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Abstract  
 

The study defines the background, the scope, and proposes a set of measures for a 

European music export strategy. Following the analysis of the main characteristics of the 

music sector in the European Union, this report takes stock of the main obstacles, 

challenges and opportun ities faced by European music when crossing borders and shows 

that Anglo -American repertoire appears to be more successful in this context than music 

from the rest of Europe. The study subsequently describes the strengths and challenges of 

European music e xport strategies, based on the results of a survey circulated to national 

and regional organisations specialised in the export of music. The study then focuses in 

particular on four key international territories (United States, Canada, South Africa and 

China). Building on this stocktaking exercise, a ñEuropean music export strategyò is 

described, through a set of objectives, target groups and measures, including innovative 

funding schemes and policy approaches, reflecting the need to include music sector 

st akeholders and policymakers both at national and European level. A proposal for the 

articulation and the implementation of the European music export strategy is formulated, 

with key expected results in terms of market structuration, policy developments, da ta 

collection and cross -border circulation of European music.  
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Introduction  

EU policy context for the music sector  

Among the cultural and creative sectors (CCS), the music sector is the third largest 

employer, with 1,168,000 employees. The music industry generates revenues of more than 

EUR 25 billion 1.  

The music industry is driven by technology changes. Of all the CCS, it has suffered most 

from the digital revolution, being hit by digital piracy, the reduction of physical sales (away 

from highly profitabl e retail stores), the development of new distribution channels with 

different monetisation logics (Apple -  iTunes setting the precedent by setting prices of 

downloads independently of the industry). This industry disruption is driven by new 

powerful digita l players, the development of new business models and new consumption 

patterns with the instant availability of music on mobile devices and, most specifically, the 

rise of music streaming.  

The global music market achieved a key milestone in 2015, as digit al became the primary 

revenue stream for recorded music, overtaking sales of physical format. 2  Digital revenues, 

i.e. the revenues from streaming and music download now account for 49% of total 

revenues compared to 26% for physical sales. Performance righ ts revenues to producers 

and artists represents 23% and revenue from sy nchronisation (i.e. the revenue for the 

licensing of music to advertising or video games) 1.7% of the remaining revenues. 3  

This milestone for the music sector goes hand - in -hand with a growing recognition of the 

music sector in EU policy making on culture . The Commission (DG EAC) notably decided to 

hold a series of working level meetings with representatives of music organisations at 

European level (Ancienne Belgique music working groups ) , between December 2015 and 

June 2016. These roundtables, as well as panels and workshops organised by DG EAC at 

key music conferences such as MIDEM in Cannes , Eurosonic in  Groningen  and the 

Reeperbahn Festival in Hamburg, brought together dozens of repre sentative sectorial 

organisations and key thought leaders in the music community. 4 This was taken up by the 

European Parliament, and in April 2017, a bipartisan and cross -committee group of 

Members of the European Parliament submitted a proposal for a Prep aratory action, called 

Music Moves Europe, to be included in the EU budget.  

 

This Preparatory action targets four main objectives that have been unveiled at a Music 

Moves Europe Conference by Commissioner Navracsics:  

Á ñTo develop a better understanding of the market trends and to propose 

sustainable mechanisms on how to monitor them, as well as to identify 

funding needs of the music sector,  

Á To identify innovative and sustainable distribution models that would 

support European music diversity,  

Á To promote th e cross - border mobility of artists through different cross -

sectorial training schemes which are bridging industry silos and addressing 

the most relevant gaps in knowledge of the sector, and  

                                           
1 Ernst & Young, Creating Growth. Measuring cultural and creative markets in the EU, December 2014, based on 
2013 figures. More recent data exists but is based on NACE codes, so it includes only labels and some music 
publishers. As this excludes a significa nt part of the music sector, we do not use those more recent mappings.  
2 IFPI Global Music Report 2016  
3 IFPI Global Music Report 2019  
4 ñAB Music Working Group Reportò, European Commission, 2016 
 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative -europe/sites/creative -europe/files/ab -music -working -group_en.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/sites/creative-europe/files/ab-music-working-group_en.pdf
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Á To develop a strategic approach for the promotion of European musi c on 

the international market.ò5 The present study refers to this particular point.  

 

Building on the efforts displayed by the Commission (DG EAC), the European Parliament 

and the European music sector, the proposal for the new ñCreative Europeò Programme 

also includes, for the first time, a ñsectorial actionò for the music sector, which aims at 

ñpromoting diversity, creativity and innovation in the field of music, in particular the 

distribution of musical repertoire in Europe and beyond, training actions a nd audience 

development for European repertoire, as well as support for data gathering and 

analysisò6.  

 

 ñMusic Moves Europe (MME) ò as an EU initiative relies on four pillars: 7 

Á Funding: programme funding for music under Creative Europe (cooperation 

projects, networks, platforms), additional funding provided under the Preparatory 

action on music (PA) to test suitable actions for a future sector -specific approach 

on music.  These actions hav e been implemented through calls for proposals or calls 

for tenders.  I n the first year of the PA (2018)  several projects were funded on 

ñOnline and offline distribution ò as well as on ñTraining scheme for young music 

professionalsò. In t he second year  of the PA (2019) several calls on topics 

concerning a large part of the sector  were announced , e.g.  the live music sector ,  

via an open call for projects for the cooperation of grassroots venues .  

Á Policy: The Member States in the Council of the European Un ion decided that music  

should be part of their cooperation on culture at EU level. The aim is to identify 

transferable best practices and to discuss suitable policy measures at European and 

national level concerning the diversity and the competitiveness of  the music sector.  

Á Legislation: Music Moves Europe also aims to ensure that the interests of the sector 

are reflected in other policy fields where the EU has legislative powers , just as  the 

Directive on copyright in the digital single market adopted in spr ing 2019 did . 

Á Dialogue: Since the AB m usic working group s, the Commission started to attend 

European showcases and festivals to exchange information with the music sector. 

This dialogue is now framed  as a ñstructured dialogue with the sectorò under  Music 

Moves Europe that started in May 2019. The first meeting focussed on the future of 

music media; the challenges for live music; access to capital for the music sector 

and the new EU Copyright Directive.  

 

In th e context  of Music Moves Europe , music ex port is one of the key actions when 

developing a European sectorial approach on music . Music export is at the crossroads of 

several EU policy objectives , and notably the New European Agenda for Culture of 2018 8 

which aims to promote the cultural dimension of the EU and to address a series of key 

societal and economic challenges via more integrated cultural policies. The New Agenda 

includes t hree objectives for policy making on culture at EU level which are intrinsically 

linked to music export activities:  

                                           
5ñMusic Moves Europeò, European Commission, 2017 
 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative -europe/actions/music -moves -europe_en   
6 ñProposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL Establishing the Creative 
Europe programme ( 2021 to 2027) and repealing Regulation (EU) No 1295/2013ò, European Commission 2018  
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/b eta -political/files/budget -may2018 -establishing -creative -europe -
annex_en.pdf   
7  https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative -europe/actions/music -moves -europe_en   
8 https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/commission_communication_ -
_a_new_european_agenda_for_culture_2018.pdf   

https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/actions/music-moves-europe_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/budget-may2018-establishing-creative-europe-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/budget-may2018-establishing-creative-europe-annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/actions/music-moves-europe_en
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/commission_communication_-_a_new_european_agenda_for_culture_2018.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/culture/sites/culture/files/commission_communication_-_a_new_european_agenda_for_culture_2018.pdf
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Á Economic: support the CCS by facilitating mobility for cultural operators, by 

reinforcing the Creative Europe Guarantee Facility, by developing skills and by 

encouraging innovation;  

Á External relations: increase cooperation with international institutions such as 

UNESCO, Cultural Institutes, following the joint EC -EEAS ñTowards an EU strategy 

for international cultural relations ò. 

Á Social dimension :  harnessing the power of culture and cultural diversity for social 

cohesion and well -being , notably through music, as ñone of the means of 

communicati ng across language barriers".  

 

In addition , other policy documents set out a vision for the international dimension of 

cultural polic y-making a t EU level , in which music export can play an important role:  

Á The 2016 Joint Communication from the European Commission and the High 

Representative ñTowards an EU strategy for international cultural relationsò, which 

sets out the first strategy and roadma p for key actions of the EU in external cultural 

relations. 9 The mission letter of  the new  Commissioner  in charge of culture, Mariya 

Gabriel , also clearly mentions the importance of  fostering international cultural 

cooperation. 10  

Á The 2019 Council Conclusions on an EU strategic approach to international cultural 

relations and a framework for action, which sets out some key international actions 

for EU Member States and the Commission. 11  

 

Music export creates an opportunity to strengthen the two main pillars of the European 

Unionôs objectives in the field of culture: fostering cultural diversity and reinforcing 

economic collaboration between cultural operators. Music export is also an ideal vehicle to 

deliver on the European single market, through the creation of incentives for intra -

European circulation of artists, professionals, audiences and repertoire.  

However, there is currently no consolidated approach or strategy in the EU for promoting 

European music internationally. This project therefore aims to address this gap by 

developing a European Music Export Strategy.  

 

 

Objectives and structure  

This project aims to develop a European Music Export Strategy that promotes Europeôs 

music diversity and talent beyond European borders and that enhances the 

competitiveness of Europeôs music sector on the international market. The study also takes 

stock of existing national strategies for music export and complement s existing initiatives 

(including those co - funded by the EU) to encourage the cross -border circulat ion of 

emerging talents and repertoire within and beyond Europe , and test ideas for promoting 

music export in the future, including through Creative Europe . The main objectives of the 

project are encapsulated in the table below:  

 

                                           
9 https://ec.europa.eu/culture/policies/strategic - framework/strategy - international -cultural - relations_en   
10  https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta -political/files/mission - letter -mariya -gabriel -2019_en.pdf   
11https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/culture/60750/eu -adopts -strategic -approach - international -cultural - relations_en   

https://ec.europa.eu/culture/policies/strategic-framework/strategy-international-cultural-relations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/mission-letter-mariya-gabriel-2019_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/culture/60750/eu-adopts-strategic-approach-international-cultural-relations_en
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Table 1: objectives of the study  

Objective  

Á Provide an evidence - based study for a 

European Music Export Strategy that promotes 

Europeôs music diversity and talent beyond 

European borders and that enhances the 

competitiveness of Europeôs music sector on 

the international market.  

Sub - objectives  

Á Identify and analyse the key success factors of 

existing national strategies for music export and 

complement existing initiatives (including those co -

funded by the EU) to encourage the cross -border 

circulation of emerging talents and repertoire within 

and beyond Europe;  

Á Examine relevant features of some of the most 

important international music markets (the USA, 

Canada, China, and South Africa) in light of 

prevalence of and entry options for European music 

repertoire, as well as the limiting factors in this 

regard;  

Á Analyse the main challenges and bottlenecks for 

music exports (within and beyond Europe) and 

identify measures to address these;  

Á Assess differences between EU countries regarding 

the facilitation of cross -border mobility in the music 

sector within Europe;  

Á Map existing elements and measures, that would 

facilitate and promote the access of European music 

to the global market, including recommendations for 

action at the national and EU level;  

Á Test ideas for promoting music export in the future, 

including through Creative Europe.  

 
 
This study is composed of two core components:  

1)  A stocktaking exercise, which presents the main barriers to music export, and 

analyse the main export initiatives. It also presents key data available on music 

export.  

2)  The European Music Export Strategy, which sets out a vision and action plan for a 

thriving European music sect or  internationally.  

The annexes of this report include more comprehensive market reports for Canada, China, 

South Africa and the USA, while a summary analysis is included in the stocktaking exercise.  
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A. Stocktaking exercise ï preliminary analysis  
 

This section intends to give conceptual and contextual information about music export in 

Europe. As a first step , it presents  a conceptualisation and definition of music export and 

presents consequently the actors involved.  I n a second step , it presents  some key facts 

and figures about the European music industry  in order to define  the environment these 

actors are evolving in . I t  then focuses on the legal and policy framework to identify key 

regulatory challenges for issues around music export  and , finally , it assesses the current 

level of circulation of European music repertoires and artists across Europe, based on the 

currently available data on music export.  

 

1. European m usic export   

1 .1  Definition  

Music creation and consumption is to a considerable d egree international , meaning  that 

much of the music composed, performed, recorded and released in one country also finds 

its way across borders to other countries, regions and continents -  even more so with the 

advent of Internet and music streaming platfo rms. This is an important driver of cultural 

diversity everywhere and cultural exchanges within Europe are especially valuable. 

Additionally , the movement of music (including its creators and audiences) across borders 

also generates a set of important revenue streams for national music industries: the latter 

is what is meant when talking about music export.   

As music can be disseminated and c onsumed in many ways, it therefore generates many 

kinds of revenues, both local and export driven. When artists tour and perform concerts 

abroad , they get performance fees that are an important export revenue stream. These 

concerts also generate royalties,  thus producing music publishing export revenues. When 

music recordings get distributed either physically and sold in units at stores, or digitally 

and consumed in streaming platforms outside of a given country, these generate recorded 

music export revenue s. Furthermore, streaming also generates royalties.  

 

Music export , as defined  in this report, happens when artists and their representative 

professional teams and music companies gather revenue  by selling their music in various 

forms outside  of their nati onal borders. The main music export revenue streams are:  

Á performance fees for festivals and concerts (+ eventually merchandising)  

Á royalties generated by live music performances, broadcasting of music in radio, 

streaming platforms, television  etc.  

Á recorded  music revenues, from physical sales  and digital revenues  

Furthermore, music export revenues can also come from sync fees ( synchronizing  or 

licensing music to various audiovisual media formats), branding and other collaborative 

campaigns and deals, where a rtists can charge fees for their personality brands.  

While international visitors com ing  to local music festivals, contributing to cultural tourism 

and certainly adding to music sector revenues  could also be considered as a form of export , 

this  has not be en included in any analyses done within this research. Therefore, when 

referring to  music export, this report focuses on artists and repertoire crossing borders and 

the revenue streams thus generated.  
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1 .2  Subsectors and actors involved  

While it can be argued that it is always and only the artists and creators that are at the 

heart of all value created in the music sector, a complex value chain  of service providers 

and intermediaries, including managers, agents, music publishers, record producers, 

specia lised PR and media professionals  are required , in an even more complex music 

sector ecosystem ,  to enable the music industry  to function  as a whole.  

Hence, a key feature of music export is that it is not an autonomous or stand -alone 

economic, social or artistic activity. Unlike other inherent fields of activity composing the 

European music ecosystem (such as music education or distribution of online co ntent, for 

example), the activity of exporting music exists only through its capacity to bring together 

the three main music industry sub -sectors and operators behind the goal of growing the 

markets available to each sub -sector.  

 

The main  sub -sectors  of the music industry  are:  

Á Music Publishing  

Á Recorded Music  

Á Live Music  

 

These three sub -sectors drive the industry, but not always with a common goal. They push 

and pull at each other, in a dynamic relationship , that means they are sometimes aligned 

and at  other times at odds over everything from legislation to revenue splits.  

They gather a variety of actors  who all play a role in music export . The key actors of the 

music industryôs value chain are artists and creators, professionals with various kinds of 

music sector competences and music companies. Their core capacity is the ability to create, 

market, disseminate and sell their music in all its forms, both locally and internationally 

(should they wish to do so). All these key actors  are displayed in the p icture below . 
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Figure 1: Overview of the different actors of the Music Market ecosystem involved in export activities  

 
Source:  EMEE 
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The above figure attempts  to sum -up the music sector ecosystem, pointing out for each of 

the three  sub -sectors (publishing / creation, recorded music and live music) the actors 

involved, the source of revenue s generated by the stakeholders and the international and 

European networ ks and organi sations involved for each sector.  

Music export as a cross -border business activity requires further knowledge  about 

different markets, networks of professionals  to access these markets and investment  

to build one's profile and market presence .  

1 .3  How to assess European music  export capacity?  

 

In order to efficiently promote, sell and distribute musical repertoire beyond any given 

national border, it is necessary to bring on board all stakeholders of the music sector: 

artists, producers, promoters, labels, publishers, festivals and concert halls, rights 

management companies, logistics companies, but also public authorities  and  online and 

offline distribution companies.  

 

Therefore, it can be argued that music export capacity of a national (or regional) music 

sector depends on whether and to what degree these key factors  are present in a given 

country:  

 

¶ Artists have sufficient knowledge and access to training and education regarding how 

to develop their careers (starting as Do - I t -Yourself);  

¶ There are enough professionals and music companies able to support artists in their 

career further along  the development path;  

¶ There are sufficient training and education, career and strategic mentoring, business 

development advice etc . resour ces available to artists, professionals and music 

companies ;  

¶ Artists, professionals and music companies have access to relevant funding to support 

their (export) development;  

¶ Music sector organisations (such as music export offices and other support 

organi sations ) receive  sufficient resource s from  both government and music sector to 

offer all or at least some of the above -mentioned services to the music sector;  

¶ Collecting societies are working efficiently and effectively;  

¶ Government level music and more gen erally CC S policies are well aligned with the 

music sector development needs.  

 

In order to foster the growth  and development  of music export capacity in any European 

country, region or on a European level altogether, all levels of the multi - layered music 

sector ecosystem need to be strategically aligned and working together. Music export 

capacity of artists, professionals and music companies depends heavily on  the  local music 

sector ecosystem and its level of development, such as access to  education, traini ng, 

support, availability of funding, access to international professional networks, well -

functioning CMOs, supportive governmental policies etc.  

 

If the national context in which these actors are evolving is crucial, it is also necessary to 

gather some co ntextual information in order to take stock of the landscape in which music 

export takes place at the European level.  

 

This information  is presented in the following chapter.  
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Key takeaways  

Á Music export is defined as the revenue sources of the European music sector 

stakeholders outside of their national borders . It means that music export 

encompasses both the circulation of music within Europe as well as outside 

Europe.  

Á Music export relies  on a mult iplicity of possible revenue streams (e.g. 

performance fees for festivals and concerts , authorôs right (royalties generated 

by live music performances , or by broadcasting ), merchandising, physical sales,  

digital revenues,  synchronisation for advertising or  cinema, personal brandingé 

Á Music export is  carried out  by artists and the professionals and music companies 

working with them. All other stakeholders are playing a  supportive, 

developmental role, except collecting societies that are part of the actual business 

structure, channelling  revenue. Music Export Offices are key players in this 

activity.  

Á Music export capacity  (of artists and music companies ) depends heavily on the 

local music sector ecosystem and its level of development (is there education, 

training, support, funding available, access to international professional 

networks, well - functioning CMOs, supportive governmental policies etc .).  
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2. The European m usic m arket  

2 .1  Music is more and more produced and consumed across the EU  

Music consumption is on the rise across Europe and the European music industry revenues 

are growing, led by growth in streaming and live revenues. This growth trend is expected 

to c ontinue, as shown by recent prospective studies by Goldman Sachs on  the future of 

the music industry . These  indicate that the industry could almost double by  2030. This 

growth will be due , first of all ,  to a very important increase in streaming revenue 

(+9 07.1%) and in live revenue (+72.2%).  

 
  Table 2: Prospective evolution of the music market revenues 2015 -2030  

 2015  

(in EUR billion)  

2030  

(in EUR billion)  
Evolution  

Recorded Music  20.23  47.86  136.50%  

Streaming  1.19  11.99  907.10%  

Physical  2.47  0.60  -75.90%  

Live  21.00  88.32  320%  

Publishing  4.59  7.91  72.20%  

Radio  25.08  20.23  -19.30%  

TOTAL  45.82  88.32  92.70%  
      Source: Goldman Sachs Research (2016) Music in the Air, Stairway to heaven & Goldman Sachs (2016)   

                    Music in the Air , Paint it Black. USD to EUR conversion rate = 0.85  

I t is , however,  also apparent that this growth, led by streaming, will grow less where the 

digital market usage is already at high levels, such as in the Nordic countri es. On the other 

hand, a market like Portugal ( only 74% of the population online) can expect more growth 

as can countries like Slovenia where Spotify has not yet even started its operations.  

An analysis of the music revenue per capita shows that the EU 28  recorded music market 

is clearly divided between northern European countries, where spending per inhabitant is 

significantly higher than in other countries. The first category, which includes the leading 

10 countries, represents 82.9% of the music revenue per capita within the EU 28 , whereas 

the other 11 countries represent only 17.11% of it. This repartition is biased by different 

economic factors, i.e. the spending power but it is useful to show the general trends in 

terms of European markets structures. The recorded music market of the EU 28  is hence 

not only driven by France, Germany and the UK but comparatively also by northern EU 

countries ( from Denmark to  Belgium in the figure below). They represent together 86% of 

the total recorded music market of the EU.  

 
Figure 2: Recorded m usic revenue per capita in EUR (2017)  

Source: IFPI (2018), own calculations
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2 .2  European m usic sub - sector analysis  

 

i. Recorded Music sector  

The Recorded Music sector currently has 3 major labels :  Universal, SONY and Warner. The 

major label market is currently structured into conglomerates : Universal Music Group is 

owned by Vivendi, Sony Music Enter tainment is a division of Sony Corp., and Warner Music 

Group is part of Len Blavatnik's Access Industries. It is worth noting  that two out of three 

of these labels are non -European, and Universalôs parent company Vivendi is trying to sell 

up to 50% of the company, with reports that between 10% to 20% will be bought by 

Tencent, one of the largest  Chinese tech companies. 12  

It is also composed by the Independent sector, independent music companies  which  

usually owned by the founder(s). It is the fastest growing  sector of the recorded music 

industry according to the WINTEL report 13 . Independent labels grew from USD 6.2bn in 

2016 to USD 6.9bn in 2017, which represents a  growth of 11.3% year -on -year. 

Independent labels  outperformed the overall music market, which grew by 10.2% last 

year. Independents also increased their total market share to 39.9% in 2017. 14  It can be 

explained by a dynamic activity  in terms of production : 80% of the European new releases 

are  made by  independent  labels,  according to IMPALA.  

Considering only the EU 28  recorded music market, it is the second market worldwide (with 

EUR 4688.74 million) after the USA (EUR 5265.33 million) and before Japan (with EUR 

2427.48 million) , according to IFPI  data . 

The European Music market is on the rise, with strong growth observed over the past few 

years, as shown in the figure below.  

 
Figure 3: Recorded m usic revenues in Europe (in EUR million)  

Source: own calculations based on IFPI dat a 

 

                                           
12  Source: Forbes :  https://www.forbes.com/sites/samshead/2019/08/06/tencent - in - talks - to -buy -10 -of -
universal - from -vivendi - fo r-33 -billion/#61898f5cabd7  
13  Source:  WINTEL 2018  http://winformusic.org/files/WINTEL%202018/WINTEL%202018.pdf   
14  Ibid.  
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http://winformusic.org/files/WINTEL%202018/WINTEL%202018.pdf
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The growth of the EU- 28  recorded music market is very encouraging as it has been  

increasing since 2013 (from 2% to 4% growth in 2016 and 2017). A recently - released IFPI 

report however shows that this growth slowed down in 2018: only 0.1% for the recorded 

music market due to a decline in performance rights ( -6.7%), and the continuous decline 

of physical revenues and digital downloads (respectively ï19.4% and ï24.3%). 

Importantly, a sharp decline in  revenues is observed in Germany ( -9.9%), which means 

the UK is now the leading market in Europe in terms of recorded revenues. If we take into 

account that streaming is driving the growth in other markets, then it follows that 

streaming is now growing mor e slowly in Europe than in other parts of the world. In  

comparison, the global recorded music market growth reached 9.7% on the same period, 

partially because other parts of the world have more room to grow in terms of digital 

penetration, internet usage, and premium streaming service adoption ï which is already 

mature  in many European territories, especially Sweden and the Nordic markets.  

In 2017 , the EU-28  recorded market revenue was around EUR 4.7 billion. Streaming 

represented the main revenue source fo llowed closely by physical  sales revenues  that are 

still strong. However, total digital revenues ( streaming + downloads) amounted to 41% of 

the total revenue streams.  

 

A more detailed overview by revenue segment for DE, UK, FR is presented hereafter.  

 
Tabl e 3: Detailed overview of DE, UK and FR Recorded Music Revenues by segment 2017 (in EUR 
million) and share within the EU 28  Recorded Music Revenues  

  
Total trade 

value  
Physical  

Other 

Digital  
Streaming  

Perform ance  

rights  

Synchro -

nisation  

Germany  1,177.7  505.97  103.69  316.04  240.57  11.39  

UK  1,166.52  355.73  134.3  445.53  204.7  26.25  

France  823.43  299.49  42.19  239.94  219.65  22.16  

Total 

DE+UK+FR  
3,167.65  1,161.19  280.18  1,001.51  664.92  59.8  

% of EU 28  

recorded music 
revenues  

67.56%  74.84%  80.21%  61.97%  65.86%  77.67%  

Source:  own calculations based on IFPI Global Music Report 2018 and 2019.  

 

The EU -28 recorded music market revenue totalled  EUR 4688.74 million and represented 

30 .45% of the global recorded music market revenue (EUR 15971.1 million). It is the 

second largest music market after the USA. It seems that the rise of streaming in other 

parts of the world (mainly China, and South  America) is fostering a faster growth, which 

stresses the importance of exporting music fro m the EU-28  music market to those foreign 

markets.  

Looking at revenues by sub -sector, the recorded music sector relies on neighbo uring  rights 

and , of course , streaming and physical sales revenues. In many European markets, 

neighbo uring  rights are the top  revenue source for labels: it is the case for Portugal (43%) , 

Austria (43%) , Baltics (42%) , Bulgaria (62%) , Croatia (77%) , Czech Republic (44%) , 

Greece (41%) , Hungary (52%) , and  Slovakia (46%).  

Apart from larger European markets like the UK, France and Germany, where the local 

major companies still sign and invest in local talent, in most European countries, majors 

build a great er  part of their revenues by distributing American music in Europe. Local 

independent labels on their side generally have a clea r interest in export ing  rather than 

import ing .15  

                                           
15  Sources: IFPI, IMPALA, WIN websites  
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It is worth noting that 10 years ago, IMPALA set up MERLIN to license the independent 

sectorôs streaming rights. MERLIN has posted record revenues for its members in its 2019 

report 16  all the while proving th at several European labels (ex. one traditional Italian label) 

are now faring better export -wise, with the US becoming their no. 1 market in the digital 

era, whereas before their no. 1 market was domestic. Independent music currently 

accounts for between 3 0% and 39 .9% of the global market share and rising, depending 

on sources. 17  

 

It is interesting here to highlight  the emerg ence  of direct artists (also called DIY artists), 

included in the independ ent market share, with a 3% share of total recorded music mar ket, 

as pointed out by MIDIA research .18  

 
          Figure 4: Global recorded music market shares, label trade revenues Fiscal Year 2018  

 
              Source:  Midia Research  

 

ii . Music Publishing sector  

The Music Publishing sector  is responsible for ensuring th at  songwriters and composers 

receive payment when their compositions are used commercially (in the media, on 

streaming platforms and other usage); publishers are in charge of the authors and 

composersô copyrights, collecting royalties for the song composition . There are three major 

publishing companies: SONY/ATV is now the biggest, having acquired EMI Publishing; then 

comes Universal and Warner -Chappell. There are several large multinational independents 

such as Peer Music, including in Europe where  several large independent music publishing 

companies  are based , like Budde and Schubert to name a few .  

An important trend is the intensification of partnerships between collective management 

organisations and large publishing allia nces. In particular, SACEM is acting as the back -

office for the new IMPEL initiative 19  for digital rights . IMPEL will also have the option to 

participate in multi - territory digital licensing deals negotiated by SACEM on behalf of its 

member and other client s. Similar deals have been signed between SACEM and other 

publishers such as Music Sales Group, PEN Music and The Music Goes Round Publishing , 

These deals indicate that  several independent publishers may soon pull their mandates 

from older -model rights soc ieties, switching to a new digitally up - to -date system  (e.g. 

Urights in the case of SACEM) .  

                                           
16  Source: http://www.merlinnetwork.org/news/post/merlin - reveals - record - revenue -distributions - in -new -2019 -
membership - report  
17  Source: WINTEL report 2018  
18  https://www.midiaresearch.com/blog/2018 -global - label -market -share -stream -engine/   
19  IMPEL is a grouping of independent music publishers th at coordinates direct digital licensing deals for its 
members.  

31%

21%

18%

18%

3%

Universal Music

Sony Music

Warner Music

Independents

Artists Direct

http://www.merlinnetwork.org/news/post/merlin-reveals-record-revenue-distributions-in-new-2019-membership-report
http://www.merlinnetwork.org/news/post/merlin-reveals-record-revenue-distributions-in-new-2019-membership-report
https://www.midiaresearch.com/blog/2018-global-label-market-share-stream-engine/


 

15  
 

In this sub -sector, the market share between major companies and independent publishers 

is more balanced than in recording, according to the lat est  Music & Copyrig ht figures :  

Table 4: Music publishing companies, revenue market shares, 2017 and 2018  

 2017  (in %)  2018  (in %)  Change (in %)  

Sony  27.3  26.0  -4.8  

UMPG 19.5  20.2  3.6  

Warner Chappell  12.0  12.3  2.5  

Independents  41.2  41.4  0.5  
Note:  Sonyôs share includes revenue from Sony/ATV, Sony Music Publishing Japan and EMI MP 

Source:  Music & Copyright 20  

The backbone of music publishing has always been the ñback-endò royalties collected and 

paid via the collective rights societies; however, syn ch has recently come to the fore as 

the ñcreativeò departments of music publishers grow in importance.21  

It is important to underline here the European domination in copyrights collection . Europe 

is with EUR 5,438  million , the largest region for copyright c ollections, followed by 

Canada/USA  (EUR 2,176  million ), Asia/Pacific (EUR 1,430  million ) Latin America (EUR 525  

million ) and Africa (EUR 78  million ).  

 
Figure 5: Share of copyrights collection by region  

 
Source: Cisac , Global Collections Report 2018  

 

iii . Live music sector  

The last sub -sector is the live music market. Their revenue mainly comes from ticket sales. 

Not to be outdone, certain European concert promoters and venues have also invented 

their own type of neigh bouring  right -  at least in Germany 22  where the German Association 

of Concert Promoters (BDV) lobbied to set up a new collecting rights society for promoters.  

The live sector is made up of a complex ecosystem of players including venues, festivals, 

promote rs, agents, as well as the surrounding service economy from ticketing companies, 

PR firms, to the obvious economic benefits it brings by way of cultural tourism.  

Available data are rare, but Statista has ranked European live music markets based on 

estimate d market value from 2018 to 2023** (in USD million) that shows a global 

European live market for 2018 of  EUR 7,658  million .23  

However, it is also arguably the hardest sub -sector to map out in terms of cross -border 

economies generated in Europe, a quick look demonstrates easily  that UK acts -  and 

                                           
20  https://musicandcopyright.wordpress.com/2019/05 /08/global - recorded -music -and -music -publishing -market -
share - results - for -2018/  
21  Cisac, Global Collection Report  
22  http://www.musiclawupdates.com/?p=7164  
23  https://www.statista.com/statistics/687692/top - live -music -markets - in -europe/  
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therefore the English language -  dominate the European panorama. Sometimes Belgium, 

Sweden and Germany punch above their weight, taking into account current spending on 

music export.  
Figure 6: Ranking of European live music market s based on estimated market value -  2018 to 2023**  

 
Source:  Statista, 2019  
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Key Takeaways  

 

Á The European music sector is dynamic and is expected to grow . 

 

Á Music markets in Europe are at  very different stages of development, three 

countries are spearheadin g the majority of the market revenues in the recorded 

and the live music sub -sectors (UK, DE, FR), 10 other s are  gathering around 80% 

of the recorded music revenue per capita meaning that the se market s are relying 

on a strong music sector ecosystems, and 1 5 other s are of a smaller size due to 

a smaller population, a smaller revenue per capita and/or less developed music 

ecosystems.  

 

Á Overall Europe is dominating  in terms of shares  of  copyright collection on the 

international stage, compared to other continen ts.  
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3 . The legal environment for music export: key challenges   

This section provides a concise overview of the main aspects of the legal framework for 

music exports within Europe, i.e. at national and EU level. This is analysed with the help 

of previous  studies and takes into account the recent legal developments impacting the 

European music sector. Additional insights were provided by stakeholder consultations 

(interviews and survey to export offices).  

The international market reports (China, South Afri ca, Canada and the USA) also include 

a specific section on copyright regimes, taxation and visa issues.    

 

3 .1  The EU policy and regulatory framework for the music sector  

The EU policy framework for music ï and more broadly -speaking for the CCS ï takes on  

board all dimensions and policy areas relevant to the sector (including its cultural, 

economic and social dimensions). This is reflected in Music Moves Europe priorities, and 

the current policy development s presented in the introduction, particularly the New 

European  Agenda for  Culture that has clear  social,  economic and external relationôs 

objectives, in which music export can play an important role.  

In May 2018, the European Commission made a proposal for a new Creative Europe 

Programme (2021 -2027) 24  buil ding on the structure and achievements of the current 

Creative Europe. Part of the óInvesting in peopleô chapter of the EUôs long-term budget 

proposal, the proposed new Creative Europe provides for  increased opportunities for cross -

border cooperation and p rojects, simplification mechanisms and greater flexibility enabling 

access to the programme, especially for smaller players. The proposal for the new 

programme also recognises the need to strengthen sectorial actions including on music, 

which the Preparato ry action will help preparing . The European Parliament also adopted a 

report on the proposal for a regulation establishing the Creative Europe Programme for the 

years 2021 -2027 proposing a ú 2.8 billion budget. By the time of drafting of this study, 

negoti ations on the new programme were ongoing.  

 

In terms of regulatory framework, several key pieces of legislation are highly relevant for 

the music sector.  

 

Á The directive (2016/0280/COD) on ñcopyright in the Digital Single Marketò 

proposed by the Commission in September 2016, as a central component of a 

broader legislative package on the modernisation of EU copyright rules. The 

Directive contains ï among other provisions -  important measures addressing the 

activity of user -upload content platforms  and  fair an d transparent remuneration of 

authors and performers. In April 2019, after more than two years of tough 

negotiations, a final version was adopted,  and the legislators agreed on the new 

normative framework. This include s two key elements:  

Platforms will have to seek a licence for giving access to the songs and audio -visual 

works that are uploaded by internet users. As a result, creators and other right -

holders will have more control over the online use of their creative works and  will 

be re munerated for it. Individual creators (authors and performing artists) will also 

be more protected vis -à-vis the contractual partners on whom they rely for the 

commercial exploitation of their works or performances -  such as producers, 

publishers, broadcas ters and record labels. 25    

 

                                           
24  Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Creative Europe 
programme  (2021 to 2027) and repealing Regulation (EU) No 1295/2013, Brussels 30.5.2018, COM (2018) 366 
final  
25  https://eur - lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/?qi d=1558542493753&uri=CELEX:32019L0790  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1558542493753&uri=CELEX:32019L0790
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The principle of appropriate and proportionate remuneration has been introduced 

and is complemented. It allows music creators to access transparent information on 

how their works and performances are exploited by their counterpa rts (publishers 

and producers). This principle is complemented by various mechanisms that will 

make it easier for creators to negotiate future contracts and receive a fairer share 

of the revenues generated.  

 

Besides this Directive , other recently adopted E U instruments in the area of copyright with 

relevance to the music sector are:  

Á The Directive on collective management of copyright (Directive 2014/26/EU) 

and related rights and multi - territorial licensing of rights in musical works for online 

uses in the internal market, adopted in February 2014. The Directive aims to 

improve the way all collective management organisations are managed by 

establishing common governance, transparency and financial management 

standards. It also sets common standards for the m ulti - territorial licensing of rights 

in musical works for online uses in the internal market.  

Á The regulation on cross - border portability of online content services  in the 

internal market, also known the portability regulation (Regulation (EU) 2017/1128), 

adopted in June 2017. The regulation became applicable in all EU Member States 

on 1 April 2018. All providers who offer paid online content services (including music 

streaming services) have to follow the new rules, which enable consumers to access 

their p ortable online content services when they travel in the EU in the same way 

they access them at home.   

Á Directive 2019/789  laying down rules on the exercise of copyright and related 

rights  applicable to certain online transmissions 26  of broadcasting organisat ions 

and retransmissions of television and radio programmes. Its aim is to simplify the 

rights clearance procedures for broadcasters including re - transmitters like IPTV 

service providers who wish to widen access to TV and radio programmes across 

borders.  

 

In a nutshell, the music sector is subject to a rich and fast -evolving policy and regulatory 

context, which may affect the development of the sector in the coming years. The 

development of the music export strategy needs to take into account such regulator y 

evolutions, as well as more export -specific policy and regulatory issues.  

3 .2  Lack of harmonisation and social security   

There is still no general definition in EU law of what an artist is, or clarity on how s/he 

works. Given the artistsô generally dynamic career pattern, it is common that they are 

subjected to the simultaneous or combined status of employed or self -employed. 27  

Our pan -European survey shows that 13 countries have a specific legal status for artists 28 , 

often linked to either:  

1) a minimum level of remuneration for artists, or ;   

2) special conditions for social security rights. In other countries, artists and music 

businesses use a mix of freelancing, sole traders and micro -companiesô statutes.  

                                           
26  https://eur - lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CONSIL:PE_7_2019_INIT&from=EN   
27  KEA 2017, Mapping the crea tive value chains, A study on the economy of culture in the digital age. Directorate -
General for Education and Culture, Brussels.  
28  Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain and th e UK.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CONSIL:PE_7_2019_INIT&from=EN
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The lack of specific employment status weakens  the artistsô level of social protection 

especially in the context of music export, where touring and showcasing (that became 

crucial to compensate revenue loss due to the digital shift and the resulting evolution of 

the music sectorôs value chain29) lead t o an intensification of short - term international 

mobility, often in different countries.  

These periods are often too short for a professional to be entitled to access the local social 

security system (especially in the case of self -posting ï self -employed) . 

While the labour conditions of artists are determined at national level, the European 

regulatory framework can help to facilitate the application of existing domestic rights when 

crossing borders. On 21 June 2018, the Council adopted a new directive 30  rev ising the 

Posted Workers Directive of 1996 31  with the aim to facilitate the transnational provision of 

services whilst ensuring fair wages and a level playing field between posting and local 

companies in the host countries. While the new directive limits the posted worker status 

to 12 months, it fail s to take into consideration the situation of very short - term posting 

specific to the highly mobile sectors like music. The lack of special arrangements for very 

short - term posting can lead to very disproportionate administrative burdens related to the 

access to  social security for both the host countries and the self -posted workers or the 

artists abroad. 32   

The A1 form 33  remains the main EU document for the coordination of social security 

systems in case of professional mobility within the EU. It allows the detachment of workers 

and acknowledges the national social security legislation that is applicable to its holder for 

the period s/he is working abroad. Here again, the system is conceived for standard 

employment and it fails to take into consideration shor t - term posting and the specific 

working regime of music professionals. Moreover, the validation time of an A1 form by the 

host country is often too long for music artists working with very short - term contracts. 34  

In line with the Council Work Plan for Cultu re 2019 -2022, aspects relating to the working 

conditions of artists will form part of a study launched in late 2019.  

 

                                           
29  KEA (2015) Feasibility study on data collection and analysis in the cultural and creative sectors in the EU . A 
study commissioned by DG Education and Culture of the European Commission. Brussels.  
30  Directive of the European Parliament and of the Co uncil amending Directive 96/71/EC concerning the posting 
of workers in the framework of the provision of services, Brussels, 14 June 2018  

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE -18 -2018 - INIT/en/pdf    
31  Directive 96/71/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 1996 concerning the posting 
of workers in the framework of the provision of services, Official Journal o f the European Communities 21.1.97, 
https://eur - lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31996L0071&from=EN   
32  Statement of Pearle ahead of the vote i n EMPL Committee on 16 October 2017 in relation to the proposal for a 
new posted workers directive https://www.mobilelabour.eu/wp -content/uploads/2017/10/PEA RLE-Statement -
Oct -17.pdf   
33  European Union, Social security cover abroad , 2018,  
https://europa.eu/youreurope/citizens/work/unemployment -and -benefits/country -coverage/index_en.htm   
34  KEA 2018, Research for CULT Committee ï Towards a European Framework for Mobility in Culture, European 
Parliament, Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies, Brussels.  

Key takeaways:  

Á Touring is of paramount importance in music and often entails activities in different 

countries with a variety of social  rights applicable to artists.  

Á Professionals of the European music sector do not have the same employment status 

in their originating countries which weakens the artistsô level of social protection. 

Á This specificity of the European music sector is not subject to a specific regulatory 

approach at EU level.  

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/PE-18-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31996L0071&from=EN
https://www.mobilelabour.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/PEARLE-Statement-Oct-17.pdf
https://www.mobilelabour.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/PEARLE-Statement-Oct-17.pdf
https://europa.eu/youreurope/citizens/work/unemployment-and-benefits/country-coverage/index_en.htm
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3 .3  Taxation issues  

i . The risk of double taxation due to tax conventions   

Taxation issues are highly relevant for music export, and especially for live acts where a 

multiplication of cross -border payments is the norm. The EU has no competence on tax 

harmonisation, as Member States have the prerogative on their national taxation systems.  

In cross -border situations, most of the EU countries operate according to bilateral tax 

treaties in the framework of the OECD model tax convention which, in 1963, introduced 

Article 17 due to the ópractical difficultiesô in relation to taxation of performing artists. 35   

Article 17 stipulates that the income generated by a performance in another country than 

the country of artistôs origin may be levied in that country via a withholding tax . While 

Article 17 aims to counteract tax evasion, it can cre ate problems in the country of origin, 

in which national tax authorities might also levy taxes on the same income earned by the 

performers abroad. Given the risk of double taxation thus created, a second paragraph 

was added to Article 17 in 1977 36  which all ows artists to deduct their expenses in the host 

country at source. The optional Article 17(3) provides an exception to the rules set up by 

Article 17 by allowing countries to exclude performances that are mainly supported by 

public funds from the applicat ion of the Article. Importantly, Article 17 only applies to 

óentertainersô and ósportsmenô and does not apply to professionals that do not appear on 

stage or to artists working in other disciplines , to whom taxation in their country of 

residence applies, a ccording to Articles 7 and 15 from the OECD model. 37  This is an issue 

for all musicians and bands touring in Europe.  

In order to support Member States in developing a more efficient and faster administrative 

cooperation on taxation, the European Commission  has adopted the Council Directive 

2011/16/EU on administrative cooperation which introduces procedures for the exchange 

of information on taxes of any kind except VAT. However, the following issues persist when 

it comes to music professionalsô cross-borde r mobility :  

ii . Complexity and non - uniformity of regulations  

Tax certificates are not standardised across the EU and are often only available in the 

national language of the host country. Withholding taxes vary considerably from one EU 

MS to another, from 10% to 30% of the profit. 38  

The application of Article 17 itself varies between tax treaties, as it is subjected to 

interpretation and may result in vague criteria which can increase the risk of double 

taxation. Also, Article 17 exists under different order ing and naming systems in the 

different EU countries, which makes it very difficult for a music professional to ask for a 

tax exemption in his/her home country, provided s/he has the right to it.  

iii . Non - deductibility of expenses  

Due to the different app lications of Article 17, in many countries , music professionals 

performing abroad cannot make use of the exemption rule and thus cannot deduct their 

expenses from their earnings. This leads to excessive taxation  and results in unfair 

competition between fo reign and local artists.  The Netherlands eliminated Article 17 in its 

                                           
35  Dick Molenaar (2016) The ultimate Cook Book for cultural managers. Artist taxation in an international context. 
Toolkit prepared for the Creative Europe - funded project EFA RISE. Brussels, EFA, 2016.  
36  European Expert Network on Culture (EENC) (2014), Artistsô Mobility and Administrative Practices related to 
Social Security and Taxation in the European Union: An analytical mapping obstacles and good administrative 
practices, Brussels.  

37  OECD, Model tax convention on income and capital , condensed version , 21 November 2017  
38  EENC op.cit.,  2014  
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bilateral tax treaties. Therefore, an artist performing in the Netherlands is no longer bound 

to pay taxes there, s/he only pays taxes in his/her country of residence. 39  

Figure 7: Focus -  How to address the double - taxation issue for music professionals  

 

                                           
39  From mobility of professionals in the arts and culture sector to patchwork workers of Europe  at the 4 th  Cross -
Border Culture Task Force Conference from the Association of European Border Regions, 27.04.2016, Mons, 
Belgium  

When music artists perform in another European country, the standard practice is that 

the promoter will include a withholding tax on the artistôs fee for the  performance. The 

issue of double - taxation emerges when the artist is then taxed (in their  country of 

residence) on their  worldwide revenues.  

Technically, this issue can be avoided with the current rules if the artist requests a tax 

certificate for the  withholding tax and deducts this from their  income declaration.  

However, there are four hurdles which makes this unpractical:  

1)  A certificate is required for each act, which may become very difficult to organise 

for artists who cannot afford a tax advisor.  

2)  The certificates are issued in the language of the place of performance and may 

not be accepted by the tax administration in the artistôs place of residence.  

3)  Very often only one tax certificate is issued for a band, whereas each member 

needs an individual  certificate.  

4)  The artist may not have a sufficient income to benefit from a tax deduction, 

depending on national rules.  

 

According to Dick Molenaar (interview), this is especially problematic for emerging artists 

(small and medium artists) who do not yiel d sufficient revenues to sustain a support 

structure providing legal, taxation and accountancy advice, yet do make some income 

from European acts. At EU level, this also creates a disparity with US acts, which are 

exempted from the withholding tax. As a re sult, it is most often more affordable to book 

a US act than a European one.  

 

Some countries have adopted solutions under the current OECD tax convention, around 

three models:  

1)  The USA include a reciprocal exemption on withholding tax for all forms of arti stic 

performances in its model tax conventions, up until $20,000 of revenues 

generated in a given country where it has signed a convention. This has been 

systematically included in any bilateral agreement in the last 30 years.  

2)  The UK and the Netherlands h ave included a ópersonal allowanceô mechanism, 

whereby respectively up to Ã12,000 and ú15,000 of international revenues are 

exempted from the income tax.  

3)  Finally, countries can unilaterally decide to give up on recouping the withholding 

taxes. In the EU, three countries have implemented such rules: Ireland, the 

Netherlands and Denmark. In 2018, Ireland debated the reintroduction of the 

withholding tax, which was abandoned due to the little financial benefits gained, 

and the administrative burden induced.  

Although taxation is Member Statesô competence, some form of EU level guidance could 

help provide a more level playing field for European acts and encourage cross -border 

mobility. This is particularly relevant for emerging artists ï the main target group o f 
European support measures in the field of music.  
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iv . Indirect taxation / VAT  

 

The level of VAT rates varies across Europe, with several countries providing reduced VAT 

rate for concerts, and some applying reduction or exemptions to VAT rates for cultural 

services (including music). An overview of the applicable VAT rate is available below. 40  

 

Figure 8:Tax rates and exemptions for culture in EU countries  

 
The figure below provides the actual general VAT rate (in blue) and the lowered VAT rate 

for music, where available.  

 

 

                                           
40  Dick Molenaar (2016) The ultimate Cook Book for cultural managers. VAT in an international context. Toolkit 
prepared for the Creative Europe -funded project EFA RISE. Brussels, EFA, 2016.  
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Figure 9: Variation of VAT rates in the EU  

 
N.B.: For countries having more than one lower VAT rate, only the  lower rate has been included.  

Source:  Dick Molenaar (2016)  
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The VAT on live shows is particularly important in the context of music export. Respondents 

to the survey highlighted the negative impact of VAT rates on their live performance scene 

(e.g. in Hungary with a 27% rate). Others noted that a reduction of concertsô VAT happened 

recently as a positive trend (e.g. in Romania and Portugal, with respectively 5% and 6% 

reduced rate on concert tickets). This notably help ed to increase audiences at concert s and 

festivals, and consequently to improve the countriesô attractiveness for touring.  

 

In line with the Council Work Plan for Culture  2019 -2022 , such aspects relating to the 

working conditions of artists will form part of a study launched in late 2019.  

 

 

Key takeaways:  
  

Á The issue of double or excessive taxation is important. Even if the revised 

OECD model tax convention and the Directive on administrative 

cooperation were made to provide answers to the taxation issues of the 

music sector, issues still persist when it comes to music professionalsô 

cross border mobility.  

Á Double taxation originates from non -standardised tax -certificates, 

increasing use of withholding tax, and different interpretation of the 

article 17 of the 1977 OECD tax convention.  

Á This results both in administrative burden for touring and a loss in income 

for music professionals.  

Á Solutions can be inspired from the examples of the Netherlands or the 

UK, which have set up measures to address the issue of double taxation.  
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4. Streami ng and radio figures show a lack of circulation of European 
repertoire in and outside of Europe  

4 .1  Assessing the scale of music export is hampered by data availability issues  

Given the European cultural diversity and cultural behaviour, music repertoires are very 

varied across Europe. The European repertoire is also growing steadily every year: in 2016  

and 2017 , GESAC reported 2.2 million new musical works per year were registe red across 

Europe 41 .  

The market share of non -European music vs. European music crossing borders (repertoires 

and live) ï and therefore the intra -EU circulation of works ï needs to be further analysed. 

There are some data limitations inherent to this exercis e, such as the method utili sed to 

identify music revenues and artists as being from a specific country. The stocktaking 

exercise conducted has yielded some interesting results from several European countries 

which do collect and analyse export revenues, re vealing that no pan -European overview is 

currently available and that the very definition of an artistôs ñnationalityò, or their musical 

works and output, in economic terms, varies.  

For the purpose of our analysis and especially the data collected through  BMAT, we used 

the ISRC classification, as explained in section 4.2 below. This classification uses the 

ñcountry of recordingò approach, so the export revenues are calculated based on the 

country where the record label is established.  

Different data sets can mislead on the identification of the repertoires: although there are 

multiple sources and datasets from which to draw upon (ex. Rights Societies, DSPs, private 

companies such as BMAT, Chartmetric, etc.) no individual data  set can be relied upon for 

the  complete picture.  This point is further discussed in section 4.3 below.  

4 .2  Analysis of streaming and radio figures  ï addressing the data gaps through 

ad hoc data collection  

 

The following analysis, conducted by BMAT 42  on a sample  of 38 countries (EU28 + Japan, 

the Republic of Korea, China, India, South Africa, Mexico, the United States, Canada, the 

Russian Federation and Turkey) aims to paint a picture of the geographical origin of music 

consumed via streaming and radio, with a pa rticular focus on European music. This sample 

offers the possibility of establishing a mapping of the origin of music listened to in the EU, 

while also providing an idea of how European music performs on some of the key 

international music markets.  

The ap proach used by BMAT to collect this data, which uses the International Standard 

Recording Code (ISRC) 43  to determine the origin of the songs analysed, is twofold:  

 

Á Analysis of d igital streaming data covering January 2019 until June 2019, 

based on the shares of streams in ñTop 200sò of each platform in each 

analysed territory:  

For each of the 38 territories analysed, BMAT scanned the availability of all main 

commercial digital streaming platforms (Spotify, Deezer, Apple Music, Youtube, Itunes, 

                                           
41  ht tps://authorsocieties.eu/resources/  
42  https://www.bmat.com/   
43  The code (recognised under the ISO system) is based on the country of the recording. The code, which lacks 
granularity when looking at the situation of the EU, does not consider the situation of artists recording in a 
different country than their country of origin. In the case of artists establishing recording contracts outside of the 
borders of their country of origin, and in particular when looking at the situation of specific EU countries presenting 
linguistic idiosyncrasies (e.g. Belgium, Baltic countr ies), this system presents limits . Suggestions are made in this 
study to address these issues partially.  

https://authorsocieties.eu/resources/
https://www.bmat.com/
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Amazon, S hazam, Youtube) and based its data collection on the subsequent availability of 

these services. While for a majority of countries, most platforms are active, it is to be noted 

that in some territories analysed (e.g. China, Croatia, Slovenia, Russia, South Korea), 

some platforms (e.g . Spotify, Apple Music, Youtube) are either not available or do not 

provide targeted data. Nevertheless, the overall data extracted from BMATôs analysis paints 

a sufficiently comprehensive map of the balance between digital liste ning shares per 

country 44 . The six -month data analysis period offers, if not a long - term view, a sufficiently 

robust timeframe to avoid a ñsnapshotò bias. 

 

Á Analysis of r adio data covering August 1 -  31, 2019:  

For each of the 38 countries composing the sampl e, BMAT conducted a mapping of the 

most relevant and representative radios channels, covering a vast range of music genres 

and audience targets. While the landscape is rarely comparable from country to country, 

BMATôs up to date radio charts database covers all territories analysed and seldom includes 

radios providing ISRC codes of their broadcasts. While the mapping period is rather short 45 , 

it provides an up - to -date picture of the origin of the tracks listened to on the most 

representative radio channels o f the sample.  

 

The following analysis is articulated around the concept of ñlistening share pie charts ò: for 

both radio and streaming data, on every territory analysed, pie charts were created to 

illustrate the ñlistening shareò of every country, or group of countries, within the said 

analysed territory. In order to highlight the most eloquent differences between the various 

territories studied, the following categori sation was used to determine the origin of the 

music effectively streamed and played on ra dios 46 :  

- Local repertoire ( repertoire of the specific countr ies or groups of countries  analysed  

in the pie charts, based on ISRC code to determine nationality of repertoire )  

- EU-27 (excluding the United Kingdom, as well as local repertoire)  

- The United Kingd om  

- The United States  

- Rest of the world (all countries excluding local repertoire, EU -28 and United States)  

 

This categori sation was built on two main intuitions, which were subsequently confirmed 

through the analysis of the data: 1-  The predominance of Am erican repertoire in the 

listening share of music worldwide; 2-  The singularity of the United Kingdomôs music 

market situation compared to the rest of the EU, in terms of the historical worldwide 

success of British music and the current economic size of th e United Kingdomôs music 

sector compared to its European neighbours .  

 

i. Listening shares within the EU: predominance of American, local and British 

repertoires  

Á Streaming 47   

The main finding of the analysis of the streaming data made available by BMAT is the 

modest performance, within the EU, of European music (excluding music originating from 

the United Kingdom) compared to local repertoires, American music and British music.  The 

                                           
44  The average availability per country is 5,5 out 7 platforms analysed.  
45  Radio tracking analysis requires a much more resource - intensive process than  streaming, and it was therefore 
no possible to mobilise data over a six -month period in the context of this particular study.  
46  All categories are developed using ISRC to define the origin of the repertoire  
47  Based on the availability of main commercial digital streaming platforms (Spotify, Deezer, Apple Music, 
Youtube, Itunes, Amazon, Shazam, Youtube) and on the subsequent availability of these services in the territories 
analysed.  
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ñEU-27ò group only represents, on average, 15% of the listening share in the EU, while 

music from the United States account for 42% of the total analysed data. British musicôs 

share alone surpasses the performance of E -27. Local repertoires represent a significant 

share of the total in Europe, especially in larger European markets 48 .  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 Source:  BMAT, 2019  

This result based on an average of the EU -28 ñimport piesò is confirmed when looking at 

national situations. While a majority of European countries display similar results, Denmark 

and Poland belong to a category of countries which can be considered as the most 

representative of the EU -28ôs listening shares: a dominant Anglo -American  presence, a 

relatively strong local repertoire, followed by the ñEU-27ò and the ñrest of the worldò 

categories.  

 
          

 

Countries presenting local idiosyncrasies with regards to local repertoire tend to convey 

similar results when looking at the performance of EU -27 repertoire. In the instance of 

France, while the local listen ing share is almost three times as strong as the European 

average, EU -27 remains well behind American and British repertoires. In the case of 

Lithuania, where the listening share of local music is sensibly lower than the EU average, 

it tends to be at the a dvantage of Anglo -American music as well -  the total of the United 

                                           
48  France, Germany and Italyôs local streaming shares are all above 50% on the analysed period, and 7 EU 
countries (UK, Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, Spain, Poland, Finland) perform above 25% in this category. 
While in some territories (e.g. France), language broadcasting quotas may have a direct influence on music 
consumption, the overall trend shows a strong response to local repertoire from the audience of the largest 
European markets.  
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Figure 10 :  Streaming -  EU 28 average listening share  
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States and the United Kingdomôs listening shares reaching 72% while EU-27 remains firmly 

behind.  

Á Radio 49  

The findings of the analysis of digital streaming figures within the EU tend to be confirmed 

when looking at the radio landscape. While the timeframe of the analysis is narrower in 

this case, the balance between listening shares is very comparable to the one i n the digital 

world -  with the exception of the hierarchy between United Kingdom and local repertoires. 

It appears nevertheless clear that repertoire from the United States remains far ahead of 

the other categories; the spread between local, EU -27 and Unit ed Kingdom listening shares 

is narrower, but the EU - 27 category remains stable.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Source:  BMAT, 2019  

This birds -eye look on the EU -28 radio situation is once again confirm ed when analysing 

the data on a country - by -country basis. When breaking down the listening shares for 

Germany and Romania, which can be considered as representative of the European 

average 50  (despite differences impacting the allocation between local and ñrest of the 

worldò categories ), the position of American and Bri tish repertoire appears to be almost 

exactly the same, neighbouring 60% of the listening shares when combined, while EU -27 

remains between 10 and 15%.  

 
                 

BMAT, 2019                  

                                           
49  Mapping of the most representative radios channels per country (audience share), covering a representative 
range of music genres and demograp hic targets per country  
50  The choice of "representative" countries in this analysis is based on two main parameters: the relative similarity 
of their listening share patterns with the European average (especially in terms of US and "EU27" listening shares)  
and the representativeness of these countries with regards to the geographic and cultural diversity in the EU.  
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Figure 13 : Radio -  EU 28 average listening share  
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The trend for EU -27 repertoire does not appear to differ very significantly when analysing 

countries presenting large variations in the share of local repertoire. While Italyôs strong 

local repertoire radio presence tends to lower the share of American repertoire, the EU 27  

repertoire  remains in a zone close to its average market share in Europe . In the case of 

the Czech  Republic , a significantly less su ccessful local repertoire does play in favour of 

the EU 27 category, but its listening shares are still surpassed by those of the United 

Kingdom and the United States.  

 

Source:  BMAT, 2019           Source:  BMAT, 2019  

 

ii . Listening shares outside the EU: a significantly lower performance of European 

repertoire s 

Á Streaming  

An overview of the 10 interna tiona l markets sample shows that while the hierarchy 

between the selected categories remains the same as within the EU -28 group, local 

repertoires are performing better outside of Europe, at the detriment of United Kingdom 

and EU -27 repertoires. Among the group o f countries selected, the EU -27 category falls 

under the 10% threshold of listening shares. United States listening shares remain solidly 

ahead of the other categories.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                            

       

        

                                       Source:  BMAT, 2019  
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Figure 17 : Radio -  Italy listening share  Figure 16 : Radio ï Czech Republic  listening share  
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This finding is confirmed when looking at specific national situations. In the case of Turkey 

and Japan, where local repertoires are significantly strong er  and performing better than 

American repertoire, the EU -27 listening share do es not benefit significantly from the shift 

of balance. While in Turkey, EU -27 music seems to perform better than music from the 

United Kingdom, it remai ns far behind American repertoire. In Japan, where local repertoire 

is dominant, it is very much at the exp ense of EU 27 repertoire.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Source:  BMAT, 2019            Source:  BMAT, 2019  

 

Moreover, the listening share of EU27 category diminishes in the case of international 

markets where local repertoire appears to be lower 51 . In Mexico and Canada, the share of 

United S tates repertoire is significantly higher than the average; United Kingdom  repertoire 

performs within the same margins as in the 10 country -average, while the EU -27 category 

falls below 5% of listening shares.  

Source:  BMAT, 2019                 Source:  BMAT 2019  

                                           
51  In the instance of Canada and Mexico, the small share of local repertoire can be explained by the neighbouring 
United States proximity and the  probable effects of this situation on the subsequent country of establishment, 
recording and performing contracts and of local artists.  

Figure 19 : Streaming -  Turkey listening shar e 
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Figure 20 : Streaming -  Japan listening share  
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Á Radio  

The mapping of radio listening shares in the 10 -country sample provides another angle to 

a situation which remains rather comparable when looking at the share of the EU -27 

category. While one this average of the selected international markets, the ñrest of the 

worldò category is performing better than in previous analyses, the share of EU -27 remains 

relatively stable, at 10% of the total, behind the ñrest of the worldò, the United Kingdom, 

and representing less than a third of the share of American repertoire.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                         Source:  BMAT, 2019  

A closer observation of some national examples reinforces the tendency of EU -27 to 

underperform with regards to the international radio landscape. The pie charts of Korea 

and South Africa, which can be considered as representative of the groupsô average,52  paint 

a coherent picture of the above -mentioned situation, with an EU -27 between 7 and 13% 

of the listening shares.  

Source:  BMAT, 2019                            Source:  BMAT, 2019     

 

As far as the situation in the United States is concerned, the trend is at its strongest; the 

combination of the domestic market effect and the dominance of American music 

                                           
52  The choice of "representative" countries in this analysis is based the relative similarity of their listening share 
patterns with the international markets average (especially in terms of US and "EU27" listening shares).  
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worldwide reinforces the effect. The EU -27 category falls 10 points below the United 

Kingdom in this case. It is to be noted, however, that amo ng the analysed sample, the EU -

27 category tops the hierarchy of radio listening shares in one country, Russia.  
    

Source:  BMAT, 2019              Source:  BMAT, 2019      

 

 

Key takeaways  

 

Á A clear conclusion to this analysis, albeit limited in time, is the relatively low 

performance of non -British European music within the EU, as well as 

worldwi de. While local repertoires perform relatively well in the EU, they 

struggle to cross borders.  

Á Regardless of the medium analysed (digital streaming or radio broadcasting), 

the ñEU-27ò category represents, based on the averages established for EU-

28 and a s ample of 10 international markets, a significantly lower share than 

local, American and British repertoires.  

 

 

 

4 .3  Improving data collection on music export  

 

Based on the available data, Europe represent s the largest export markets for EU countries. 

The other main export markets identified in the context of this study  are Canada and the 

USA. Local repertoires perform relatively well in the EU, but they struggle to cross borders.   

Overall the capacity to collect and ana lyse data on music export is quite weak.  In the 

context of this study, this was partly addressed through an additional ad hoc data collection 

of streaming and radio market shares.  In most cases, data on export is collected and 

analysed by collecting societ ies and only a few export offices have the in -house capacity 

to perform a thorough analysis of the music export revenues of their country. Pooling 

resources, knowledge and methodologies and a European approach could certainly help 

export offices to tackle these challenges in a resource -efficient manner. More importantly, 
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data collection and comparability are hampered by several factors. The main questions and 

concepts that need to be analysed further in order to draw  conclusions are:  

 

1.  Industry segments:  How  are they conceptualised in different countries? Do all 

countries have the same sub -sectors structuration? Or are there significant 

differences? What are the current trends?  

2.  National Music Industry:  How do EU nations calculate their own industries and 

expo rt revenues? What is national, i .e. is it determined by the producers ô country 

or by the artistsô nationality? What kind of data sources are available and how are 

revenue streams differentiated (per segments and otherwise)?  

3.  Nature of the Data:  Data ñgatesò -  what are the key institutions gathering relevant 

data, how do they analyse it; to whom (if at all) and in what form do they make it 

available ? 

 

i. Industry segments  

As explained above, the main music industry sectors can be described as ñrecorded musicò, 

ñpublishing and/or copyrightò, and the ñlive sectorò. However, given the rise of increasing 

360º models (i .e. where companies might look after two or even three of the above sub -

sectors), the distinction might not always apply equally to all Member State s.  

In the last decades, the 360º model has been developed, mean ing  that some record labels 

have started artist management and booking branches, earning live revenues. 

Furthermore, with regards to rights societies that look after authorôs and publisherôs rights 

as well as neighbo uring  rights, some Member States have different rights societies covering 

different types of rights -  so even within each sub -sector, there are differences.  

Table 5: Concrete examples of the data collection challenge in Europe  

In the UK, Phonographic Performance Ltd or PPL (one of the two British P erformance 

Rights Organisation ) looks after the neighbo uring  rights of labels and artists, whereas in 

Portugal there are separate societies for each, Audiogest for labels and Gestão dos 

Direitos dos Artistas ( GDA)  for featured and non - featured artists. There are other 

national - level problems measuring the three sectors. In Portugal, for example, the NACE 

business code for ñedi­«oò does not differentiate between recorded music releases and 

music publishing.  

 

ii. National music industry  

Defining the national music industry, repertoire or artists plays an important role when 

discussing music export, as these definitions command the calculation of revenues for each 

acto r in the music value chain, including the national and European market shares of any 

given territory.  

The exact definitions can vary from country to country and are not thoroughly defined in 

most EU countries. For example, major labels often account for t ransnational sales as 

ñdomesticò sales. Therefore, the statistics based on sales categories might not be 

comparable between the major s and independent labels . It should be noted that the 

ónationalityô of music works is in some countries determined by the nationality of the artists, 

and in other by the country of establishment of its phonographic producer or even music 

publisher. For example, Irish artists signed to UK labels are potentially making in total a 

reasonable amount of business for these labels (a nd that counts as UK music industry 

GVA), while large parts of the investment into the (export) development of these artists 

might come from the Irish government. This case is conjectural, but illustrates what kind 

of analyses need to be done to clarify wh at is meant by ñnational artistò or ñnational 
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repertoireò. When a clear solution is found, it needs to be applied  methodically to the data 

of all EU countries to achieve a comparable result. Furthermore, whatever the definitions 

of national (nationality vs  country of residen ce), there might be sizable portions of industry 

revenues of one country that are actually being generated (up the value chain) by artists 

from another country.  

A proposal to potentially  address these issues would be to  clearly identify  the nationality 

of artists and their musical output according to each type of right . This proposal  would 

classify separately the nationality of the songwriters/ composers; then the performing 

artists, featured and non - featured; as well as the country of e stablishment of the 

phonographic producers and music publishers to track the different revenue streams 

associated to each artist, repertoire or product.  

 

In practice, the indicator would include the following types of information :  

F -  Featured Performing A rtist Nationality  

E -  Music Publisher Nationality (H eadquarters )  

N -  Non -featured / session musiciansô Nationalities (can be plural) 

C -  Composerôs Nationality 

A -  Lyrical Authorôs Nationality 

M -  Management and Live representation (can be plural)  

P -  Phon ogram Producer (record label) Nationality ( Headquarters )  

S -  Singing language when applicable.  

 

This proposal, encapsulated in the FENCAMPS acronym,  could be implemented  for 

European content (following the example of the Canadian MAPL system).  This more 

detailed classification proposal would however need to be tested with the industry to ensure 

it is adequately taken up.  

With regards to the music publishers and record labels, this system should account the 

revenues to the country where the com pany is headquartered, separating revenues that 

flow to the company headquarters from other markets from its own national income.  

iii. The nature of the data  

The ñgatesò where data flows, from a national to the European level, must be identified 

and mappe d. From institutional national observatories for culture to business economic 

measurements, the challenge is  to create and implement  the above definitions so that 

measurements can be effectively made.  

As far as digital consumption is concerned, the data i s at least there -  every click is counted 

somewhere. Instead, the challenge is  the availability of data , its quality,  its interoperability 

and its level of granularity. Currently Digital Service Providers  (DSP) , such as Spotify for 

example, might have very  uneven data regarding the composers of the music as labels 

and distributors do not always supply that metadata exhaustively. They do provide access 

to the data they have to the artists/managers who have a óproô account (Spotify for Artists 

and Spotify Ana lytics for labels). With access to Spotify for Artists, they are able to track 

which of their songs are performing best and where, as well as learn how fans are 

discovering and listening to their music around the world. The data available is mostly used 

to  run promotional campaigns, pick new singles, or sometimes to plan their next tour.  

Extensive amounts of digital data are  fed from the DSP to the artists themselves, the 

labels, whether individually to the major labels or in aggregated fashion, through ME RLIN, 

to the independent sector. Furthermore, other services such as Apple for Artists and Deezer 

Backstage provide the DSP data to distributors. There are also large data aggregators like 

Chartmetric, wh ich  go so far as to provide artist data to any comme rcial user, often with 

country info attached (without relying on the ISRC system exclusively, since Chartmetric 

also pools data from each artistsô social networks). 
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In relation to other formats, collecting data about live performance is less evident as it 

would require direct input from venues and festivals, in terms of artist fees (although that 

data could and should be anonymized) , and in terms of  nationality of each artist. This 

information is not available yet across Europe  but could be dealt with throu gh a future 

project .  

Even radio monitoring is very different from country to country, while the technology 

certainly exists (Radio Monitor, BMAT, WARM and other services) the methods vary and 

can therefore reach conflicting results with regards to each tr ackôs nationality: ISRCôs are 

often attributed by distributors rather than the label in countries where the ISRC system 

is poorly implemented. This is a double challenge: on the one hand, fostering the 

knowledge and capacity of European Phonographic Produc ers and Self -Releasing Artists in 

understanding how to properly acquire and use ISRC items; and then , on the other,  also a 

challenge of implementation of technology across the EU to better monitor airplay tagging 

the correct nationality of artists.  

Once a  clear picture of the data points required is established, then further analyses need 

to be done to better understand to what extent such data exists and is collected in different 

countries. This includes  map ping  the institutions collecting data -  Collective Management 

Organisations (CMOs), music industry stakeholder and representative organisations 

(independent music associations, composers and songwritersô societies etc.), national, 

regional or sectoral statisti cs bureaus etc. An analysis is then required to assess the extent 

to which these institutions are able and willing to make that data available to others.  

 

Key takeaways  

In order to answer the question of what are the main data gaps hindering us from 

adequa tely analy sing  music export activity and cross -border circulation of music, the 

following issues first need to be addressed :  

Á Establishing a clear concept for music industry segmentation -  categories of 

actors related to revenue streams linked to logical da ta ñgatesò. Application of 

that concept to all EU countries ô music industry info rmation . 

Á Establishing clear definitions of ñnationalò repertoire, artists and industry. 

Application of that to all EU countries ô music industry stat istic s.  

Á Comprehensive music industry data collection strategy, detailing from what kind 

of data points full overviews  need to be extracted , what would be the logical data 

ñgatesò to tap into the data flows and how it should/could be institutionally 

organised on na tional and EU level.  

 

Each of the above steps would require further studies and research. They hint at the 

need to articulate a more robust and systematic data collection framework and ways to 

operationali se this framework.  

With  regards to the limits of the ISRC code, which de facto excludes artists established 

outside of their home countries, this section suggests  to build ad -hoc indicators  

(gathered under the FENCAMPS acronym)  for future music data collection endeavours 

at EU l evel, with a view to collect  more comprehensive data systematically.  

A temporary solution could be to use the ISWC 53  additionally to the ISRC . 

 

                                           
53  The  International Standard Work Code  (ISWC) is an  11 - character  international identifi cation system 
cataloguing works of all genres. It functions on a similar model as the  ISRC  does, but targets 
compositions instead of recordings. ISWC tracks the song title, songwriter(s), music publisher(s), 
and music publisher(s) ownership share(s).  

http://www.iswc.org/en/agencies.html
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B. Analysis of m usic export across Europe  
 

The previo us section  took stock of music export data and market trends , while the second 

section of this report focuses  on the main policy tools and key actors supporting music 

export across Europe .  

The following section and analysis  are  mostly based on a large survey made a mong various 

European music export offices,  the key actors with the best knowledge about them  at the 

crossroad s of both members of European Music Exporters Exchange (EMEE), and other 

export initiatives and partners. Rich contextual information about the se tup of music export 

development initiatives and the sector infrastructure around this was collected. In total 29 

responding organisations and initiatives from 25 countries were surveyed .  

1. Music export policies and tools  

Music export activities are a hol istic  feature of the music sector and therefore to a large 

degree emergent -  that is, there are always some artists, professionals and music 

companies interested in breaking out of their domestic markets and some of them might 

be able to reach a degree of success, regardless of the level of  guidance, or support they 

receive . As stated  above, the capacity to export is heavily reliant on many factors. Some 

of them have to do with the talent, knowledge, networks and investment capacity of 

particular artists an d their teams (professionals and music companies), others with the 

whole music sector ecosystem, i.e. if various support structures are in place and how well 

they work; if there is training and capacity building available and whether or not there is 

some f orm of music export strategy to coordinate activities between the sector 

organisations and the government. In more and more (by now  in  most) European 

countries , the launching and development of music export offices  (MEOs) has become 

the central element of export development. MEOs play a key role in articulating the 

strategies, policies and funding opportunities for music export, and thus support emerging 

artists in their export endeavo urs. But they are not the only structures in place and 

therefore before l aunching into a more detailed overview of MEOs, a brief analysis of the 

wider context follows.  

1 .1  Music export f unding in European countries  

The landscape of funding to support music export development and activities across Europe 

is, again, very diverse.  To analyse, these aspects  should be  tak en  into account:  

 

¶ Private vs public funding sources  

¶ Direct - to - industry (grant program me s) vs institutional funding (supporting the 

MEOs or other organisations for example)  

¶ Dedicated music export schemes vs less syste mic opportunities from other funds  

 

When analysing private  funding sources, it is important to distinguish systemic funding, 

which is funding offered and distributed through grant programmes with open calls etc ., 

from case -by -case direct sponsorships etc . -  the latter is not analysed here , as there is no 

comprehensive mapping available , to the knowledge of the authors of this report. The MEO 

survey showed clearly that if there is private funding available at all, it is nearly universally 

the collective mana gement organisations (CMOs) that offer this  (notably The Netherlands, 

France, Ireland, Portugal, Italy, Austria and others) for either further redistribution and/or 

operations . Out of the 25 countries where  information was retrieved , 15 CMOs offer some 

for m of support through  grants or program me s to the industry actors. This support is 

mostly channelled  in the form of mobility grants and export activities projects.  
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All 25 countries mapped have some form of public  support for  the music sector .  I n 20 

countri es this support is earmarked  for  music export activities, however in the re maining  

5 countries the support is not clearly defined as music sector specific, but rather covering  

all fields of culture and CCI fields. The different funding and programme models  and 

approaches are very diverse . Even in those countries with music export specific public 

funding schemes in place, the setup of those programmes can be very different, as is the 

relative amount of funds distributed.  

1 .2  Other kinds of organisations involved in music export support, development 

or related activities  

Music export activities are inextricably intertwined with the wider concept of 

internationalisation of culture. There are many kinds of institutions operating  in the field 

of culture that count among their mission t he  promot ion  of  music from a given country. In 

some cases , it involves mainly working to disseminate information, in others  awarding  

funding directly to artists  and organisations and even getting inv olved in actually 

organising performance opportunities in other countries. Therefore, the work of these 

institutions can have an impact and potentially add value to the development of music 

export capacity at  regional, national or European level.  

Cultural  Institutes  

There are several cultural institutes in Europe very actively involved in promoting the 

culture of their respective countries. Institut Français, Goethe Institute, British Council and 

many more are regularly involved in organising various kinds  of cultural events , where 

music is sometimes included , or they offer financial support directly to artists in certain 

cases. The rationale behind the work of these institutes is different from music export 

development, yet  when looking at  the sector as an  artist or a manager, these might offer 

additional opportunities.  

Music Information Centres  

The model of music information centres (MICs) is much older than MEOs. Most MICs have 

grown out of archives and over time developed a mission of disseminating info rmation and 

also promoting classical and contemporary music from their respective countries. 

Therefore, MICs are rooted in in -depth gathering and analysing of information. Many MICs 

today offer a range of services, again mainly to composers, often to perfo rmers of 

contemporary and classical music, such as publishing and disseminating, sometimes also 

releasing recordings of new works, offering a web platform, organising representation at 

trade fairs and doing advocacy work. In more recent times,  many MICs ha ve started to 

work with jazz as well as traditional music and especially in the countries where the MEOs 

are still yet to be launched or are limited in their scope of activities . MICs are also 

represented in trade fairs such as Jazzahead!, WOMEX or Classic al:NEXT. Furthermore, in 

some countries MICs have merged in the last decade with MEOs, as in Finland and Norway 

or taken the role of an MEO as in Austria (Austrian Music Export = MICA in cooperation 

with the Austrian Music Fund).  

Embassies  

Several EU Member State embassies have staff dedicated either to cultural promotion 

and/or foreign trade. For example, Portuguese embassies often have one staff member 

affiliated with AICEP, the foreign trade agency, as well as having a connection to the 

Camões Instit ute that promotes Portuguese language. Regarding France, alongside the 

Institut Francais local offices, staff  with a culture portfolio are working in  the French  

embassies, with the mission of providing local individuals and organi sations with access 

and re sources to engage with the national culture and promote it in their own communities. 

They promote arts, literature, cinema, language, and education across the country they 

are localised. They can be a useful support for m usic export actions, as a source of  contacts, 

of information, financial support or event organisers. All in all, embassies can be useful 
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partners in developing music export activities strategically, be it directly to artists, 

professionals and music companies or music export offices.  

1 .3  Music export strategies at national  level -  a gap analys is:  

Given that in all countries there is some form of public funding for the music sector and in 

a number of other countries there is specific funding for music export development, it is 

therefore  re levant to analyse the potential strategic framework guiding this funding. In the 

survey , the MEOs were asked about any foreseeable trends in their country's public 

policies/strategies for the music industry. While there are few countries w ith  a strategic 

document describing the goals and approach to developing the music sector in general and 

music export specifically ( for instance France, Ireland, Finland), most replies acknowledged 

that music sector development (even less so music export) does not seem to be a 

strategically important cultural or economic policy field, at least  when considering the 

allocation of resources .  

The challenges are man ifold:  

Á In some countries both the sector ( where organisations with the capacity to develop 

strategies and having a n impact on policy design  do not yet exist ) and the 

governmental level lack the resources (time, money)  to engage in building a 

multi - year strategy  to develop the music (export) sector. This is usually coupled 

with the funding instruments being run with a rather short - term view and not tied 

to any  strategic sector growth indicators.  

Á Almost all MEOs surveyed -  and this correlates with the cross - reference of the 

survey done among Ministries of Culture 54  -  agreed that the pervasive lack of 

data about how the m usic sector operates , both at  national (or also regional) 

and European level, presents a fundamental challenge to building a strong strateg y 

for  the  development of the music sector at all levels. Without data, it  is neither 

possible to measure any relevant  impacts  and therefore have any meaningful 

understanding of the  efficiency  of what is currently being done, nor  to  raise 

awareness of the potential of what could be done.  

1 .4  Main challenges for Europe an  music export  

In the MEO survey , the respondent organisations gave an overview of the main challenges 

in their view to music export, both in Europe and internationally. The first important 

conclusion , based on the responses , is that the challenges to music export are almost 

universally t he same within EU and non -EU markets , with a few specific differing factors, 

such as the markedly higher costs of exporting to non -EU markets and challenges with 

visas. This strongly corroborates the above analysis, which states  that the music export 

capac ity of artists, professionals and music companies depends heavily on  the  local music 

sector ecosystem and its level of development. It is the knowledge about how the music 

sector works in general, capacity of the local music companies (or in many cases DIY  artists 

for lack of other infrastructure) to develop strategies for and invest in crossing any kind of 

borders, find the relevant business partners, deal with access to markets in terms of 

visibility and promotion etc. It is vital to take into account tha t the first major hurdles 

in music export capacity development are to an important degree local  when 

designing a European music export strategy : the first challenge  for artists is to operate out 

of their home territory, not so much operate out of Europe.  

 

Other major challenges to music export identified by the MEOs are:  

Á Knowledge about how the music sector operates , how to build a career and a 

business in music. Also, specific knowledge about other markets  and that it is 

                                           
54  This survey was conducted by KEA and Panteia for the European Music Observatory feasibility study  
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possible to build an international  career path. In many  countries and  especially in 

Eastern Europe , the infrastructure to develop knowledge and awareness is lacking: 

music business is not taught in vocational or higher education level. In many 

countries , improving the knowledge base is tak en care  of  by the MEOs through 

seminars, workshops etc.  

Á The m usic sector infrastructure is not sufficiently developed  -  there are not 

enough music professionals and companies with the required competences, 

experience and networks to support the artists in  building a career and a business 

in general , and an export strategy in particular. In many of the smaller European 

countries , this is explained by the limitations of the small size of local markets that 

do not support the development of a robust local mus ic sector. Artists can manage 

largely on their own locally, but when attempting to build an international career, 

the lack of professional teams and networks becomes a severe limitation.  

Á Costs of and initial investment in music export is prohibitively hig h  -  Most 

MEOs, be they from larger or smaller countries with more or less well -developed 

music sectors , pointed out that the initial investment needed to start to develop an 

export strategy and career path are very high and support is lacking in many case s.  

This is also the main point where the challenge of exporting to non - EU markets 

is differentiated  from exporting within Europe -  the costs are a problem in both 

cases, but when exporting to non -EU markets these are often multiplied several 

times. Resourc es are limited everywhere and the competition to access both funding 

and other sources of financing  will always be harsh for artists and their 

representative teams. One clear conclusion from this is, however, that in order to 

improve  the  European music sec tor actors' capacity to earn sufficient revenues to 

be able to also re - invest into music export development out of their own revenues, 

especially to non -EU markets, it is fundamental to make the intra - European 

music export work across EU. Europe needs to b ecome the ñhome marketò, 

especially for those for whom their national domestic market is hopelessly limited.  

Á Lack of data on sector level to develop proper strategies  -  this becomes clear 

when analytically appraising the whole brea dth of the survey respon ses. While many 

of the digital channels distributing recorded music offer detailed analytics of their 

music, containing also geographic usage info, it cannot be easily aggregated on a 

national/European music sector level. Therefore, MEOs are tasked with bu ilding 

coherent and evidence -based, forward - looking export strategies , but they  often 

have insufficient data at their disposal. Altogether , this indicates a clear need for a 

European music sector data st rategy, that gathers and aggregates data about the 

mu sic sector, makes it comparable, analyses and publishes as useful information to 

European music sector actors. The feasibility study for a European Music 

Observatory commissioned by DG EAC 55  is an important first step to address this 

issue.  

Á Lack of music ex port strategies and supportive policies on a country level  

-  as already analysed in the previous section, B1.3.  

Other important challenges mentioned, specific to certain countries,  include :  

Á Many respondents named challenges in making music from one ôs country visible on 

digital channels and in general to promote  music  in the digital sphere. This is a 

challenge for both artists and their teams , and also for  MEOs who are working to 

promote the music of their countries in general.  

                                           
55  https://etendering.ted.europa.eu/cft/cft -display.html?cftId=3533   

https://etendering.ted.europa.eu/cft/cft-display.html?cftId=3533
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Á The insurmountable lim itations of a very small local market to developing a more 

robust music sector ecosystem are noted (Luxembourg, Estonia, Cyprus, but also 

Austria , for example ).  

Á In certain countries , the so -called talent drain is a challenge, like in Austria and 

Ireland. T his means that when the best local artists reach  a certain level of maturity 

(often by local small music companies) ,  they might get allured to the adjacent 

bigger markets (Germany in the case of Austria and the UK in the case of Ireland). 

The investment in  artist development by the local music industry is in a way 

captured by larger companies in the bigger markets. When analysing European 

music sector development, this needs to be taken into account and the effects of 

this can be perhaps mitigated by pan -European support schemes for  music sector 

development.   

Á Three countries in particular (Italy, Poland and Finland specifically in terms of pop 

music) bring forth a n unexpected ñgolden cageò effect - the domestic markets are 

large enough to often ódisincentiv iseô local artists to consider an export career path. 

This exacerbates the lack of knowledge of other markets and hinder s the potential 

of music export in general.  

Á Language is mentioned repeatedly -  both in terms of artists singing in their local 

language  who have limited opportunities to access export markets , and artists 

singing in English  who also  find it very hard to compete on markets where English 

is the native language.  

 

Key takeaways  

Á Most countries lack detailed national music export strategies ( be they standalone 

strategies or part of larger cultural policy frameworks). However, there are 

funding structures in place in many countries.  

Á There are considerable differences on a country -by -country basis in Europe in 

terms of funding and other support available for music export activities.  

Á The lack of data about  the  music sector presents a fundamental challenge to the 

development of the musi c sector and its export capacity.  
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2. Music export offices (MEOs) -  a European overview  

The establishment of m usic export office s (MEO) is a rather recent phenomenon  across 

Europe (the French Bureau Export, one of the first European export initiatives,  was  

launched in 1993) , and the landscape is very dynamic : many MEOs were set up in the past 

few years, and several initiatives to launch new ones are in motion. There is no single 

model for a music export office in Europe (nor globally). The diversity of organisational and 

governance structures, funding models and scope of activities presented in the following 

sections will clearly demonstrate that.  

According to the European Music Exporters Exchange  (EMEE) , the European association of 

music export offices (see also  section B4) ñA Music Export Office (MEO) is a non-profit 

institution, office or initiative serving a representative variety of artists and businesses 

from different sub -sectors of the music industry on a national, regional or city level 

regarding  export mattersò. However, as MEOs are almost invariably launched from bottom 

up, with music sector representatives coming together to drive the initiative, a 

development path towards a wider constituency and stronger foundation can be observed. 

Many of th e newer organisations start with a narrower focus, whether on certain activities 

or genres, with the goal to grow the scope gradually.  

2 .1  Main missions and fields of activity of European MEOs  

MEOs show much diversity in terms of the way they are structure d as organisations, the 

kind of activities they undertake,  and roles they play in their respective music markets . In 

line with the sector analyses above, music export capacity is rooted in the overall  level of 

infrastructure development of the music secto r. Consequently, artists, music professionals 

and music companies need various kinds of support, and MEOs very often do much more 

than offer ing  music export support grants and organis ing  trade missions to various 

markets. According to the MEO survey , the ac tivities undertaken by different MEOs can be 

grouped into six sets of activities.  The table below shows how many MEOs (in %) 

implement the different types of activities.  

Figure 28 : MEOs activities by type  

 

            Source:  Survey  

79% 82%

100%

57%

79%

93%
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Professional advice:  Professional advice to artists and music professionals is the first 

step  of  any export support: without the proper knowledge, contacts and insights regarding 

how to best approach a foreign music market , no export action can be implemented. 

Managers and other national music professionals and service providers often lack adequate 

training on these matters, especially in MS with limited domestic music markets or 

countries with a heavily domestic recorded music business. Providing m obility funds 

without first assessing the state of  play  regarding music export  markets  among music 

professionals can prove highly ineffective. That is why almost all European MEOs provide 

different kinds of professional advice, depending on the needs of th e users:  

Á Tailor ed advice at any step of international development ( such as activity planning, 

strategy, promotion) ;    

Á Capacity building through mentorship program me s, professionalisation and training 

workshops , such as the Volüüm programme in Estonia, whi ch is presented in the 

infographic below ;  

Á Information on current events in the domestic and international markets, market 

trends and information adapted to each professional and/or the artists they 

represent ;   

Á Ad hoc development of market intelligence tool s and contacts (how to go, who to 

contact and so on in the target  export market ) .    
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Mobility funding: Facilitating mobility is still one of the central activities for the majority 

of MEOs. Most artists and professionals in the early stages of their career path (1 to 5 

years, depending on the music industryôs characteristics in each country) need some forms  

of financial assistance such as travel support in order for their export work to be 

sustainable. One clear example is the participation in  showcase festivals, which are a 

fundamental business opportunity for artists, and for this reason do  not usually off er fees 

or any other kind of reimbursement. Artists thus rely on MEOs support or other kinds of 

funding to participate.  

Funding schemes also vary according to the peculiarity of each music genre and the music 

business that surrounds it: the differences can  concern for example the number of 

musicians typically involved for each act (for instance, electronic music acts tend to consist 

of fewer members than world music bands), or the proximity of touring destinations. The 

scope of funding can also differ: some  MEOs offer flat - rate support, or co - financing ranging 

from 40% to 60% of the total investment.   

The types of mobility funding provided by MEOs include:  

Á Tour support (travel, accommodation, sometimes promotional expenses)  

Á Showcase support (travel, acco m modation, sometimes promotional expenses)  

Á Travel support for music professionals participating in showcase and conference 

festivals (travel, accommodation, sometimes entrance fees)  

Presence and networking at professional events: As previously described, s howcases, 

conference festivals and professional events are key steps in a successful export strategy. 
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Support by MEOs is not limited to the refund of the most onerous expenses, but includes 

other kinds of assistance:  

Á Targeted networking and promotion (invi tation of key stakeholders and business 

delegates) .  

Á Creation of umbrella stands and/or collective initiatives (organi sed national 

presence at trade fairs, conferences, dedicated branded events b2b and/or b2c) .  

Á Support to networking (matchmaking, thematic s peed -dating in all industry sub -

sectors including recorded music, live, synchronization, and other streams / 

business opportunities).  

Inviting professionals to local events:  Inviting foreign music professionals to local 

music business events can prove to b e cost -effective and more efficient in terms of results; 

that is why many MEOs also concentrate their financial efforts on the internationalisation 

of domestic professional events  focusing on music export, while trying to strengthen 

the bond between music export offices and conference events. These are the so -called 

ñreverse missionsò. Examples can be seen in the ñBureau Export Daysò in France (more 

details are presented in the infographic below) , WHY Portugal Event at Westway LAB in 

Portugal, Tallinn Music  Week in partnership with Music Estonia, Nouvelle Prague with Sound 

Czech and other such home -grown experiences. Eurosonic is of course the best illustration 

of this type of synergy, being the premier European event championing European music ,  

in close coo rdination with Dutch Music Export.   

 














































































































































































































































































































































































































