2 2 

Electricity 1 2 

Estetic 1 2 

Technical 1 1 

Business & administration 1 1 

Media 1 1 

Building 1 1 

Vehicle 1 1 

Hotel & restaurant 1 3 

Table 5.1 Estimated number of classes and number of classes participated 

As seen is the table, our predicted number of students per class were a little bit low, 
hence we have tried to increase the number of classes as seen in the most right column, 
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however we did not meet our targeted sample size of 384 students. But as argued earlier 
we still believe this to be accurate enough for our research. 

 

Figure 5.1 Distribution of students among high school programs. 

This diagram shows the complete distribution of students among programs in Sweden 
as well as how well aligned our final selection of students/program were. Most of the 
smallest programs were sorted out during the data collection, hence we made an over-
representation in some programs (building, electricity, hotel and restaurant and natural 
science). By comparing personality and skill of people we assume that building, elec-
tricity, hotel and restaurant attract the same type of people as in many of the minority 
programs which then would even out the programs that not are represented and still give 
us a population with high homogeneity compared to the rest of the country. 

5.3 Demographic data 

Mean age 17,68 years 

Female participants 154 (42%) 

Male participants 186 (50,7%) 

Table 5.2 Demographics data. 
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5.4 IT Skill 

 

 

Figure 5.2 IT skill difference between genders. 

As seen in the diagram most respondents have an average or better knowledge within IT 
regardless of gender. Noticeable are that the respondents with very good skills mostly 
are represented by men.  

 

Figure 5.3 IT skill difference between programs. 

What the figure above shows is that IT skills across the different programs are usually 
good, no one program is exceptionally much worse than the other. A slight tendency 
towards greater skill can be seen in the more technically oriented programs. One should 
also consider that the diagram represents the respondents own view of how good they 
are at IT which can be different from individual to individual. 
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5.5 File sharing and IPRED – behaviour and attitude 

 

 

Figure 5.4 Respondents ever file shared in percentage 

As seen in the figure about 90% of the respondents answered that they have conducted 
file sharing. This further implies that it is a widespread phenomenon in the society and 
especially in our targeted population. 

 

Figure 5.5 Change in file sharing behavior since IPRED.  

For visual appearance the information in the diagram have been simplified. For more in-
formation about what the different alternatives are please see question number 2 in the 
questionnaire of the appendix section. 

The answers among the respondents vary with a vast majority opting that they tend to 
either search for more legal alternatives, and nearly as many answer they simply do not 
care about the new legislation. Furthermore, some other respondents stated that since 
the introduction of the new IPRED-law they file share less, while only a few answered 
that they either file share more or not at all since its introduction.  
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Figure 5.6 Risk of legal action due to IPRED. 

As seen above a great deal of the respondents answered they felt there was little or no 
risk for legal implications due to the IPRED-law.  

 

Figure 5.7 Why do you file share. 

In this question the respondents were given the option to classify their answers in three 
different classifications. The respondents were to grade the alternatives in order of im-
portance (i.e. mark 1 after the most important characteristic, 2 after the second most im-
portant). They were to note their top 3 most important reasons. These marks got trans-
lated into a score, 3 points for a “1” mark, 2 for a “2” and 1 point for a “3”. 

The choice “Cheaper” was given 147 number 1 classifications and 76 number 2, while 
the “Better availability” was given 130 number 1 and 113 number 2 classifications. 
Both of these categories received a similar amount of number three priorities. The 
“Cheaper” option received a total score of 632 while the “Better availability” received 
652 respectively. These two choices stood out as being the two most common reasons 
too why the respondents did file share. 
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 3 points 2 points 1 point 

Cheaper 147 76 39 

Better availability 130 113 36 

Table 5.3 Why do you file share? Cheaper and availability described. 

It is worth noticing that although the “Better availability” received a higher total score, 
the “Cheaper” option received more number 1 priorities. The “Better availability” was 
the most frequent option to receive a number two priority among the respondents. 

 

Figure 5.8 Attitude towards file sharing. 

The information is generated from question number 6 (found in questionnaire in the ap-
pendix section). 

Looking at the attitudes that our respondents claim to have in regards to file sharing we 
can see that they are generally quite open minded. Many respondents think that file 
sharing is a good way for small artists to be more recognized and that it benefits the art-
ists in general. We can also see that roughly 30% also think that something so many 
Swedish people are currently doing should not be illegal and that it should be legalized.  
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Figure 5.9 How do you consume music? 

As seen in the diagram, the free streaming music services are the main way for our re-
spondents to consume music. Even though if those services are very high people still 
seem to buy music in traditional ways seen in the most left bar (Buy CD’s). 

 

Figure 5.10 How do you consume movies? 

Compared to the music counterpart the streaming of movies does not stand out to the 
same degree. The reason for this is investigated further in the analysis section 6.3. 
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Figure 5.11 Willingness to pay for music/movies. 

The figure above shows us how much the respondents are willing to pay on average for 
the digital media they consume. The question was formulated so that the respondents 
entered the figure on how much they would be willing to pay in each case.  

5.6 Download frequency and perceived IPRED risk 

 

Figure 5.12 Frequency of downloading music compared to perceived risk of IPRED. 

Interesting to see in the diagram above is that the downloading trends seem to be very 
similar regardless of the perceived risk of the IPRED law. This can be related to that 
most respondents claim to use free streaming services for music, hence the need for 
very frequent downloads might be rather low. Note the respondents in the “High” cate-
gory not can be seen as reliable since those figures are represented by a very low num-
ber of respondents. 
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Figure 5.13 Frequency of downloading music compared to perceived risk of IPRED 

This diagram is a little bit contradictive to Figure 5.12 since it shows that the respon-
dents seem to adapt to the perceived risk of IPRED. The respondents who consider the 
risk as nonexistent seem to have a high representation that download more than 5 times 
per week. The reason for this if compared to the previous diagram (Figure 5.12) might 
be that the more frequent downloaders concerning music have moved away from file 
sharing to use more legal alternatives. This will be further investigated in the analysis 
section. Interesting to consider is that even if people perceive the risk as medium or 
high some respondents still claim that they conduct file sharing. 
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5.7 Reliability of respondents  

 

Figure 5.14 Frequency of music downloads compared to implementation of IPRED. 

 

The diagram above was used to see how honest the respondents filled in the survey. It 
seems as they have filled it in with good accuracy and reliability. As seen in the diagram 
respondents who claim they only use legal services have a very low participation in file 
sharing. It also makes sense that the respondents who claim they do not care about the 
IPRED law download more than the others. 
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6 Analysis 

6.1 Introduction to analysis 

Some parts of this analysis consist of comparing our results to those done in the previ-
ous study by Widriksson et al. (2008). As we have acknowledged earlier this study was 
not as comprehensive as ours. However, by comparing the results of the two surveys the 
striking similarities in responses to many of the questions imply that the previous study 
is quite valid and that the respondents in that survey represented a good sample of the 
population. 

Some of the smaller deviations in percentages between the two studies could be ex-
plained by the differences in sample sizes and we will try to focus on the large differ-
ences and the greater trends that can be found in the data. 

6.2 Changes in Attitude 

Even though there has been such intense media coverage on file sharing since the im-
plementation of the IPRED law and advocates of many different opinions have spoken 
their minds, the attitudes measured by our questions of this young population has stayed 
virtually unchanged.  

 

Figure 6.1  Attitudes from 2008 & 2010 towards file sharing 

Over 60% of the population still think that file sharing provides good free advertisement 
for small artists and over 30% feel that it should be legalized altogether. Many also be-
lieve that since such a large percentage of the Swedish people engage in file sharing it 
should not be considered an illegal activity since it would incriminate a large part of the 
population.  

What is very interesting here is that it is likely to be an effect that is directly related to 
the concept of delay and uncertainty, discussed by Depoorter (2009) that was presented 
in the frame of reference. These high school students have been able to utilize file shar-
ing for the past couple of years and therefore they have adopted a view that file sharing 
should be legal and that something that many Swedes do cannot be illegal. It seems very 
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plausible that this is the effect of the change in mindset originating in self-interested be-
haviour. 

When looking at how well informed the population is about what is legal and what is 
not with regards to file sharing the two studies produce almost identical results seen in 
Figure 6.2 below.  

 

Figure 6.2 Knowledge of laws in percentage correct answers (2008 & 2010). 

This can be interpreted as that the implementation of the IPRED law has not sparked a 
need for the population to become more aware of the legal status of these activities 
since they still consider the risk of legal action to be very limited as seen in Figure 5.6. 
The reason for this very low valuation of risk is probably, as stated before, that there has 
not been any convicting cases resulting from the implementation of the law. 

As we have illustrated above, just implementing legislation that tries to make harder le-
gal restrictions to file sharing will not stop it. We can see that for this, very active and in 
this area knowledgeable, group of people these legal reprimands are not in line with 
what they feel is right concerning file sharing and they will therefore not adhere to 
them.  

Instead we have to look at the reasons for the existence of file sharing in the first place. 
Why has it become such a widespread phenomena?  
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Figure 6.3 Why do you file share? 

The biggest reasons as presented in the figure just above are that these individuals think 
that media is too expensive for them to afford and that traditional services lack in avail-
ability.  

These attitudes have changed very little since 2008 with price and availability as the two 
main contributing factors. This implies that the file sharers are still motivated by the 
same reasons as before and that modestly priced services with good availability are 
needed to fulfil their demands 

6.3 Changes in Behaviour 

When we compare the results on the frequency of file sharing in the survey that was 
done in 2008 to our survey, we get some really interesting results. Looking at the extent 
to which file sharing of music is done there is a significant difference in behaviour. 

 

Figure 6.4 Downloads of music (2008 & 2010). 
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We believe that this major drop in file sharing of music, seen in figure above, can be at-
tributed to the emergence of the new streaming music services. 

We motivate this by pointing to the fact that a large part of our population claims to 
have changed its behaviour since the implementation of the law where around 40% re-
sponded that they have adopted more legal services. The vast majority, 87%, of our re-
spondents also state that they use online music streaming services. (Figure 5.9) 

We can further compare these answers to the ones given in the previous study. We have 
to note that in the previous study by Widriksson et al. (2008) the respondents were not 
given the option to choose that they consumed music by streaming media. The reason 
for this was that it was not a commonplace practise then and therefore did not occur to 
the authors as a viable option.  

 

Figure 6.5 How do you consume music? (2008). 

What we can see when comparing the results from our study and the previous one (seen 
in Figure 6.5) is that most of the people that previously stated that they did not buy mu-
sic as well as a lot of the people that did by physical music, now claim that they con-
sume music through streaming music services. 

One issue with the second question that we pose in the questionnaire is that we just ask 
how people have changed since IPRED and not why. (Results shown in Figure 5.5) It 
could be argued that the IPRED law pushed people to look for other alternatives or that 
the new alternatives drew in the population on their own merit. 

In order to try to clarify this we can look at how risky the population considers file shar-
ing to be, one year after the implementation of IPRED. When we look at Figure 5.6 we 
can conclude that around 75% of our respondents evaluate the risk of legal repercus-
sions when file sharing to be low or nonexistent. Considering this fact it seems as the 
IPRED law alone would not be reason enough to discourage file sharing on a large 
scale.  

In addition to this, the factor that our respondents claim to be the most important one 
when asked why they file share is availability (Seen in Figure 5.7). Since availability 

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

Buy in store  or 

on internet

Buy online in 

MP3 format

Do not buy at all Other

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

 (
%

)

How do you consume music? (2008)



 

 
39

has been greatly improved in the new services, these are much more likely to satisfy the 
high demands of the media consumers.  

 

 

Figure 6.6 Downloads of movies (2008 & 2010). 

When we instead look at the changes in behaviour in file sharing of movies, this has de-
creased far less than that of music (Figure 6.4). This difference in alterations in behav-
iour could be directly related to the lack of availability and quality in the video media 
services when compared to their music counterparts. 

One could also see that the usage of video streaming is very high as seen in Figure 5.10. 
This would argue that downloads of movies should have had the same trend as the mu-
sic downloads (e.g. substantial decrease). However the questionnaire types out the free 
video streaming service YouTube in that particular question. This is a very popular ser-
vice that most likely drives up the statistics. However, that service does not provide full 
movies but small video clips uploaded by its users. Hence one could argue that the re-
spondents’ need for downloading of movies is still relatively high since they do still not 
have (or are aware of) any legal option that offers the same availability or value as ille-
gal downloading. 

One additional factor for the consistent downloading of movies is that the respondents 
see a greater value in downloading movies, such as quicker release times and more up-
dated material. 

We feel that a comparison between Figure 6.4 and Figure 6.6 clearly illustrate the im-
pact of good services. The IPRED law has the same consequences for movies as it does 
for music but still we only see sizable reductions in file sharing of music. When services 
for movies become as well known and well functioning as the music ones we expect 
this pattern to replicate here as well.  
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What is shown by the rampant adoption of streaming music services is that illegal file 
sharing could be approached efficiently in this way. It seems to be the by far best way 
so far to go about combating this phenomenon.  

Another possible reflection that could be made when evaluating our data is that since 
there seemed to have been an initial drop in file sharing right after the law was put in 
place there is a window of time there where the consumers look for alternative ways to 
get a hold of the material they want. It is likely that this timing has helped streaming 
music services to gain such a large share of the market that they have. 

This in turn implies that if new legislation is to be implemented against file sharing 
there needs to be other viable alternatives for the consumers to go so that they do not 
revert to their old patterns when the initial scare of new laws ware off. This relates to 
the scare factor that is described by Svensson (2009) in the frame of reference (Section 
4.3). 

Therefore it would be in the best interest of the policy makers and rights holders in the 
media industries to support and try to help introduce these new services that can match 
the demands on a level of service that the consumers have gotten used to.  

Otherwise it will be impossible to make consumers feel that they are getting enough 
value for the money they are spending on a service since it is inferior to what they have 
used before without paying for it. 

These clear differences in changes of behaviour clearly indicate that the impact of the 
IPRED law is only marginal in comparison to the impact of the new media services.  

 

6.4 Willingness to pay 

Another aspect that is interesting to look at is what this population would be willing to 
pay for media. 

Since our population consists of people between the ages of 16 and 20 this is a segment 
that has very limited financial resources. Although this might not directly influence 
what the population thinks that the values of those services are, it will influence how 
many of them would pay for the services when a free alternative is available.  
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Figure 6.7 Willingness to pay for one song.  

We also argue that this generation has grown up with the emergence of the internet 
where there has been an abundance of free services to use in order to enjoy media. This 
would probably affect the monetary value that this young population attaches to media. 
This can be reflected in our studies as 18,35% of our population answered that they are 
not willing to pay anything for single songs as well as 11,50% saying they would not 
pay anything for a monthly unlimited service. Another part of the population that might 
be included in these percentages are those that are not at all interested in consuming 
music (shown in Figure 6.7 and Figure 6.8) 

 

Figure 6.8 Willingness to pay for unlimited music/month. 

However, 67,7% of the respondents claim that they would be willing to pay at least 49 
SEK as a monthly fee for unlimited music. This figure corresponds very accurately to 
the 77,4% of respondents willing to pay presented by Boman and Trotstjij (2009) in the 
frame of reference section of this paper. 

0,00%

5,00%

10,00%

15,00%

20,00%

25,00%

30,00%

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 10>

Swedish Crowns (SEK)

Willingness to pay for one song (SEK)

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

70,00%

0 1-48 49-100 > 100

Swedish crownes

Willingness to pay for unlimited 

music/month (SEK)



 

 
42

One of the streaming video services available on the internet in Sweden today is Vod-
dler which is described in section 4.5.3. Through Voddler there are many movies avail-
able for free or from the price starting at 19 SEK. This is very interesting since a major-
ity of the respondents (69.57%) are willing to pay 19 SEK or more as shown in the fol-
lowing figure: 

 

Figure 6.9 Percentage willing to pay > 18 SEK for one movie. 

The figure above poses the question why the high school students do not use services 
such as Voddler more extensively. One explanation might be availability and selection 
of media since the service is rather new and still in beta stage. Voddler also requires a 
membership is that currently only available through exclusive invites and another aspect 
can also be that the service is yet not well known to the public. 

We wish to point out that the number of people that are reluctant to pay for any service 
illustrates that this new generation needs to be pulled out of file sharing by offering a 
product that is superior to what they are used to. Functions such as Spotify Social that 
incorporates their social network into the music consumption platform add a dimension 
to the service that is not available with only file sharing.  

As argued above our respondents generally do not have a lot of money and it is likely 
that they will be willing to pay for these services if they have come to appreciate and 
their added functionality once they are earning more money. 

67.7% of our respondents claim that they would be willing to pay 49SEK or more if 
necessary for music subscription and 69.6% are willing to pay at least the price per 
movie, (minimum 19SEK) that are charged by Voddler. These figures clearly illustrate 
that there is a large market of paying customers for these subscription services. 
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it was 90,20%. We can also see that the level of computer knowledge is roughly the 
same as seen in the figure below: 

 

Figure 6.10 IT skill (2008 & 2010). 

This diagram also tell us that the IT skill of high school students today (age 16 – 20) is 
generally very good which also can help to explain the high level of file sharing and 
adoption of digital media streaming services seen in previous figures (Figure 5.4, Figure 
5.9 and Figure 5.10). 

There are also other sources that further add to the reliability when comparing the simi-
larities in the finding between previous Widriksson et al. (2008) and this work as seen 
earlier figures (Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2). 
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7 Conclusions 

The conclusions we have come to in this research paper will be presented briefly in bul-
lets below. We have numbered them in the order that we feel they are the most impor-
tant findings from our research. This list goes as follows: 

1. The IPRED law has not resulted in a sizable change in the file sharing of the 
young population. 

2. The recently emerged music streaming services have decreased file sharing in 
music considerably. 

3. The attitude towards file sharing has remained unchanged since the implementa-
tion of the IPRED law. 

4. Good pricing and great availability are the major factors leading to the success 
of the streaming services. 

5. A large number of young adults feel that illegal file sharing should not be illegal. 
6. If laws are to be effective in the long run, good alternatives need to be widely 

available when implementing a law or people will return to illegal ways after 
initial scare. 

7. Most of the file sharers are willing to pay for media if they feel that the services 
used and price fulfil their demands. 

 

7.1 Reflections 

There are a number of things we have realized during the course of writing this thesis.  

As we have discussed previously, we believe that our findings can be generalized for 
our entire population. We believe that the conclusions we have reached would be valu-
able for politicians, decision makers in the industry and other researchers in this 
field.For instance politicians could try to produce incentives for these industries in order 
to support new business models. 

Our research reinforces the notion that better products resulting from market forces are 
much more successful in changing people’s behaviour in comparison to governmental 
enforcement.  

It is obvious when investigating this case that the competitive pressure brought on by il-
legal file sharing has pushed the industry to develop better products. Some of the new 
capabilities of these new platforms include giving support to smaller media producers 
that can much more easily make their material available. Companies that insist on in-
vesting in lobbying against these new phenomena and technologies may instead gain 
competitive advantage by adapting their services to fit these new circumstances. 

If these innovative technological forces were to be suppressed by vigorous lobbying 
from the current major market leaders, necessary changes in order to keep the industry 
competitive might be left out. 

One of these reflections is that in retrospect we would also have liked to include more 
questions on which of the new services that our respondents used instead of just generi-
cally asking if they use them. This would have given us the ability to investigate which 
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of these models where most successful in attracting consumers and what the most im-
portant features of these services are. 

For instance if we could have asked specifically which services were used for watching 
movies online instead of just asking whether they use streaming services or not. This in-
formation could have helped us to further explicitly determine the trends in file sharing 
and why they have come about.  

Initially we intended to supplement our survey with interviews from a number of people 
that were in some way involved in one way or another to this field. Among the people 
that we had hoped to interview were representatives from some of the new digital media 
services, Spotify, Voddler etc, representatives from the political parties, someone con-
nected to the process of implementing the legislation as well as representatives from 
both the pirate party and the anti-piracy agency in Sweden. 

Due to time constraints we were unable to conclude these interviews in a satisfactory 
manner. The few responses that we did receive were not comprehensive enough to pro-
duce something of value for the thesis. 

We also realize that there is more research done, especially in behavioural science that 
we might have been able to include to further support our analysis. It might have been 
useful to use specific theories from these neighbouring fields when explaining our re-
search findings. 

We can also support the notion that this field of research is rapidly changing. During the 
course of conducting our research two major functions were added to the Spotify ser-
vice. These changes, a lower price unlimited streaming package and the integration of 
Spotify with the immensely popular social networking site Facebook, are likely to make 
even more people use these services. With the evolution of these business models for 
both music and video there are bound to be many more changes in the digital media 
landscape. 

7.2 Proposals for further studies 

In this study we have limited ourselves to investigating the young population of ages 
between 16 and 20. As we have argued before, this was done partly because they are a 
group that was very accessible given our timeframe but also greatly because they are a 
part of the general population that conducts a substantial of the file sharing done. 

However, it would be interesting to see other studies that compare our results to a study 
done on an older segment of the population. Generational differences in this rapidly 
changing field of media consumption are likely to produce results that differ from ours 
and could indicate trends to how the attitudes and behaviours are bound to change in the 
future. It would also be interesting to see if the older generation also, even if not to the 
same degree as the younger, adapt this new technology.  

We also feel that research into what exact features makes a service good enough to on 
its own make a consumer choose their product instead of file sharing media would be 
interesting. This could be used as a guide on how to develop services to have them 
adopted by the general population. 
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It would also be interesting to see if similar conclusions that we have found could be 
applicable to similar population but in other cultural and demographic areas, e.g. other 
countries. 
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Appendix 1 - Litterature review search results 

Search 

engine 

Key-

words 

Title Källa Rele-

vance 

Google ipred Ipred-lagen 
 

http://sv.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ipred-
lagen 

9 

Google Ipred ”Ipred is unuse-
ful” 

http://www.e24.se/business/interne
t-och-teknik/ipred-ar-
meningslost_865151.e24 

6 

Google Ipred Swedish web traf-
fic tumbles as 
IPRED arrives 

http://www.theregister.co.uk/2009/
04/02/sweden_internet_traffic_fall
s_ipred/ 

6 

Google Ipred 
avoid 

Nätoperatörer 
kringår inte ipred 

http://www.svd.se/nyheter/inrikes/
natoperatorer-kringgar-inte-
ipred_2805959.svd 

7 

Google Ipred 
ano-
nymity 

Fyra tjänster som 
utmanar ipred la-
gen 

http://www.idg.se/2.1085/1.22145
3/fyra-tjanster-som-utmanar-ipred-
lagen 

8 

Google Ipreda-
tor 

Ipredator https://www.ipredator.se 5 

Google Spotify 
voddler 
ipred 

Ipred skrämde 
svenskarna till att 
ladda ner lagligt 

http://www.pconline.se/kronika/ipr
ed-skramde-svenskarna/ 

10 

Google effekt 
av 
ipred 

Delade meningar 
om IPRED-lagens 
effekt 
 

http://svt.se/2.55755/1.1509388/ta
ndlos_ipred-lag?lid=puff_1509388 

6 

Google effekt 
av 
ipred 

Fler hyr film se-
dan Ipred trädde i 
kraft 
 

http://op.se/ostersund/1.944653-
fler-hyr-film-sedan-ipred-tradde-i-
kraft 

6 

Google 
Scholar 

Ipred IPRED – En lös-
ning för framti-
den? 

IPRED – En lösning för framtiden 
, Sara Klingberg, 2009 

7 

Google 
Scholar 

Ipred Avgiftsbelagd 
musikkonsumtion 

Avgiftsbelagd musikkonsumtion, 
Jan Boman, Aleksei Trostjtij 

8 

Google 
Scholar 

Ipred 
cus-
tomer 

The Future for 
Digital Music 
Distribution 

The Future for Digital Music Dis-
tribution, A N N I K A D I D R I C 
H S E N, 2009 

8 

Google 
Scholar 

digital 
media 
piracy 

A Behavioral 
Model of Digi-
tal Music Piracy 

A Behavioral Model of Digi-
tal Music Piracy, Ram D. Gopal, 
G. L. Sanders, 2002 

6 

Google digital DRM as an en- http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?h 7 
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Scholar media 
busi-
ness 
model 

abler of business 
models ISP’s as 
digital reailers  

andle=hein.journals/berktech18&d
iv=45&g_sent=1&collection=jour
nals#695 

Google digital 
media 
busi-
ness 
model 

Digital Media and 
New Revenue 
Models - Evolv-
ing business 
models 

http://www.kpmg.com/Global/en/I
ssuesAndIn-
sights/ArticlesPublications/Comm
watch/Pages/Evolving-buisness-
models.aspx, KPMG, 2009 

6 

Google ipred 
verkan 

Banhof förstör 
Ipred-uppgifter 
 

http://svt.se/2.27170/1.1520510/ba
nhof_forstor_ipred-uppgifter 

7 

Google internet 
regula-
tion pi-
racy ef-
fects 

Internet piracy http://www.mpaa.org/piracy_inter
net.asp 

5 

Google internet 
regula-
tion pi-
racy ef-
fects 

THE EFFECT OF 
INTERNET 
PIRACY ON 
MUSIC SALES: 

CROSS-
SECTION 
EVIDENCE 

THE EFFECT OF INTERNET 
PIRACY ON MUSIC SALES: 
CROSS-SECTION EVIDENCE, 
Martin Pietz, Patric waelbroeck, 
2004 

7 

Google 
Scholar 

Ipred 
threats 

Från idé till 
IPRED – Svenska 
Filminstitutets ar-
gument kring fil-
delning, upphovs-
rätt och Internet 

Från idé till IPRED – Svenska 
Filminstitutets argument kring fil-
delning, upphovsrätt och Internet, 
Kapla Jonas, 2009 

5 

Academic 
Search 
Elite 

piracy Parameters for 
Software Piracy 
Research 

Parameters for Software Piracy 
Research, Clyde W. Holsapple and 
Deepak Iyengar, 2008 

7 

Academic 
Search 
Elite 

piracy Cross-National 
Attitudes and 
Perceptions 
Concerning Soft-
ware Piracy: 
A Comparative 
Study of Students 
From 
the United States 
and China 

Cross-National Attitudes and Per-
ceptions 
Concerning Software Piracy: 
A Comparative Study of Students 
From 
the United States and China, 
DAVID R. RAWLINSON 
ROBERT A. LUPTON 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON 
UNIVERSITY 
ELLENSBURG, WASHINGTON, 
2007 

5 

Sceince 
Direct 

Internet 
piracy 

Piracy of digital 
products: A criti-
cal review 
of the theoretical 

Piracy of digital products: A criti-
cal review 
of the theoretical literature, Martin 
Peitz, Patrick Waelbroeck, 2006 

4 
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literature 

Science 
Direct 

Internet 
piracy 

Neutralizingthepi-
racyofmotionpic-
tures: 
reengineering-
theindus-
try’ssupplychain 

Neutralizingthepiracyofmotionpic-
tures: 
reengineeringtheindus-
try’ssupplychain, David A. Cook, 
Wanli Wang, 2004 

4 

Sciece Di-
rect 

Internet 
piracy 

Onlinepi-
racy,innovation,a
ndlegitimatebusi-
nessmodels 

Onlinepi-
racy,innovation,andlegitimatebusi
nessmodels, DavidY.Choi 
a, ArturoPerez, 2007 

7 

Google Ipred is 
good 

“Därför är ipred 
bra för svenska 
artister” 

"Därför är Ipred bra för svenska 
artister", idg.se, 2 april 2009 

 

7 

Google sverige 
fildelni
ng 

Minst 1,3 miljo-
ner fildelare i Sve

rige 

Minst 1,3 miljo-
ner fildelare i Sverige, idg.se, 
2008 

7 

Google Sverige 
fildeln-
ing 

"Uppseendeväck-
ande stor fildel-
ning i Sverige" 

 

"Uppseendeväckande stor fildel-
ning i Sverige", idg.se, 2008 

 

8 

 

Data sources found in references from previous table: 

Source Reference found Rele-

vance 

Wikipedia, Ipred-lagen Ask, Beatrice (9 oktober 2008) “Lagrådsremiss 
av lagen civilrättsliga sanktioner på immaterial-
rättens område”, Justitiedepartementet 

8 

Wikipedia, ipred-lagen Riksdagen helt oenig om nedladdning 6 

Theregister, Swedish 
web traffic tumbles as 
IPRED arrives 

Netnod 10 

Wikipedia, digital me-
dia 

Elements of a Reference Model for Electronic 
Markets 
, Beat F. Schmid, Markus A. Lindemann, 

5 

Idg.se, Minst 1,3 miljo-
ner fildelare i Sverige 

http://www.scb.se/Pages/PressRelease____18717
6.aspx, 1.3 miljoner fildelare i sverige 

7 

Idg.se, "Uppseende-
väckande stor fildelning 
i Sverige" 

Symantec Report on the 

Underground Economy, 2008 

7 
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Appendix 2 – Questionairein Swedish  from previous 
study (2008) 
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Appendix 3 – Questionairein English  from previous 
study (2008) 
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Appendix 4 –Questionnaire in Swedish (2010) 
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Appendix 5 –Questionnaire in English (2010) 
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Appendix 6 – Data from prior Widriksson Et. Al. study 
Total responses 

Male Female Total 

Per Brahe 13 13 26 

Sanda 20 22 42 

John Bauer 10 4 14 

Erik Dahlberg 5 13 18 

Total 48 52 100 

Computer Knowledge 

Very Limited Limited Average Good 

Per Brahe 1 0 7 14 

Sanda 1 5 17 14 

John Bauer 0 0 3 4 

Erik Dahlberg 0 2 3 10 

Total 2 7 30 42 

% 2,00% 7,00% 30,00% 42,00% 

Fileshared 

Yes No % Yes %No 

Per Brahe 22 4 84,6% 15,4% 

Sanda 39 3 92,9% 7,1% 

John Bauer 14 0 100,0% 0,0% 

Erik Dahlberg 14 4 77,8% 22,2% 

Total 89 11 89,0% 11,0% 

Why do you file share?         

(Based on 1-5 selection with points in reverse order) Per Brahe Sanda John Bauer 
Erik Dahl-
berg 

Cheaper 86 127 44 47 

Availability 83 42 18 32 

Because I can 18 66 33 9 

Better selection 44 44 9 18 

Try the product 37 9 9 21 

Because everybody else does it 0 64 15 11 

Discover new artists 66 0 3 5 

Sell products to others 0 0 10 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 

How often? 

Music < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 3 0 14 5 

Sanda 4 14 15 6 

John Bauer 0 1 4 5 

Erik Dahlberg 1 6 3 3 

Total: 8 21 36 19 

Movies < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 14 4 3 2 

Sanda 11 16 10 1 

John Bauer 1 4 4 3 

Erik Dahlberg 4 5 1 1 

Total: 30 29 18 7 

Pictures < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 19 1 2 0 

Sanda 24 3 2 1 

John Bauer 5 3 0 1 

Erik Dahlberg 5 1 1 0 

Total: 53 8 5 2 

Apps < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 16 6 0 0 

Sanda 23 6 3 1 

John Bauer 3 2 1 3 

Erik Dahlberg 6 1 0 0 

Total: 48 15 4 4 

Games < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 20 2 0 0 

Sanda 25 4 3 0 

John Bauer 6 1 0 2 

Erik Dahlberg 6 1 0 0 

Total: 57 8 3 2 
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Other < 1 month/never 1-4 monthly 1-4 week 5+ week 

Per Brahe 19 3 0 0 

Sanda 14 3 1 0 

John Bauer 3 1 0 3 

Erik Dahlberg 3 2 0 0 

Total: 39 9 1 3 

What is your point of view on Filesharing? 

  Per Brahe Sanda John Bauer 
Erik Dahl-
berg 

Make it legal 12 21 6 4 

Benefits the artists 9 11 2 3 

End of new material 3 5 1 2 

Low Fines 4 5 0 3 

High Fines 0 0 1 1 

Jail-time 0 0 0 1 

Good way for small artists to be discovered 18 32 9 7 

Its good right now 5 7 5 3 

1 million swedes 12 16 4 3 

Other 0 1 1 0 

How do you buy music? Store/Internet MP3 Dont' buy Other 

Per Brahe 17 1 9 0 

Sanda 16 1 27 0 

John Bauer 3 2 9 0 

Erik Dahlberg 5 4 9 0 

Total 41 8 54 0 

How do you buy Movies Store/Internet MP3 Dont' buy Other 

Per Brahe 16 3 8 0 

Sanda 16 5 24 0 

John Bauer 5 3 7 0 

Erik Dahlberg 8 5 4 1 

Total 45 16 43 1 

What would you pay for a song? AVERAGE Median 

Per Brahe 
                        6,33 
SEK  5,00 SEK 

Sanda 
                        4,83 
SEK  4,00 SEK 

John Bauer 
                        8,46 
SEK  5,00 SEK 

Erik Dahlberg 
                       16,43 
SEK  10,00 SEK 

Total 
                         9,01 
SEK  

            5,00 
SEK  

What would you pay for a Movie? AVERAGE 

Per Brahe 
                      88,86 
SEK  70,00 SEK 

Sanda 
                       56,58 
SEK  50,00 SEK 

John Bauer 
                      48,46 
SEK  50,00 SEK 

Erik Dahlberg 
                     121,28 
SEK  85,00 SEK 

Total 
                      76,02 
SEK  

         50,00 
SEK  

Knowledge about Filesharing legislation TRUE FALSE 
DON'T 
KNOW % Correct 

Fileshare copyrighted material 3 77 17 77,00% 

Send a MP3 file to a friend which you have bought 31 46 20 31,00% 

Share non-copyrighted material 56 18 22 56,00% 

Sell programs with no approval from creator 6 78 13 78,00% 

Copy your own movies for private purpose 44 38 14 44,00% 
Lend out copyrighted material with benefitional 
thoughts 15 56 26 56,00% 
Download copyrighted music without permission 5 76 16 76,00% 
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Appendix 7 – additional graphs 
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Appendix 8 - Statistics 

Total number of respondents: 367     

Usable number of respondents: 365     

      

Distribution among programs %         

Program Respondents Actual Target   

Business Administration 16 4,36% 5,15%   

Building 29 7,90% 4,89%   

Electricity 35 9,54% 6,77%   

Veichle 14 3,81% 4,72%   

Hotell & Resturant 45 12,26% 3,99%   

Media 15 4,09% 4,69%   

Estetic / music 22 5,99% 6,38%   

Natural Science 69 18,80% 12,69%   

Social Science 93 25,34% 25,68%   

Technical 24 6,54% 5,76%   

Childcare  0,00% 4,04%   

Energy  0,00% 1,19%   

Woodcrafts  0,00% 3,33%   

Industrial  0,00% 2,90%   

Grocery  0,00% 0,52%   

Land management  0,00% 3,18%   

Nursing care  0,00% 4,11%   

N/A  1,40% 0,00%   

Total usable   100,0% 99,99%   

      

      

Gender       

Male 42,0%     

Female 50,7%     

      

      

IT Skill        

Very low 5 1,5%    

Low 20 6,0%    

Average 97 29,0%    

Good 159 47,6%    

Very good 53 15,9%    

N/A 33      

Total answered 334      

      

      

Ever fileshared       

Yes 90,20%     

No 8,20%     

N/A 1,70%     
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Change in behaviour since IPRED         

1 Only legal 36 9,8%   

2 More legal 112 30,5%   

3 No piracy 6 1,6%   

4 Less piracy 52 14,2%   

5 Buy instead 2 ,5%   

6 More piracy 10 2,7%   

7 Don't care 106 28,9%   

8 Other 9 2,5%   

System N/A 34 9,3%   

      

      

      

      

IPRED Risk        

High 4 1,1%    

Medium 60 16,3%    

Low 212 57,8%    

None 59 16,1%    

N/A 32 8,7%    

      

      

      

Why fileshare?       

Cheaper 632     

Better availability 652     

Because I can 101     

Better selection 200     

Try product before buy 99     

Because everyone else are doing it 18     

To discover new artists 153     

To sell to third part 11     

      

      

Filesharing of music Respondents Percentage    

Less than 1 time per month 138 42,20%    

1 - 4 times per month 115 35,17%    

1 - 4 times per week 48 14,68%    

More than 5 times per week 26 7,95%    

Missing/unuseful 40 12,23%    

Total responses 327      

      

      

Filesharing of movies Respondents Percentage    

Less than 1 per month 152 46,63%    

1 - 4 times per month 87 26,69%    

1 - 4 times per week 56 17,18%    

More than 5 times per week 31 9,51%    

Missing/unseful 40 12,27%    

Total responses 326      

      

      

Willingness to pay for services       

One song 5,05 kr     

One movie 45,07 kr     

Unlimited music/month 71,32 kr     

Ulimited movies/month 127,79 kr     
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Attitude towards filesharing Ticks Percentage of ticks Percentage of population   

Make it legal 121 17,24% 33,15%   

Benefits the artists 82 11,68% 22,47%   

End of new material 41 5,84% 11,23%   

Low fines 41 5,84% 11,23%   

High fines 9 1,28% 2,47%   

Jail time 0 0,00% 0,00%   

Good advertisment for small artists 221 31,48% 60,55%   

God as it is 62 8,83% 16,99%   

Something all Swedes do cannot be illegal 112 15,95% 30,68%   

Other 13 1,85% 3,56%   

Total 702       

      

      

How do you pay for music   Percentage    

Buy CD's 91 24,93%    

Buy digital music 24 6,58%    

Buy streaming music 22 6,03%    

Free streaming music 296 81,10%    

Do not buy music 23 6,30%    

Other 51 13,97%    

      

      

How do you pay for movies   Percentage    

Buy physical movie 99 27,12%    

Rent movies in local videostore 155 42,47%    

Stream movie 163 44,66%    

Do not buy movies 46 12,60%    

Other 76 20,82%    

      

      

Knowledge about laws True False 

Don't 

know 

Percentage 

correct 

Percentage 

correct old 

reserach 

Fileshare copyrighted material 7 318 36 87,12% 77,00% 

Send MP3 file to friend that you bought 150 144 66 41,10% 31,00% 

Fileshare non copyrighted material 224 44 91 61,37% 56,00% 

Sell copyrighted material 21 306 32 83,84% 78,00% 

Copy bought movies for private use 146 170 42 40,00% 44,00% 

Rent copyrighted media to third part 60 228 71 62,47% 56,00% 

Download copyrighted music without permission 16 298 44 81,64% 76,00% 

Watch downloaded movie without knowing 207 52 101 56,71% 44,00% 

        

Green = Correct answers           
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Attitude/view                 

(statistics from previous work from Widriksson et. Al.)             

           

What is your point of view on Filesharing?        

  Per Brahe Sanda John Bauer 

Erik Dahl-

berg  Total 

Percentage 

of ticks 

Percentage 

of popula-

tion 

Make it legal 12 21 6 4  43 19,82% 43,00% 

Benefits the artists 9 11 2 3  25 11,52% 25,00% 

End of new material 3 5 1 2  11 5,07% 11,00% 

Low Fines 4 5 0 3  12 5,53% 12,00% 

High Fines 0 0 1 1  2 0,92% 2,00% 

Jail-time 0 0 0 1  1 0,46% 1,00% 

Good way for small artists to be dis-

covered 18 32 9 7  66 30,41% 66,00% 

Its good right now 5 7 5 3  20 9,22% 20,00% 

1 million swedes 12 16 4 3  35 16,13% 35,00% 

Other 0 1 1 0  2 0,92% 2,00% 

Total           217     

 

 

  

Willingness to pay 

for unlimited music    

0 36 11,50% 

1-48 65 20,77% 

49-100 179 57,19% 

> 100 33 10,54% 

  313 67,73% 

     

Median 50   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Willingness to pay for music 

One song  Percent 

0 58 18,35% 

1 56 17,72% 

2 31 9,81% 

3 14 4,43% 

4 4 1,27% 

5 84 26,58% 

6 1 0,32% 

7 6 1,90% 

8 0 0,00% 

9 0 0,00% 

10 45 14,24% 

10> 17 5,38% 

  316   

Median 3   
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Willingness to pay for movie 

0 23 7,14% 

1-49 165 51,24% 

50-99 77 23,91% 

100-149 39 12,11% 

150-200 18 5,59% 

  322 41,61% 

 

Percentage willing to pay >18 SKr for one movie 

0-18 98 30,43%    

>18 224 69,57%     

 

From old Widriksson et. Al. Study              

Sex * 5) Music Crosstabulation    

Count    

    5) Music      

    1 
month/never 

1-4 
monthly 

1-4 
week 

5+ 
week Total      

Sex Female 4 12 19 6 52 

     

Male 4 9 17 13 48      

  8 21 36 19 114      

                   

           

           

Gender * IT Skill Crosstabulation    

Count    

    IT Skill 

Total 

   

    
Very low Low Average Good 

Very 
good    

Gender Female 2 9 60 65 8 144 

   

  Male 3 9 33 86 40 171    

Total   5 20 97 159 53 334    

           

           

Gender * IT Skill Crosstabulation    

Count    

    IT Skill 

Total 

   

    
Very low Low Average Good 

Very 
good    

Gender Female 1,39% 6,25% 41,67% ##### 5,56% 144 

   

  Male 2,08% 6,25% 22,92% ##### 27,78% 171    

Total   5 20 97 159 53 334    
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Class * IT Skill Crosstabulation    

Count    

    IT Skill 

Total 

   

    
Very low Low Average Good 

Very 
good    

Class Business 
Administration 

0 1 8 7 0 16 

   

  
Building 0 2 7 14 4 27 

   

  
Electricity 1 2 4 17 5 29 

   

  
Veichle 1 1 2 4 4 12 

   

  

Hotell & Res-
turant 

0 4 16 20 2 42 

   

  Media 0 0 6 6 3 15    

  

Estetic / mu-
sic 

2 1 8 8 3 22 

   

  

Natural Sci-
ence 

0 3 19 27 15 64 

   

  

Social Sci-
ence 

1 6 25 40 9 81 

   

  
Technical 0 0 1 15 7 23 

   

    5 20 97 159 53 334    

Total           

           

Class * IT Skill Crosstabulation percentage    

Count    

    IT Skill 

Total 

   

    
Very low Low 

Avera-
ge Good 

Very 
good    

Class Business 
Administration 

0,00% 6,25% 50,00% ##### 0,00% 16 

   

  
Building 0,00% 7,41% 0,00% ##### 14,81% 27 

   

  
Electricity 3,45% 6,90% 13,79% ##### 17,24% 29 

   

  
Veichle 8,33% 8,33% 16,67% ##### 33,33% 12 

   

  

Hotell & Res-
turant 

0,00% 9,52% 38,10% ##### 4,76% 42 

   

  Media 0,00% 0,00% 40,00% ##### 20,00% 15    
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Estetic / mu-
sic 

9,09% 4,55% 36,36% ##### 13,64% 22 

   

  

Natural Sci-
ence 

0,00% 4,69% 29,69% ##### 23,44% 64 

   

  

Social Sci-
ence 

1,23% 7,41% 30,86% ##### 11,11% 81 

   

  
Technical 0,00% 0,00% 4,35% ##### 30,43% 23 

   

    5 20 97 159 53 334    

Total           

           

           

           

Crosstab     

Count     

    Often Music 

Total 

    

    

Less than 1 
1 - 4 times 
per month 

1 - 4 ti-
mes per 

week 

More 
than 5 
times 
per 

week     

Gender Female 62 44 19 6 131 

    

  Male 66 64 27 16 173     

Total   138 115 48 26 327     

           

Crosstab     

Count     

    Often Music 

Total 

    

    

Less than 1 
1 - 4 times 
per month 

1 - 4 ti-
mes per 

week 

More 
than 5 
times 
per 

week     

Gender Female 47,33% 33,59% 14,50% 4,58% 131 

    

  Male 38,15% 36,99% 15,61% 9,25% 173     

Total   0 0 0 0 327     

           

           

           

Crosstab    

Count    

    Often Movies 

Total 

   

    

Less than 1 
1 - 4 times 
per month 

1 - 4 ti-
mes per 

week 

More 
than 5 
times 
per 

week 5    

Gender Female 62,50% 22,66% 12,50% 2,34% 0,00% 128 

   

  Male 35,43% 30,29% 20,57% ##### 0,57% 175    

    46,48% 26,61% 17,13% 9,48% 0,31% 327    

Total           



 Appendix 

 
73

 

 

           

           

Gender * Share Less Crosstabulation 

Count 

    Share Less 

Total 

    

Only legal More legal 
No pira-

cy 
Less 

piracy 
Buy in-
stead 

More 
piracy 

Don't 
care Other 

Gender   2 4 0 4 0 1 12 0 23 

Female 19 50 4 17 1 1 30 8 130 

Male 15 57 2 31 1 8 64 1 179 

xx 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 36 112 6 52 2 10 106 9 333 

           

           

Gender * Share Less Crosstabulation 

Count 

    Share Less 

Total 

    

Only legal More legal 
No pira-

cy 
Less 

piracy 
Buy in-
stead 

More 
piracy 

Don't 
care Other 

Gender Female 14,62% 38,46% 3,08% ##### 0,77% 0,77% 23,08% 6,15% 130 

  Male 8,38% 31,84% 1,12% ##### 0,56% 4,47% 35,75% 0,56% 179 

Total   36 112 6 52 2 10 106 9 333 

           

           

IPRED Risk * Share Less Crosstabulation 

Count 

    Share Less 

Total 

    

Only legal More legal 
No pira-

cy 
Less 

piracy 
Buy in-
stead 

More 
piracy 

Don't 
care Other 

IPRED Risk High 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 

Medium 10 24 2 8 0 0 11 4 59 

Low 23 73 3 35 1 8 63 4 210 

None 3 14 0 7 1 2 28 1 56 

Total 36 112 6 51 2 10 103 9 329 
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Crosstab     

Count     

    Often Music 

Total 

    

    

None or < 1  
per month 

1 - 4 times 
per month 

1 - 4 ti-
mes per 

week 

More 
than 5 
times 
per 

week     

IPRED Risk High 50,00% 50,00% 0,00% 0,00% 4     

Medium 38,60% 38,60% 15,79% 7,02% 57 

    

Low 44,39% 35,12% 12,68% 7,80% 205     

None 37,50% 32,14% 21,43% 8,93% 56     

Total 42,24% 35,40% 14,60% 7,76% 322     

           

           

           

Crosstab     

Count     

    Often Movies 

Total 

    

    

None or < 1 
per month 

1 - 4 times 
per month 

1 - 4 ti-
mes per 

week 

More 
than 5 
times 
per 

week     

IPRED Risk High 50,00% 25,00% 25,00% 0,00% 4     

Medium 63,16% 19,30% 14,04% 3,51% 57 

    

Low 45,37% 29,76% 16,10% 8,78% 205     

None 33,93% 23,21% 23,21% ##### 56     

Total 46,58% 26,71% 17,08% 9,63% 322     

           

           

           

Crosstab       

Count       

    Do not buy music 

Total 

      

    N/A Yes       

Share Less Only legal 35 1 36 

      

More legal 108 4 112 

      

No piracy 6 0 6 

      

Less piracy 50 2 52 

      

Buy instead 2 0 2 

      

More piracy 8 2 10 

      

Don't care 93 13 106 
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Other 8 1 9       

Total 310 23 333       

 

 

 

           

           

Crosstab       

Count       

    Do not buy movies 

Total 

      

    N/A Yes       

Share Less Only legal 33 3 36 

      

More legal 101 11 112 

      

No piracy 6 0 6 

      

Less piracy 49 3 52 

      

Buy instead 2 0 2 

      

More piracy 5 5 10 

      

Don't care 83 23 106 

      

Other 8 1 9       

Total 287 46 333       
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