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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF DIGITALIZATION ON SUPPLY CHAIN COMPLEXITY OF
THE MUSIC INDUSTRY:
AN EMPIRICALSTUDY FOR TURKEY

Tiirk, Deniz
Middle East Technical University, Department of Business Administration
Master’s Thesis,
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Melek Akin Ates

September 2019, 163 pages

The business of music is one of the most creative, innovative, and profitable
businesses in the world in general, with a value more than 18 billion USD in total.
In today’s global world, the music industry is in an era where the digital service
providers or digital channels have a critical role and digital sales are on the front
burner. Digitalization is also changing music supply chains all over the world. In this
dynamic environment new actors emerge to meet the online needs of customers
better and existing relationships between key actors are challenged. This thesis
examines the effect of digitalization on the current Turkish music supply chain
structure from a supply chain complexity perspective. Supply chain complexity is
investigated by distinguishing between detail (i.e., number of actors, variety of
actors, and interaction between actors) and dynamic complexity. Furthermore, in
order to generate further insights in relation to relationships between actors, power
(i.e., type and balance) characteristics are investigated. Adopting a single case study
approach, 23 semi-structured interviews were conducted with the executives of

several key actors in the Turkish music supply chain. The results provide rich
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insights regarding how the supply chain complexity of the Turkish music industry
increased with increasing number of actors, interactions, and dynamism in relation
to digitalization and how the structure became more decentralized with increased

alternative channels.

Keywords: Supply chain, supply chain complexity, music industry, power
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DIJITALLESMENIN MUZIK ENDUSTRISINDE TEDARIK ZINCiRIi
KARMASIKLIGINA ETKiSi: TURKIYE’DE DENEYSEL BiR CALISMA

Tiirk, Deniz
Yiiksek Lisans, Isletme Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Melek AKIN ATES

Eyliil 2019, 163 sayfa

Miizik endiistrisi toplamda 18 milyar dolardan fazla getiriyle diinyanin en yaratici,
yenilik¢i ve karli is sahalarindan biridir. Bugiiniin global diinyasinda, miizik
endiistrisi dijital hizmet saglayicilarinin veya dijital kanallarin 6nemli role sahip
oldugu ve dijital satiglarin 6n planda oldugu bir donemin i¢indedir. Dijitallesme ayn1
zamanda tim diinyada miizik tedarik zincirlerini degistirmektedir. Boylesine
dinamik bir ortamda, misterilerin dijital ihtiyaglarin1 daha iyi karsilayabilmek i¢in
yeni aktorler ortaya ¢ikmakta ve ana aktorler arasindaki iliskiler degisime
zorlanmaktadir. Bu tez tedarik zincirinde karmagiklik perspektifinden
dijitallesmenin giiniimiiz Tiirk miizik tedarik zinciri yapisina etkisini incelemektedir.
Tedarik zincirinde karmasiklik, yapisal karmasiklik (aktorlerin sayisi, ¢esitliligi ve
birbirleriyle etkilesimi) ve dinamik karmasiklik olarak ele alinmistir. Ayrica, aktorler
arasi iligkileri daha iyi kavrayabilmek amaciyla gii¢ ozellikleri (tip ve denge)
incelenmistir. Tekli vaka calismasi yontemi benimsenerek Tiirk miizik tedarik
zincirindeki cesitli ana aktorlerin yoneticileriyle 23 yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme
gergeklestirilmistir. Sonuglar dijitallesmeninartan aktor sayisi, etkilesimler ve

dinamizm ile nasil Tirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmasiklig1 arttirdigina ve yapinin
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artan alternatif kanallar ile nasil daha ayrismis bir hale geldigine 151k tutmak adina

bulgular1 gozler 6niine sermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tedarik Zinciri, Tedarik Zincirinde Karmasiklik, Miizik
Endiistrisi, Glig, Tiirkiye

vii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First of all, I would like to warmly thank my supervisor, Assist. Prof. Dr. Melek Akin
Ates, for her help, guidance, and patience during all of the stages of this thesis. 1 also
would like to thank Prof. Dr. Nazli Wasti Pamuksuz and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Oznur

Ozkan Tektas for joining my thesis examination committee.

| am grateful to all of the executives in Ankara and istanbul who helped me in the
data collection part of this thesis. Special thanks to Burak Sénmez from Duy
Prodiiksiyon Miizik Yapim, Yakup Senem from Retro Yapim, and Erkan
Tatoglufrom MK2 Yapim for their cordial attitude and allocating extra time to me
with respect to the second round of the interviews. Besides, | am thankful to all the
producers at Producers’ Market of Unkapani who hosted me kindly and gave me the
support that | needed. In addition, |1 am indebted to Ahmet Asena from MU-YAP
both for providing rich information to me and his help for making me reach the other

key executives in the Turkish music industry.

Lastly, 1 would like to thank my family for their giving encouragementand

inspiration to me all the time. | dedicate this thesis to my mother and father.

viii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIA RIS M. .. e iii
AB ST R A C T ..o iv
O . e, v
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . ...ttt Vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS. ... e e e vii
LISTOF TABLES. ... e, iX
LISTOF FIGURES. ... e s X
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS. ...t Xi
CHAPTER

L INTRODUCTION. ... e e, 1
1.1. Research Objective and Research QUESLIONS..............c.evviviininiiiiinennsn. 4
1.2, ReSearch Strategy.......c.oviririiii i 5
1.3.  Theoretical and Managerial Relevance.................ccoooiiiiiiiiiii e, 5
2. LITERATURE REVIEW. ... e 7
2.1. Music Industry and Digitalization...............coooiiiiiiiiii e 7
2.2. Music SUpply Chain.........oiii 15
2.3. Supply Chain Complexity........coouieiii e 20
2.3.1. Supply Chain Complexity DIMENSIONS..........c.oveiiiiriiiiieiieieieeeiene 21
2.3.1.1. Detail ComPIexity......c.oueiriniii e, 24
2.3.0. 0.0, SUZE. 24
2.3, L. L. 2. VAl ety .o 26
2.3. L. 1.3 INEEraCtioN. ....vei e e 27
2.3.1.2. Dynamic COmMPIEXItY. ... ..ottt 29
2.3.1.3. CONCIUSION. ...ttt 30
2.4. Business-to-Business Relationships: A Power/Dependence Perspective........31
2.4.1. Mediated and Non-mediated POWeEr TYPES.......cvvviiiriiiiiiiiieiieeeeneaes 34
2.4.2. Factors Counteracting POWer . ........oouiiriiiiiii e 36



2.4.3. CONCIUSION. ..ot e, 38

2.5. Supply Chain Complexity Performance Implications.............................. 39
3. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH. ..ottt 44
3.1. In-Depth Single Case Study Approach.............ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenns. 44
3.2. Empirical Setting and Case Selection............ccoviiiiiiiiiii e, 45
3.2.1. Main Actors in Music Supply Chain..............coooiiiiiii 46
3.2.2. SAMPIING PrOCESS. ..ottt e e 48
3.3.Data CollECION. ... et 50
3.3.1. Measurement (Interview QUESLIONS)...........ooviriiiiii e 56
3.3.1.2. Questions for Interviews with Top Executives...................ccovviiiinnn. 58
3.4, ANalysiS Of Data. ... ..., 62
3.5. Reliability and Validity of the Research....................ooooiiii i, 65
A RESUL T S, i 68
AL SHZB. e 68
A2 NV ANBLY o 75
4.3. Interaction DEtWEEN ACIOIS. ......ouii i e 80
4.3.1. Intensity of InteraCtion..............coooiiiiiii i 81
4.3.2. Type of INteraCtion.........c.oiiniii e 83
4.3.2.1. COOPEIAtION. .. ..ttt e e e 83
4.3.2.2. COMPELITION. ...ttt e 85
4.4. Dynamic Complexity........coooiriii i 89
A5 PO .. .ot 94
4.5.1. POWEr BalanCe. ........ouiniiiii e 94
I o1V Yo T PR 97
4.5.2.1. REWArd POWET ... .ttt e 98
4.5.2.2. COBICIVE POWET ... .ttt e e e 98
4.5.2.3. Legal Legitimate POWEr..........o.oiiiiiiii e e 99
A.5.2. 4. EXPEIT POWEL . ...t e 101
4.5.2.5. REfEreNt POWEN ... ..o, 101
5. DISCUSSION. .. 105
B. CONCLUSION. ... . 110



B. L. LM At ONS. .o ettt 115

6.2. Suggestions for Future Research.............oooiviiiiiiiiiii e 116
REFERENCES. .. ..ot ittt e, 118
APPENDICES

A. APPROVAL OF METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE

JETIK KURULU FORMU . ...ttt 140
B. THE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL.........iiiuiiiiiieiiiee e, 141
C.TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET.........cccoiiiiiiiiiiieiiee e, 143
D. THESIS PERMISSION FORM/TEZ iZIN FORMU.............cccoeiviie, 163

Xi



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1: A Review of the Studies with respect to SCC Types/Dimensions...23

Table 2: Types of Power and Definitions....................cocoviiiiiiin, 35
Table 3: Summary of the SCC’s Effect on Performance......................... 42
Table 4: Main Actors in the Turkish Music Supply Chain........................ 47
Tablo 5: Interview DetailS. ..o, 54
Table 6 : Details about the Actors of the Interviews.............................. 55
Table 7: Coding Scheme of the Key Constructs.......................ccccceeee. 63
Table 8: Representative Table for the Analysis of Quotations................... 64
Tablo 9: Tactics for the Reliability and Validity......................ocoi 66
Table 10: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Size”........... 74
Table 11: Summary for the Change in the Number of Actors................... 75

Table 12: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Variety™....... 79
Table 13: Interaction Type of the ACtOrS.........c.ooviviiiiiiiiiiiiee, 87
Table 14: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Interaction”....87

Table 15: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Dynamic

[010311]0) 15 < 1 A PP 92
Table 16: Balance of Power between the Actors...............c.c.oeeviiivienennn 97
Table 17: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Power"....... 102

xii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: Global Music Industry Revenues between 1997 and 2017................9
Figure 2: Total Global Revenues between 2005 and 2016.......................... 10
Figure 3: Global Physical Sales between 2005 and 2016.......................o..e. 11
Figure 4: Global Digital Sales between 2005 and 2016...............ccevvevine. 11
Figure 5: General Supply Chain Structure................ocooiiiiiiiiiii 16
Figure 6: Traditional Music Supply Chain..................ocoiiiii, 18
Figure 7: Emerging Music Supply Chain Structure...................coiiinn, 20
Figure 8: SCC DIMENSIONS. . .. uititit it 24
Figure 9: Abbreviations Used for the Actors in the Turkish Digital MSC......... 53
Figure 10: Turkish Traditional Music Supply Chain Structure...................... 69
Figure 11: Turkish Digital Music Supply Chain Structure.........................70

Xiii



B2B

CD
DMCA
DJ

ICT

IFPI

ICT
MESAM
MP3
MSC
MSG
MU-YAP
MUYORBIR
RIAA
scc
SCM

TV

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Business-to Business

Compact Disc

Digital Millennium Copyright Act

Disk Jockey

Information and Communication Technology
International Federation of the Phonographic Industry
Information and Communication Technology
Musical Work Owners’ Society of Turkey
MPEG-1 Audio Layer 3 File

Music Supply Chain

Musiki Eseri Sahipleri Grubu Meslek Birligi
Turkish Phonographic Industry Society

Miizik Yorumculart MeslekBirligi

The Recording Industry Association of America
Supply Chain Complexity

Supply Chain Managements

Television

Xiv



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The music industry is a business which is worth 19.1 billion USD considering the
digital revenues generated in 2018 (International Federation of the Phonographic
Industry, 2019). Within this revenue, streaming services, which are the services
provided to customers based on subscriptions, account for nearly half and the
revenue generated from the digital side accounted for more than half of the total
revenues for the first time in the history (Abu Seman and Putri, 2018; IFPI, 2018).
These numbers demonstrate the increased importance of digitalization in music in
this today’s era. There are numerous digital platforms and service companies with
distinctive business models in music industry nowadays (Lin, Shih, Tzeng, and Yu,
2016). Digital platforms affect all of the actors like record companies, digital
distributors, consumers and performers considering the supply chain of music
industry as a whole (Leenders, Farrell, Zwaan, and ter Bogt, 2015; Lee, Choi, Cho,
and Lee, 2016; Puerta, 2017).

The supply chain is a structure where the actors are connected to each other with ties
through which the sharing of information and materials is ensured (Graham, Burnes,
Lewis, and Langer, 2004).There are various studies in the literature about supply
chain since there is an increasing trend with technological changes and developments
in the world (Quinn, 2017). The majority of studies in supply chain management
focus on manufacturing industries and there are only a few studies that focus on other
economical areas such as services, non-profit, and fine-arts (Handal, 2017;
Mashiloane, Mafini, and Pooe, 2018; Duong, Wood, Wang, and Wang, 2017).
However, there is increasing evidence that supply chain management plays a big role

in service industries as well (Tseng, Lim, Wong, Chen, and Zhan, 2018). One of
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these less examined contexts is music supply chains. Between the few studies
examining music industry supply chain, some approach the music industry and the
supply chain in a global sense (Graham and Hardaker, 2003; Graham, 2006) while
some focus more on specific sides of it, such as concentrating on some specific actors
and the related topics about these actors in the chain (Renard, Goodrich, and Fellman,
2012). Graham and Hardaker (2003) examined the change in the music industry
supply chain with the advent of the internet in a general sense and they also addressed
how the power of the big record companies is threatened as well as the risk of piracy
in this new emerging structure. Graham (2006) brought a more holistic approach by
analyzing the change in the music supply chain by considering the several factors
like activities, relationships, coordination and control in the structure. Renard et al.
(2012), on the other hand, focused on the change in the situation of the artists and
big record companies in the new music supply chain (shapedby digitalization). In a
similar vein, some studies are from the era before digitalization, some are from the
beginning of digitalization, namely from the MP3 era, and some of them are from
the last of fifteen years covering the era that we live in (Shemel and Krasilovsky,
1985; Premkumar, 2003; Yang, Jingjing, and Xu, 2011).

Considering the most recent studies, the focus varies. For instance, some studies are
more focused on the piracy in digitalization age (Jeong, Khouja, and Zhao, 2018);
some are only about digital platforms and distribution channels, while some are
about the configuration of the global music industry supply chain as a whole
(Premkumar, 2003; Nakano and Fleury, 2017). Given the change in the music
industry supply chain, Graham et al. (2004) studied the topic from a macro angle. In
his dissertation Renard (2010) concentrated on the global music supply chain by
utilizing a social network analysis. Nakano and Fleury (2017) analyzed the effects
digitalization on the supply chain’s network structure. They emphasized the change
in governance as well as power dynamics between the actors in the music supply
chain due to the emergence of alternative distribution channels and they approached
the transformation in the music supply chain in a global sense by not adopting a

specific perspective. Different concepts were also studied regarding the music
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industry supply chain. To exemplify, Bustinza, Parry, and Vendrell-Herrero (2013)
broadened the concept of servitization in the context of music industry. In addition,
Burnes and Choi (2015) worked on the importance of social communities and
networks in the music industry taking South Korea as an example. Arditi (2014)
investigated the relationship between employment and digitalization in music

industry, not necessarily having a supply chain perspective.

This thesis differs from the previous literature for a number of reasons. First of all,
taking into account the increased number of digital channels and their importance in
revenue generation in today’s music industry, this thesis elaborates mainly on the
effect of digitalization on the supply chain complexity of Turkish music industry. A
supply chain complexity perspective was adopted as this concept encompasses both
the structural characteristics (i.e., number of actors, variety of actors) and dynamic
characteristics (i.e., change in customer requirements) of the supply chain, which
grasps better the complexities associated with the dynamic nature of the music
industry. So far, there have not been any studies examining music supply chains by
adopting a supply chain complexity perspective. As the literature is rather scant on
this topic, an exploratory approach via a single case study is adopted by focusing on

a developing country, namely, Turkey.

Digitalization has effects on the music industry supply chains globally and locally
(Graham, 2006). However, this thesis is country-specific, where Turkey is selected
as the area of concern to be able to do analysis in the context of a developing country.
Currently, Turkey is in a transformation process from traditional to digital, and was
not ranked between the biggest twenty music industries in the world in terms of
market shares in the last ten years (IFPI1, 2018). In Turkey, digitalization has started
to get more importance with an increased number of digital sales in the country
within the last five years (“MU-YAP/Tiirkiye”, 2018). Instead of focusing on the
independent parts and actors of the supply chain specifically, this thesis takes the
whole supply chain as the unit of analysis in a country-specific context and analyzes

the effect of digitalization from a supply chain complexity perspective. In that sense,
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the sub-question is related with the concept of power in order to be able to better
understand the relationships between main actors as well as the inter-play between

complexity dimensions.

1.1. Research Objective and Research Questions

The main aim of this thesis is to investigate the effect of digitalization on the supply
chain complexity of the Turkish music industry. As supply chain structure is a rather
broad concept, a “supply chain complexity” perspective is adopted. Supply chain
complexity has been first coined as a term by Wilding in 1998 and since then has
attracted a lot of attention in the literature (Bode and Wagner, 2015). Supply chains
are getting increasingly complex due to the increases in both the number and variety
of actors, increased rate of globalization, and the pace of change in customer
requirements (Bozarth, Warsing, Flynn, and Flynn, 2009; De Leeuw, Grotenhuis,
and van Goor, 2013). So far, the emphasis has been on manufacturing sectors rather
than service supply chains. The music industry, going through a major
transformation due to increased digitalization, is another area where supply chains
are changing rapidly. Considering the gaps in service supply chains, in this thesis the

aim is to answer the following research question.

“What is the effect of digitalization on the supply chain complexity of the Turkish

music industry?”

Supply chain complexity is examined by investigating two sub-dimensions: Detail
complexity and dynamic complexity (Bozarth et al., 2009; Lu and Shang, 2017).
Detail complexity is further distinguished as the number of actors, variety of actors,
and interaction between actors. In order to generate further insights regarding the
relationships between actors, also power types and balances between actors are

examined. Although business-to-business (B2B) relationships can be investigated
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with several relationship characteristics, previous studies highlight that among those
power is one of the most important relationship characteristics affecting how parties
interact and exchange products/services and information (Takashima and Kim, 2016;
Malik, Ngo, and Kingshott, 2018). Therefore, the following sub-question is also
formulated to better investigate the relationship between actors:

“What is the effect of digitalization on the power characteristics of the Turkish music

industry?”

1.2.  Research Strategy

In this thesis, a single-case study was adopted as the research strategy, which is
suitable for the exploratory approach. Depending upon the research objective and
questions, the study was conducted in Turkey. The unit of analysis is the supply chain
in the Turkish digital music industry in general.

Interviews were conducted with key executives of the actors in the unit of analysis
and the interview results were combined with secondary data where possible (e.g.,
sales figures and graphs from past years). Details about secondary data are provided
in Methodological Approach section. Due to the exploratory nature of the research
questions, a qualitative analysis rather than a quantitative analysis was deemed more

appropriate.

1.3. Theoretical and Managerial Relevance

Although how the digital distribution channels change the structure of the supply
chain in the music industry as well as the emerging business models and alternative

schemes for production and consumption were investigated to some extent in the
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literature (i.e., Leyshon, 2005; Liebowitz and Watt, 2006; Nakano and Fluery, 2017),
most of these studies are related to the digital tools of a decade ago. Furthermore,
often the focus has been on developed countries rather than developing ones (Poel
and Rutten, 2005; Naveed, Watanabe, and Neittaanméki, 2017). Considering these,
this master thesis tries to fill the gap in the literature by studying the music supply
chain of a developing country, Turkey, and collecting data from a more recent
period.The study has practical or managerial relevance because it aims to add value
by giving insights to the actors about the supply chain complexity of the Turkish
music industry and how to position themselves in this structure in order to cope with

the changing requirements in relation to digitalization.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, first, the role of digitalization in the Turkish music industry is
discussed. Second, the concept of “supply chain management” and supply chain
actors in the Turkish music industry are examined. Third, “supply chain complexity”,
its sub-dimensions, and performance implications are elaborated. Finally, “power
and dependence” are discussed to examine the relationship between music supply

chain actors.

2.1. Music Industry and Digitalization

Together with commercialization of music, the recorded music market came to the
scene (Oztiirk, 2015). The emergence of recorded music was with the innovation of
the 78rpm (revolutions per minute) in 1906 after the innovation of the phonograph
(cylinder) or gramophone between the years of 1877 and 1887 (Rasmussen, 2017).
Then, the innovation of radio was a turning point in 1920. Radio was an efficient
way of promoting recorded music (Huygens, Baden-Fuller, Van Den Bosch, and
Volberda, 2000). Vinyl discs (331/3rpm, 45rpm) came later in 1948. After that, came
the audiocassettes in 1962, Walkman in 1979, and CD in 1982 where audiocassettes,
CDs and Walkman made the portability of music available (Coleman, 2005).
Although the distribution and promotion of the music were not affected, the outlook
of the product changed. As a result, the position of the majors was not threatened
(Moreau, 2013).



It was not until the 1990s that the internet and ICT (Information and Communication
Technology) impacted the distribution and promotion stages of the supply chain in
the global music industry (Bourreau andLabarthe-Piol, 2004). This posed a threat for
the majors because the control of the distribution and promotion phases of traditional
supply chain in the music industry pertained to the majors or big traditional record
companies, creating entry barriers for the newcomers (Leyshon, 2001). These
significant  technological developments or innovations were in the
samechronological order for Turkey similar to the trend in the world in spite of the
fact that there was slight time lag for them to be common country-wide relative to
the speed of the developed countries when introduction dates were analyzed (Isikhan,
2013).

Piracy cannot be disregarded in this context. Although it is not the main concern
anymore, as Dechsakda (2012) notes that “The battle with piracy will be an ongoing
process that will be hard to end anytime soon.” Piracy in music industry is an
ongoing issue even today. Peer-to-peer networks, for instance, enable free file-
sharing (David, 2009). The good news is that piracy is in its declining stage with the
help of streaming services since streaming paved the way for listening to high quality
music with minimum costs and consumers were encouraged to use streaming
services rather than the option of free music (IFPI, 2017). According to the Nielsen
report (2017), audio streaming set a record with 7 billion audio data flow in one
month in the United States. Other than streaming’s contribution, prior endeavors of
industry actors to protect online content since the beginning of digitization era gave
good results. In conjunction with statutory acts like the Digital Millennium
Copyright Act of 1998 (DMCA) and with collaborations of online intermediaries,
various search engines, hosting providers, payment providers, advertisers were
banned from engaging in illegal online activities infringing copyright protection
(IFPI, 2012).

One of the recent reports of IFPI (2017) depicts the revenue streams coming from

different areas in the world. According to Figure 1, the share of physical sales as well
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as downloading (excluding streaming services) are shrinking while the share of
streaming services in terms of revenues is in an increasing trend. From Figure 1, the

global revenues generated can be classified as:

o Physical sales (CDs and vinyl sales): 30%

o Digital sales (downloading and streaming): 54%
o Performance rights (covering places open to the public): 14%
o Synchronization (using the music in TVs, radios etc.): 2%

According to this recent report of IFPI (2017), the biggest markets are the United
States, Japan, Germany, England, France, South Korea, Canada, Australia, Brazil
and China in the global music industry.

GLOBAL RECORDED MUSIC INDUSTRY REVENUES 1999-2017 (US$ BILLIONS)

30.0
Source: IFP1

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total revenue 252 234 244 226 210 208 201 194 182 169 158 149 148 149 146 142 147 16.0 173
USS billions

@ Physical @ Digital (excluding streaming) @ Streaming © Performance Rights @ Synchronisation Revenues

Figure 1 — Global Music Industry Revenues between 1997 and 2017
Source: IFPI

In Figure 1, the revenues in the global music industry can be reviewed in detail with
respect to their distribution in the areas of physical, digital, streaming, performance

rights, and synchronization in 2007. As it can be seen from the figure, the share of
9



the physical revenues is decreasing while the share of total digital revenue is
increasing throughout the years between 2004 and 2017. However, the share of the
revenue generated from streaming is increasing starting from 2005 within the digital
sales. Performance rights also show in an increasing trend within the last years till
2017.

What is more, the trend in total revenues in the world music industry during the years
starting from 2005 can be seen in Figure 2 according to information taken from MU-
YAP (“MU-YAP”, 2018). Values in y-axis in Figure 2 represent total global
revenues in million USD. As it can be seen, the total revenues generated tend to
increase over the last years. The increase is much more between 2014 and 2016

compared to the the previous years.

20.000

18.000

16.000
14.000
12.000

14.800

10.000

14300

8.000
6.000

2.000

o

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Figure 2 — Total Global Revenues between 2005 and 2016
Source: MU-YAP
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Figure 3, on the other hand, depicts the declining trend in the physical sales in the
world between 2005 and 2016 (in million USD). In accordance with that, there is a
gradual decline in the physical sales from 2005 to 2016.

20.000
18.000
16.000
14.000
12.000
10.000
8.000
6.000
4.000
2.000

Figure 3 — Global Physical Sales between 2005 and 2016
Source: MU-YAP

Figure 4 depicts the increasing trend in the digital sales in the world between 2013
and 2017 (in million USD). As can be seen from the figure, after 2015 there is a huge
increase in the digital sales. Comparing Figure 3 and Figure 4, it can be inferred that
the decline in the physical sales is in the same fashion with the increase in the digital

sales for the same years starting from 2005 till 2016.

9.000 g

8.000 S
7.000
6.000
5.000 +— § —
4.000
3.000
2.000
1.000

"§’§/

o

430
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5400
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700

1,100
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Figure 4 — Global Digital Sales between 2005 and 2016

Source: MU-YAP
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As aresult, it can be understood that while the physical sales are declining the digital
sales are increasing at the same time for the last five years in the world in general
and the revenues generated from digital sales are also in an increasing trend
especially for the last three years. Streaming’s importance specifically within the

increased digital revenue streams is continuing to increase for the last years globally.

To conclude, digitalization seems inevitable and the increasing trend of it parallel
with the decline in the physical sales is expected in the coming years. In addition,
significant steps have been taken by the major actors for impeding piracy with legal
arrangements in the world in global digitalized music industry within the last years

and piracy has started to decline accordingly.

It is observed that the digital revolution of the Web 2.0 influenced the distribution of
music in Turkey as well as the case in Europe and the world (Ergiiney, 2017). The
distribution channels emphasize the nature and future of the music industry (Nakano
and Fleury, 2017). Therefore, it is strategically important to focus on the optimal
distribution channel (Sander, 2013). A variety of digital platforms (both for
streaming and downloading) like Spotify, iTunes, fizy, and YouTube have spread in

a very short period of time in Turkey (“Legal Music Services”, 2018).

In terms of concerns like monopolization and fraud as well as piracy, much attention
will be given to YouTube and netd, which is an online publishing channel that
operates on YouTube in this study (Ozkul, 2015; “Miizik sektorii mahser yeri gibi”;
2017). Among these digital platforms, netd’s shareis high in terms of reaching the
end customer by nearly ten million subscribers to this platform since it operates via
YouTube which is the most popular channel featuring top tracks worldwide (The
Recording Industry Association of America, 2017; “Top 250 YouTubers Channels
in Turkey”, 2019). IFPI’s report of 2016 also reveals that YouTube is used by 82%
of the users for listening to music only (IFPI, 2016).
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Netd plays the role of a catalyst or mediator in the chain with representing more than
one party’s stakes (“Netd”, 2018). Accordingly, based on the agreements with
variousrecord companies, it takes the right to publish video clips under its own name
via YouTube. In that sense, it is like an umbrella platform covering all those popular
tracks and it works ona highly broad-base benefitting from various record
companies’ catalogues. The majority of the popular tracks are published on this
publishing platform (netd) and it is observed that digital click rates and revenues at
the end are increasingthanks to this catalyst platform together with advertisements
taken (“Internette paranin patronu olmaya var misimiz?”, 2018). Therefore, netd is
getting bigger and bigger as the number of producers willing to work with netd
increase. Producers coupled withnetdand YouTube officials are enjoying increased
number of click rates and revenues since such a blanket or generic platformcreates a
subconscious brand image in the minds of customers (“‘netd’ miizik YouTube
zirvesinde”, 2018). That is why more and more consumers are attracted by just the
name of netd. This attraction and monopolized power also change the definition of
musical success. There is this mantra nowadays that “More clicks mean more
success!” (Tezel, 2015). In fact, more clicks may be evaluated as a sign of success,
but it may result from something else other than the music produced. The visual
content or the images shown on clips may be the factor as well. Not surprisingly,
payments for third parties for more clicks create anxiety and it remains an ethically
debatable issue (Ergin, 2018). It is likely that for more clicks, the quality is
sacrificed.

The problem is two-fold. First, it is about revenue sharing or royalty which is a
necessity in modern music industry (McCubbin, 2012). According to IFPI (2017),
the fundamental flaw in today’s music market is the “value gap” which implies that
fair revenues are not returned to those parties contributing to the creation and
investment in music. Services such as YouTube are highly criticized by the
authoritiesthat they use their on-demand digital platforms as a safe harbour or shelter
to avoid licensing music (IFPI, 2018). According to the report of IFPI (2018),

YouTube claims that they are not financially responsible for the music that they
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distribute. It is a huge problem because this means that the revenue that could have
been generated through other fairly licensed platforms is stolen. That is where the
gap occurs in the value creation. For fixing the value gap, all the parties involved in
the production process (artists, performers, record companies, publishers,
songwriters etc.) want legislative action worldwide (IFP1, 2018).

Secondly, netd-types of platforms on YouTube are not based on payments like any
other kind of digital platforms present in the industry for customers and they pay less
than streaming services to the industry (Sweney, 2017). They benefit from the
revenue-enhancing effect of being a digital catalyst in the supply chain. Since they
are not based on payments and pay little to the industry, some value gap is present
in the chain. This seems another problematic side which raises manipulation
concerns in Turkey (Tez, 2013; IFPI, 2018).

Additionally, the digital platforms do not contribute to the workforce much as they
do not employ workers on a large scale (Arditi, 2014). The company which netd is
dependent upon is the market leader in Turkish music market in both physical (25%)
and digital sales (45%) and at the centerof the manipulation concerns as mentioned
before (“Yatirimci Sunumu”, 2018). For that reason, legislation with respect to

competition, remuneration and taxation are to be enforced and controlled.

Apart from that, educational anti-piracy campaigns are continuing to be supported in
different regions of the world to combat piracy. Like in the world, in Turkey the
piracy’s threat is not as detrimental as compared to the before with similar reasons
(Sonmez, 2017).

To sum up, there is not yet a consensus regarding how digitalization impacts
Turkey’s music industry. In this thesis, a “supply chain complexity” perspective is
adopted to examine the changes that digitalization brings to the Turkish music
industry. Furthermore, in order to examine how the actors interact, a

“power/dependence” perspective is adopted. In the next sections, first the key actors
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in the music supply chain are discussed, then supply chain complexity and its sub-

dimensions are explained, and finally the power/dependence is elaborated.

2.2. Music Supply Chain

Before examining supply chain complexity, there is a need to first briefly discuss
supply chain management and understand the key actors in a supply chain. Whilst
there are several definitions of supply chain in the literature, it can be defined as a
series of linked actors and activities in the process of production of products or
services (Graham et al., 2004). Supply chains are traditionally viewed as series
encompassing the linear flow of information and materials from the suppliers
(upstream) to the end consumers (downstream) (Ketchen and Hult, 2007). In a supply
chain, suppliers render the inputs in the upstream part, the company adds value to
these inputs, and it is passed to the downstream actors (Porter, 1985). In line with
this, supply chain management (SCM) is about coordinating the supply chain
activities from the suppliers to the end users for the purpose of maximizing customer
value, achieving overall efficiency and reaching a competitive advantage in a
sustainable way (SCRC SME, 2017).

The key activities in supply chains are production, warehousing, inventory
management, scheduling, planning, logistics and maintenance related to the flow of
materials and information. In line with these activities, the main actors are
manufacturers, suppliers, wholesalers, distributors, retailers, facilitators and end
users (Larson and Rogers, 1998; Gibson, Hanna, Defee, and Chen, 2013). According
to this, manufacturers are the starters of the production process with the
transformation of raw materials into final products and services. Suppliers provide
the necessary inputs such as parts or components in the process beforehand.
Wholesalers are intermediaries between manufacturers and retailers as distributors
ensure the distribution of the products and services between these actors. Facilitators

are the actors who help thehealthy flow of materials and information in the chain.
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They include technology and consultancy companies, government agencies,
financial institutions, and other service providers. End users, the last actors of the

chain, are the ones whose demand is satisfied in the chain.

Consequently, supply chain management requires collaborative and synergistic
efforts of all related actors to create value added and to achieve efficiency at the end
(Mueller, Buergelt, and Seidel-Lass, 2008). The management of complex
relationships between the actors where intra- and inter-firm links matters highlights
the importance of supply chain management (Lambert and Cooper, 2000). Supply
chain management is such a concept where the main aim is ensuring the integration
and controlling the sourcing and flow of materials across numerous functions and
tiers of suppliers (Monczka, Trent, and Handfield, 1998). The related figure
depicting this linear flow in a typical supply chain or value chain is illustrated below
(Figure 5).
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Figure 5 — General Supply Chain Structure

Source: Lambert, Cooper, and Pagh (1998)
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Previous research mostly focuses on manufacturing supply chains (Naylor, Naim,
and Berry, 1999; Zhu and Sarkins, 2004; Vachon and Klassen, 2008); however, there
are also studies suggesting that supply chain management is equally important for
service firms (Ellram, Tate, and Billington, 2004; Sengupta, Heiser, and Cook,
2006). In this thesis, the focusis on the music industry, where there has been little
research about supply chains. Being among those few studies, Graham et al. (2004)
investigated the effect of the internet on the global music supply chain, especially its
effect on the big record companies’ dominance. They concluded that the internet
transforms the traditional music supply chain which is static and vertically integrated
into a more dynamic and flexible structure with increased number of choices for the
actors and increased communication channels. Likewise, Premkumar (2003) studied
digitalization in the music industry and argued that it may pave the way for increased
efficiency in the music supply chain with proliferated digital distribution strategies
emerging in the new structure. Hence, he showed the existence of opportunities to
reshape the music supply chain. Renard (2010), on the other hand, focused on the
changing position of the majors which are classified as the dominant record
companies in the music industry by Moreau (2013) and artists in the music supply
chain and the alternatives replacing them. He demonstrated the disintegration of the
music supply chain with digitalization compared to the past. Nakano and Fleury
(2017) showed that digitalization changed the music supply network structure and
governance mechanism such that the structure becomes vertically unbundled and this
leads to the growth of the service companies while the power of the incumbent

companies declines.

Although there are a few studies discussing the change in the music supply chain
with digitalization, they adopt a broad perspective to examine supply chains and
draw general conclusions. Also, there is limited number of studies on local music
supply chains other than the global music supply chain (Poel and Rutten, 2000). That
is why in this studythe Turkish music supply chain is investigated specifically by
adopting the supply chain complexity perspective. For the purpose of the study, in

this section the key actors in music supply chainare discussed broadly.
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The key actors in the music supply chain are artist, record company, distributor,
retailer and consumer in the most general sense (Graham, 2006). The traditional
music supply chain is depicted in Figure 6 (The arrows show the direction of the
material/information flow which can be in one-way or reciprocal). Considering the
traditional music supply chain, it matches the general linear view of supply chain
demonstrated above (Graham et al., 2004). In this context, this traditional structure
enables the linear flow of materials and information between the actors of the chain
starting from the artists and ending with the consumers/customers. The
intermediaries between the artists and the customers are the record companies,
distributors, and retailers, though there are direct alternatives of the record
companies such as TV/Radio, events organizers, and DJs/dance clubs to reach the

customers.

The record companies, also named labels or producers, can be evaluated as the focal
actors in this structure, given their expertise and mass resources, and mostly being
involved in vertical integration relationship owning some other actors, gives them
power over governance and physical distribution (Hill and Johns, 2012; Nakano and
Fleury, 2017).
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Figure 6: Traditional Music Supply Chain
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However, today’s music supply chain structure is very different from the structure
of the past together with the advent of the internet andthe proliferation of internet-
related platforms (Bockstedt, Kauffman, and Riggins, 2006). The traditional
vertically integrated music supply chain where a dominant actor controls other actors
is dissolved by the repositioning of the actors and this emerging structure is more
like a network structurewhere the linear flow does not exist anymore (Renard, 2010).
The traditional retailer has transformed into a digital one as the distribution channels
are diversified (Premkumar, 2003). Figure 7 exemplifies more of this network typed
structure. More specifically, in that figure, Leyshon (2001) distinguishes between
four types of networks in the music industry with distinct features: creativity,
reproduction, distribution, and consumption networks. He discusses that the effect
of the software formats as well as new digital distribution reshape these networks
and the authority of the record companies is challenged where power dynamics are
changed. However, his research concerned the very early start of digitalization at the
start of 2000s. There is a need for reconsidering how music supply chains are
changing due to recent applications of digitalization such as digital platforms and
social media networks. There are arguments suggesting that such applications offer
more flexibility and dynamism (Dechsakda, 2012; Csiba; 2017), as well as creating
a more complex network of a variety of actors (Bockstedt et al., 2006, Anderson,
2011). In order to examine the effect of digitalization, we specifically adopt a
complexity perspective (Choi and Krause, 2006) to examine music supply chain,

which is discussed in more detail in the following section.

19



Networks

D Creativity

: Reproduction

D Distribution

E] Consumption

_ Musical
instruments
and supplies

management/
Ienl agencies

Electronic
delivery
channels

Figure 7: Emerging Music Supply Chain Structure
Source: Leyshon (2001)

2.3. Supply Chain Complexity

Complexity has been examined in several disciplines (Choi, Dooley, and
Rungtusanatham, 2001; Bozarth et al., 2009) and a variety of definitions have been
proposed. In a general sense, complexity can be defined as “a state composed of
elements with their multiplicity, diversity, and functional interrelatedness (Jacobs
and Swink, 2013). Other definitions also include characteristics such as uncertainty
and ambiguity (Jacobs, 2013). Complexity is a composed measure; hence, an

increase in one of these dimensions means the increase in complexity.

Complexity in the supply chain is examined at several levels such as supply base (the

part of the supply network which is managed by the focal company), supply network

(network of companies positioned upstream to a company in the value system), and

supply chain covering all the parties which upstream and downstream to the focal
20



company (Choi and Krause, 2006; Lu and Shang, 2017). Since the majority of the
studies have focused on supply chain complexity (SCC) as the key construct (Aitken,
Bozarth, and Garn, 2016; Birkie, Trucco, and Campos, 2017; Turner, Aitken, and
Bozarth, 2018), supply chain level of analysis is adopted in this thesis. It also enables
to focus on a focal firm (i.e., record companies) and examine complexity related to
themrather than examining complexity in a whole industry without a benchmark

point.

2.3.1. Supply Chain Complexity Dimensions

Distinctive dimensions of SCC exist in the literature (De Leeuw et al., 2013;
Serdarasan, 2013). For instance, Bode and Wagner (2015) have only focused on
upstream SCC with its vertical, horizontal, and spatial dimensionswhere vertical
complexity refers to the number of tiers of suppliers, horizontal complexity refers to
the number of direct suppliers in the supply base, and spatial complexity refers to the
geographical dispersion of the supply base. Yetin most of the studies the dimensions
determined by Choi and Krause (2006) have been used as basis. In that direction,
Bozarth et al. (2009) have characterized SCC as the level of detail and dynamic
complexity regarding products, processes, and relationships. Detail complexity
corresponds to the varied number of parts that constitute a system and their
interactions and dynamic complexity is related with the unpredictability of that
system in general terms. Structural (static) and operational complexity can be used
instead of detail and dynamic complexity respectively (De Leeuw et al., 2013; Turner
etal., 2018).

Dynamic complexity has been examined together with detail complexity in some
studies in the literature (Kavilal, Venkatesan, and Kumar, 2017; Kavilal,
Venkatesan, and Sanket, 2018; Dittfeld, Scholten, and Van Donk, 2018).
Nevertheless, there are also studies that have focused solely on detail complexity
(Cheng, Chen, and Chen, 2014; Ates, Wynstra, and van Raaij, 2015; Birkie et al.,
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2017; Giannoccaro, Nair, and Choi,2018). In this study, detail complexity as well as

dynamic complexity will be elaboratedfrom a broader angle.

Table 1 illustrates the key SCC studies reviewed in this thesis, illustrating the sub-
dimensions examined in a chronological manner. As it can be seen from the table,
size and variety are most commonly touched upon dimensions under detail
complexity. What is also observed is that dynamic complexity has been studied more
frequently in recent years. In the following sections, detail (i.e., size, variety,

interaction) and dynamic complexity are elaborated (Figure 8).
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Table 1: A Review of the Studies with respect to SCC Types/Dimensions

Key Dimensions (Detail)
Studies | Authors (year) Key Construct(s) Interactio | Dynamic
Size | Variety n
s1 Choi et al. (2001) Suppl_y network as a complex X . X .
adaptive system
Choi & Krause .
S2 (2006) Supply base complexity b'e X b'e
Bozarth et al. . .
S3 (2009) Supply chain complexity b'e X b'e X
Awayesh & .
S4 Klassen (2010) Supply chain structure b e
. . Supply chain complexity and
S5 Manuj & Sahin supply chain decision-making X X X X
(2011) -
complexity
Static complexity, dynamic
S6 Serdarasan (2013) | complexity, decision-making X X X X
complexity
De Leeuw et al. Structura}l supply chalr]
S7 complexity and operational X X X
(2013) . -
supply chain complexity
Marc A. Jacops - .
S8 (2013) Generalized Complexity Index X X X
S9 Cheng et al. (2014) Stru_ctural complexity of supply X X X
chain networks
S10 Ates et al. (2015) | Supply base structure X X X b
S11 Bode & Wagner Upstream supply chain X X
(2015) complexity
Brandon-Jones et .
S12 al. (2015) Supply base complexity X X b
Tachizawa & .
S13 Wong (2015) Supply network complexity b'e X X
. . . X
S14 Aitken et al. (2016) | Supply chain complexity X (dynamic)
Supply base complexity, internal
S15 Kavilal et al. manufacturing complexity, X . .
(2017) customer base complexity and
external complexity
S16  |Birkie etal. (2017) | SuPPly chain structural x X x
complexity
Lu & Shang Supply base structural
S17 (2017) complexity X X X
S18 Turner et al. (2018) | Supply chain complexity b'e X X X
Kavilal et al. . .
S19 (2018) Supply chain complexity X X X
Dittfeld et al. . .
S20 (2018) Supply chain complexity X X X
Giannoccaro et al. .
S21 (2018) Supply network complexity b'q X
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Figure 8: SCC Dimensions

Source: Bozarth et al. (2009)

2.3.1.1. Detail Complexity

Three common dimensions which consist in the majority of the definitions of detail
complexity can be named as size, variety, and interaction (Choi and Krause, 2006;
Bozarth et al., 2009; Serdarasan, 2013; Jacobs, 2013; Ates et al., 2015).

2.3.1.1.1. Size

Size within the scope of detail complexity denotes the number of a specific element,
like the number of suppliers or the number of agents if supply networks are evaluated
as complex adaptive systems which concentrate on the interplay between the system
and its environment (Choi, Dooley, and Rungtusanatham, 2001; Choi and Krause,
2006). However, size can be defined as the volume of interrelated elements in a
supply chain from a more comprehensive angle (Cheng et al., 2014). In fact, complex

systems are made up of unique parts connected to each other in a non-linear fashion
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and grasping the operation of one part does not guarantee the understanding of this

complex system as a whole (Perona and Miragliotta, 2004).

In this connection, the elements or parts may vary. These may also include
customers, components, or products existing in a business unit in the supply chain
other thanjust the suppliers (Aitken et al., 2016). The number of business processes
and functions in a supply chain implicating the volume of information can also be
counted as size (Serdarasan, 2013). Even the number of employees and their turnover
or the number of production facilities, product lines and brands at production side
can constitute the size (Birkie et al., 2017). From a similar point, given a supply
network, all participants in the network can be embraced within the dimension of
size (Tachizawa and Wong, 2015). The number of ties in a network is associated
with size and as the number of ties increases, the density of the network increases
(Tachizawa and Wong, 2015).

Further, size may be diversified under different classifications of complexity. While
horizontal complexity refers to the number of suppliers that directly supply to the
focal company, vertical complexity refers to the number of tiers in the supply base
(Lu and Shang, 2017). Similarly, in a supply network, the number of tiers in the
network hierarchically and the number of suppliers in each of these tiers refer to

different scales in terms of size (Giannoccaro et al., 2018).

Overall, size can be examined in terms of internal, external, and supply/demand
specific factors, and in a general sense the increase in the number of supply chain
actors and supply chain tiers increases complexity due to more flows of information
and physical materials to be handled (Serdarasan, 2013; Brandon-Jones, Squire, and
Van Rossenberg, 2015). In that sense, the number of actors, customers, and
employees, as well as the volume of products and processes, refer to size in the music

supply chain.
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2.3.1.1.2. Variety

Variety which can be named as diversity or differentiation as well reflects the
distinctiveness of the elements in the supply chain (Jacobs, 2013). It encapsulates the
differences in suppliers, customers, product lines, processes, services, and brands
since different cultures, practices and technologies are to be adaptedby managers
(Birkie et al., 2017; Leeuw, Grotenhuis, and van Goor, 2013). It is a core dimension
of product portfolio complexity by concentrating on products (Kavilal et al., 2018).
Focusing on upstream complexity, one can define variety in suppliers in terms of
their differentiation in technology, geography, organization, and size (Ates et al.,
2015).

Specific sub-dimensions which connote variety can be scrutinized separately. To
exemplify, distance is a specific concept associated with variety (Awayesh and
Klassen, 2010). Geographic distance or separation of the agents/elements
geographically can be interpreted as a factor reflecting variety (Brandon-Jones et al.,
2015). The more the distance between the agents or the elements, the harder the
management of these becomes due to the dissimilar cultures and practices of
distinctive regions, hence complexity increases (Choy and Lee, 2003). In addition,
Awayesh and Klassen (2010) suggest that distance can be cultural and organizational
as well,where cultural distance is about cultural differences of the societies of the
agents and organizational distance is about the dispersion of the focal firm from the

suppliers or customers in the supply chain.

The key point is that the morediversified types of elements are found in a supply
chain, the more it will turn into a more complex structure with many potential
combinations (Cheng et al., 2014). Increased variety forces firms and managers to
adopt disparate practices and take necessary steps. For instance, customization and
simplification alternatives in system design are applied by firms strategically in order

to manage variety (Perona and Miragliotta, 2004; Hamta, Shirazi, Behdad, and
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Ghomi, 2018). In line with these, different organizational practices, capabilities, and
cultures of the actors as well as their differentiation by size and geography refer to

the variety in music supply chain.

2.3.1.1.3. Interaction

Interaction means interactive relationships or linkage of elements in the supply chain
(Jacobs, 2013). This interaction could be between people or tasks, which paves the
way for interdependence of them on each other (Turner et al., 2018). Interaction,
though generally analyzed as a key dimension of detail complexity, has been
discussed as a dimension of dynamic complexity in a limited number of studies
(Giannoccaro et al., 2018). Recognizing supply networks as complex adaptive
systems where the interaction of the system with its environment is significant for
co-evolution, the behavior of that system is the result of concurrent activities of the
firms who are in connection with each other (Choi et al., 2001). Interaction can also
be stated as the degree of order which implies the tie between a unique member of
the supply chain and other members of the chain (Cheng et al., 2014). From this

point, high disorder is a factor of increased complexity.

The members usually indicate the suppliers or firms in the chain which are dependent
on each other on resources, materials, and capabilities (Awayesh and Klassen, 2010).
In that sense, interaction is a kind of supplier-supplier relationship although the
relationship between the buyer and the supplier is observed more and has been
touched upon prevalently in studies in the literature (Helper, 1991; Wu and Choi,
2005). At this point, “the type of the relationship” and “the intensity of the
relationship” are distinguished as two important aspects in association with
interaction (Choi and Krause, 2006). As for the type of the relationship, it can be
competitive or cooperative (Choi et al., 2001; Ates et al., 2015). While cooperation

indicates clarity and solidarity, competition stresses non-shared information and
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distance in relationships (Wu and Choi, 2015). However, the relationship does not
have to be dyadic all the time. It can be dyadic as well as triadic according to the
situation (Smith and Laage-Hellman, 1992; Choi and Krause, 2006). Supplier firms
may supply missing parts to each other reciprocally in a dyadic context. In a triadic
context, on the other hand, supplier firms may compete against each other to better
serve the focal firm. However, a cooperative relationship between the suppliers may
be desired by the focal firm to ensure coordination in a triadic context (Stuart,
Deckert, McCutcheon, and Kunst, 1998). There is also the risk that the collaborative
relationships may be collusive (Branderburger and Nalebuff, 1996). As for the
intensity of the relationships, the frequency of the transactionscaptures both the
physical goods and information exchange between the members (Choi and Krause,
2006). Since information in cooperative relationships is richer in context, transaction
costs are reduced more, which leads to more investments in transaction-specific
assets and the exchange of transaction-specific assets promotes commitment and
increase the frequency of transactions (Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh, 1987; Carr and
Pearson, 1999).

In sum, two main characteristics of interaction can be distinguished: type (i.e.,
competitive vs. collaborative) and intensity. As supported also by the studies
quantifying complexity as a measure, interaction together with its formation of
relationships is one of the critical dimensions that determine the level of complexity
(Jacobs, 2013; Cheng et al., 2014). Based on all these arguments, an increase in
interaction is reflected as an increase in complexity. Regarding music supply chains,
competition has been between the record companies with respect to their efforts to
work with the best artists (Belinfante and Johnson, 1982). However, the music
supply chain is now more like an evolving ecosystem with digitalizationwhere the
actors depend on each other and because of the interplay between them they may
both compete and cooperate with each other at the same time (Huygens, Baden-
Fuller, Van Den Bosch, and Volberda, 2002; Nakano and Fleury, 2017). Hence, there
is not a clear-cut point to determine the type of relationships between the actors in
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this evolving music supply chain structure and the number of studies examining these

relationships are limited.

2.3.1.2. Dynamic Complexity

Dynamic or operational complexity is associated with uncertainty and randomness
in the supply chain in the widest sense (Dittfeld et al., 2018). This implies that the
acts of the agents or the activities and processes are not predictable easily because of
the dynamic nature of the supply chain. Thus, variability is an issue concerning
dynamic complexity because unexpected changes may occur at any time, which can
then have ahuge impact on the performance of the supply chain (De Leeuw et al.,
2013).

Dynamic complexity can be observed in every part of the supply chain such as
upstream and downstream (Milgate, 2001). For instance, in the upstream part, the
poor delivery performance of the suppliers with non-qualified parts supplied may
cause uncertainty, while the obscurity in determining the forecast of demand is the
problematic side of the downstream supply chain provoking dynamic complexity
since the expectations of the customers may change (Davis, 1993; Fisher, Hammond,
Obermeyer, and Raman, 1997; Manuj and Sahin, 2011). These show that speed and
reliability are some other facets related to dynamic complexity. Brandon-Jones et al.
(2015) argue that unreliable and late deliveries increase complexity and induce
managers to conduct more collaborative relationships with suppliers. The
classification may be internal, external, and customer based as well (Kavilal et al.,
2017). In this classification, false forecasts and lack of information sharing are part
of internal dynamic complexity while customers’ changing needs are part of
customer based dynamic complexity, and uncertainties regarding the suppliers,

market, technology, and competitors are part of external dynamic complexity.
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Serdarasan (2013) notes that missing controls in processes, missing synchronization,
ambiguityin employee-related issues, and future-oriented improvements are all
drivers of dynamic complexity and all of them give rise to decision-making
complexity which pertains to the difficulty in making decisions related with the
supply chain. Dynamic complexity illustrates that a supply chain is not a static
system all the time, but it is more like a living organism which is open to spontaneous
or unpredictable changes. The more the uncertainty, randomness, and ambiguity are,
the more the dynamic complexity. Examining dynamic complexity in the music
supply chain is relevant because the whole industry is in a transformation process
with digitalization. The ease and speed of digitalization change the requirement of
customers and it also entails a change in actors regarding whether they adapt to or
refuse it (Pinna, 2017). However, unpredictability issues and how to ensure
sustainability in such a dynamic industry have not yet been investigated. Likewise,
there is not a clear understanding about what type of dynamic complexity can be

beneficial or detrimental for music supply chains.

2.3.1.3. Conclusion

Based on the above arguments, it is concluded that SCC can be examined in terms
of detail and dynamic complexity (Bozarth et al., 2009). The main dimensions of
detail complexity are accepted as size, variety, and interaction, and dynamic
complexity is mostly related with unpredictability in the supply chain as a whole.
This means an increase (decrease) in detail or dynamic complexity will be reflected
as an increase (decrease) in supply chain complexity. Supply chain management in
a broadest sense, and supply chain structure/complexity more specifically, has not
been examined to a high extent in relation to the music industry (Tilson, Sorensen,
and Lyytinen, 2013). In this thesis, a complexity perspective is adopted to examine
music supply chains in relation to increased digitalization. The number and variety

of actors, and products/processesas well as the intensity and type of the interaction
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between the actors refer to detail complexity while the uncertainties and changes
stemming from the dynamic nature of the supply chain are relevant for dynamic

complexity to be examined in the music supply chain.

2.4. Business-to-Business Relationships: A Power/Dependence Perspective

Supply chains comprise the flow of materials, information, and decisions and when
managing supply chains, inter-organizational as well as intra-organizational
relationships become important considering the effectiveness and efficiency of these
flows (Wang, Childerhouse, Kang, Huo, and Mathrani, 2016). While interpersonal
relationships cannot be ignored in the processes of supply chains, particularly inter-
organizational relationships, the relationships between the firms based on shared
values in the most generic terms, are deemed as essential factors for the perfect
mechanism of supply chains (Zhao, Huo, Flynn, and Yeung, 2008; Cuevas,
Julnuken, and Gabrielsson, 2015). Inter-organizational relationships can also be
understood as business-to-business (B2B) relationships in supply chain context since
firms in the supply chain are in a buyer-supplier relationship in the production of
products and services and all the firms are within their own business processes
(Lacity, Khan, Yan, and Willcocks, 2010).

In B2B relationships, among other dimensions like trust and commitment, power
stands out as a key dimension (Gulati and Sytch, 2007; Nyaga, Lynch, Marshall, and
Ambrose, 2013; Cao, Huo, Li, and Zhao, 2015; Cuevas et al., 2015; Golgeci,
Murphy, and Johnston, 2018). Power can be defined as the “superiority of one party
to the other based on their dependence on each other” (Emerson, 1962, p. 32).
Therefore, dependence is a major concern here related with power, and from the
interrelationship perspective dependence is between the parties and thus can be
named as interdependence (Gulati and Sytch, 2007). In this conjuncture,

interdependence refers to the state where conditions for an achievement cannot be
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controlled by one party without the involvement of other parties (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978). It is the power concentration that shapes relationships. When one
party depends more on the other party in an exchange relationship, it can be said that

it has an advantage over the other party and is in a more powerful situation.

In earlier studies, interdependence has been associated with the resources the parties
have (Turnbull, Ford, and Cunningham, 1996; Ford and Mcdowell, 1999). By
resources, what is meant is the tangible or intangible assets possessed by firms which
may give strength or weakness to them (Caves, 1980; Wernerfelt, 1984). According
to the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer, 1972), parties’ existence in the system is
on the condition that they exchange their resources voluntarily with other parties like
suppliers, buyers, and various stakeholders. The aim of exchanging resources is to
reduce uncertainty while at the same time to exert power and control, and this system
becomes really dynamic by making all the parties vulnerable to changes to some

extent.

In parallel with the resource dependence theory, the resource-based view perspective
posits the way to achieve competitive advantage is to own distinctive and valuable
resources that cannot be substituted (Vanpoucke, Vereecke, and Wetzels, 2014).
These resources can be tangible or intangible, but most of the time they refer to
tangible ones such as financial and informational resources and capability is about
the ability to use these resources in direction with one’s purpose (Teece, 2007). In
sum, tangible and intangible resources are seen as one of the main determinants of
power. In addition, investment in transaction-specific assets which are specific to
one kind of relationship and may lose their value for other kinds of relationships
when they are redeployed renders the investor party more powerful by making it
non-substitutable and further fostering partner-specific value in the relationship (De
Vita, Tekaya, and Wang, 2011; Takashima and Kim, 2015).

The balance of power changes between the actors in the supply chain on the basis of

the possession of resources. Considering the differentiation of actors in a typical
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supply chain, power asymmetries of actors are expected (Belaya, Gagalyuk, and
Hanf, 2009). The weaker actor is assumed vulnerable and is exposed to opportunism
where the powerful one exerts power over it (Shervani, Frazier, and Challagalla,
2007). Asymmetrical power, therefore, may indicate decreased trust between the
actors while the symmetrical power indicates increased trust, indicating positive
views about the partner’s actions on the whole (Anderson and Weitz, 1989; McEvily,
Perrone, and Zaheer, 2003).

However, in a more recent study Cuevas et al. (2015) have showed that drawing such
a simple conclusion is not easy and the congruence of the goal between the actors is
a significant factor in fact in the development of trust. Therefore, even though the
asymmetrical power seems detrimental or not favorable for the quality of the
relationships, in fact, some other mediating factors are becoming in the foreground
as the main drivers giving direction to the relationships and making the power
symmetry or asymmetry insignificant. Having a common goal between the partners
is one of them (Cuevas et al., 2015), which then increases trust and the quality of the
relationships. Jointly dependent relationships seem more advantageous to increase
trust and the quality of the relationships (Lawler and Yoon, 1996). Whether the
power is symmetrical or asymmetrical does not matter. In a similar vein, reciprocity
contingency of inter-organizational relationships which is based on partners’
pursuing common goals suggests that the scarcity of resources may entail
collaboration (Oliver, 1990). Jointly dependent relationships contribute to the
development of a common goal and the establishment of trust between the partners.
Trust makes the supply chain more integrated, which then improves firm

performance (Zhang and Huo, 2013).

Although power is argued to be one of the most important characteristics of B2B
relationships affecting other relationship dimensions, as the above studies suggest,
the role of power and dependence in shaping the B2B relationships and performance
has not reached conclusive results in the literature (Cuevas et al., 2015). First of all,

types of power need to be taken into account. French and Raven (1959) defined five
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types of power: expert, referent, reward, coercive and legitimate power. These
power types are categorized in two groups: mediated and non-mediated (Zhao et al.,
2018). On that classification, while for the non-mediated power types the target
determines when it will be influenced by the powerful party, for the mediated power
types the powerful party determines when and how to exert power over the target. In

the next section, the different types of power are discussed.

2.4.1. Mediated and Non-mediated Power Types

Nyaga et al. (2013) have shown that non-mediated power sources trigger the adaptive
and collaborative behaviors of partners. Non-mediated power types are more
intimate and affirmative (Benton and Maloni, 2015). Expert power and referent
power are two types non-mediated power (Chae, Choi, and Hur, 2017). Expert power
exists when one party or firm has more expertise and knowledge than the other
(Palmatier, Dant, Grewal, and Evans, 2006; Nyaga et al., 2013). Referent power
exists when one party identifies itself and its values with the other party because of
the notion that the other party holds operations better than itself (French and Raven,
1959). Earlier studies confirm that expert and referent power prepare an environment
where trust and commitment are built (Crook and Combs, 2007).

Another main type of power sources are mediated power sources. These power
sources entail the external motivation of the powerful party to force the target to act
in the way it is desired on contrary to non-mediated power sources which rely on the
internal motivation of the target for the exertion of power (Brown, Lusch, and
Nicholson, 1995; Benton and Maloni, 2005). Mediated power sources include
reward power, coercive power and legal legitimate power (Nyaga et al., 2013).
Reward power occurs when the powerful party presents a reward to the other (target)
with the aim of influencing it (French and Raven, 1959). Coercive power is like the

opposite form of reward power in the sense that it is the power holder’s ability to
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punish the target with the aim of influencing it (Molm, 1988). Legal legitimate power
is about the influencing attempts of one party over the other by depending on legal

contracts or agreements (Nyaga et al., 2013).

Firms utilize their power to benefit from the relationship exchanges (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978). However, the effects of non-mediated and mediated power types on
relationships differ (Benton and Maloni, 2005). In this respect, mediated power types
like reward, legal, and coercive are found to have a negative effect on performance
while non-mediated power types like expert and referent have a positive effect since
they promote cooperation (Maloni and Benton, 2000; Jonsson and Zineldin; 2003,
Zhao et al., 2008). Therefore, although the use of power excessively causes the
holder to act opportunistically, power types used at the moderate level can in some
cases be a strategic tool to enhance relationships, solve conflicts and increase firm
performance (Frazier and Rody; 1991, Belaya et al., 2009). The table below (Table
2) gives the definitions of different power types classified as non-mediated and

mediated.

Table 2: Types of Power and Definitions

Classification | Power Type Definition

Reward power depends on the situation when the
Reward powerful party presents a reward to the other (target)
with the aim of influencing it (French and Raven,
1959, p. 156)

Mediated Coercive power is the power holder’s ability to punish

Coercive the target with the aim of influencing it (Molm, 1988,
p. 110).

Legal legitimate power stems from the influencing

Legal attempts of one party over the other by depending on

Legitimate
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Table 2: ( continued )

legal contracts or agreements (Nyaga et al., 2013, p.
110).

Expert power has its basis that one party or firm has
Expert expertise and knowledge that the other one emulates
(Nyaga et al., 2013, p. 47).

Non-mediated Referent power exists when one party identifies itself

Referent and its values with the other party because of the
notion that the other party operates better than itself
(French and Raven, 1959, p. 161).

In the music industry, B2B relationships occur between the actors based on their
having the knowledge about the future of the music, trust, and capabilities in the
development of music and artists (Gander and Rieple, 2004). According to Gander
and Rieple’s (2004) argument, two types of actors shape the industry, which are the
big record companies and small-scale independent record companies. Hence, given
their resources, the actors may have different power types and the dependencies
between them are a result of these different power types. Competitive or
collaborative types of structures in the industry like the hybrid structures or joint
ventures are framed by these power types as well (Lin, 2014).

2.4.2. Factors Counteracting Power

Among the factors that affect power, the ones counteracting power are worth-
emphasizing. Trust, collaboration, and balance of power stand out as the critical
factors in association with this issue in the literature (Hamel, 1991; Gulati and Sytch,
2007; Capaldo and Giannoccaro, 2015). Trust is the essential factor for the health
and sustainability of relationships (Corsten and Kumar, 2005). In this respect, Nyaga
et al. (2013) have discussed that increased trust means increased quality in

relationships and the partner’s collaborative and adaptive behaviors are greater when
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the perception of the relationship quality is higher although adaptive behaviors exist
where the partners are dependent on each others’ resources and these adaptive

behaviors may cause opportunism.

Through adaptation and collaboration, the commitment of the partners to the
relationships is increased (Dyer and Singh, 1998). It seems that the negative effects
of power asymmetry are reversed by the increased relationship quality. Social sides
of the organizational environment such as culture, joint dependence, and partners’
belonging may foster trust reducing opportunism (Williamson, 1975). Gulati and
Sytch (2007) argue that joint dependence occurs if the dependencies are balanced at
some level where the embeddedness of each actor to the relationship becomes the
key issue, and this highlights the quality of the relationship more by boosting the
value creation more. Gulati and Sytch (2007) also argue that when social governance
mechanisms applied, uncertainty is reduced and the performance of the jointly

dependent firms increases.

Collaboration is the major property of hybrid structures where there is no authority
to decide the roles and responsibilities of the actors as opposed to hierarchical
management styles (Phillips, Lawrence, and Hardy, 2000). Joint ventures and
strategic alliances are some forms of hybrid structures and for the industries that are
not in stability but in a cycle of dynamic innovations hybrid structures are more
suitable as governance mechanisms (Gander and Rieple, 2004).

Firms may pool their divergent resources to increase synergy. However, there is the
risk that the transfer of the resources to unsuitable settings may erode the value of
the resources by making them detrimental damaging the power (Gander, Haberberg,
and Rieple, 2007).

In the music industry, assets are context-specific and trust is an essential factor to
form powerful relationships between the actors (Gander and Rieple, 2007).

Regarding trust, if there is lack of trust stemming from the asymmetry of knowledge
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in favor of the record company in the relationship between the record company and
the artist, for instance, then the powerful party which is the record company may
exploit the artist (Hesmondhalgh, 1998). Moreover, the fact that assets are specific
to the relationships increases the costs of protecting them since in different situations
where the assets do not belong to these certain relationships they will be harmed
(Williamson, 1985). Power dynamics matter in the control of these specific assets
(Phillips et al., 2000). Thus, considering the innovativeness and dynamism in the
music industry, partnerships or joint ventures based on trust are emerging as suitable

structures as argued by Gander and Rieple (2007).

2.4.3. Conclusion

To conclude, in the B2B relationship structure of supply chains, power, which stems
from the dependence of actors on each other is a key factor to investigate how the
relationships (interaction between the actors) are shaped and the related effects on
firm performance. For that purpose, there seems to be a need for power/dependence

perspective to grasp these fully.

The source of power is mainly the resources possessed by the actors in the supply
chain according to resource based view and the exchange of these resources between
the parties is essential to exert power according to resource dependence theory while
the balance of power determines the direction of the relationship between the parties
(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Belaya et al., 2009; Vanpoucke et al., 2014). Therefore,
power types and balance of power are two critical sub-dimensions of power.While
the non-mediated power types lead to more intimate relationships where the target
determines how it will be influenced, mediated power types promote more formal
relationships where the party who exert the power controls the situation (Benton and
Maloni, 2015). In a creative industry like music industry where the assets are context-

specific and the relationships are transaction-specific, different power types of the
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actors depend on their having capabilities and knowledge in their field. Trust and
power dynamics between the actors are determining factors for the formation of
structures in the music industry. Considering these and the dynamism in the music
industry, a structure based on trust between the actors is needed more. This is because
mistrust, missing or decreased relationship commitment, missing goal congruence as
well as power imbalance/asymmetry between the actors are the most critical factors
which harm the effective implementation of power by the actors in B2B

relationships. In the next section, performance implications are elaborated.

2.5. Supply Chain Complexity Performance Implications

To be able to better manage a supply chain, it is vital to know the performance
implications of SCC. Nevertheless, there is not a clearcut standpoint regarding the
effect of SCC on performance because supply chains are systems that go hand in
hand with their environment and multiple factors make the picture more complicated
than it seems (Gottinger, 1983). Likewise, different contexts may result in different
implications (Estampe, Lamouri, Paris, and Brahim-Djelloul, 2013).

To exemplify, Choi and Krause (2006) have shown that decreased complexity
decreases transaction costs and increases supplier responsiveness; however,
decreased complexity may also mean an increased supply risk and decreased supplier
innovation. In the context of green supply chain management, effectiveness is
directly affected by supply network complexity, but this effectivenessdepends on
whether the governance mechanisms are informal or formal (Tachizawa and Wong,
2015). While supply network complexity positively moderates the relationship
between formal governance mechanisms and environmental performance, it
negatively moderates the relationship for informal governance mechanisms and
environmental performance.Along these lines, Lu and Shang (2017) have
demonstrated that a single dimension of complexity may have both positive and

negative effects on performance where the total effect becomes non-linear when they
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have analyzed how financial performance is affected by supply base structural
complexity. This study also has revealed that the effect of different SCC dimensions
on performance may vary. Some dimensions may have a significant impact on

performance while the others may not.

Given the dimension of size, Lemke et al. (2000) propose that reducing the number
of suppliers in the supply base is cost effective and makes the control of the supply
base easier. For products, it was shown that the increase in their number has a
negative impact on manufacturing performance with increased costs and therefore
the number of the products has to be at an optimal size (Salvador et al., 2002). The
increase in the number of customers will also affect performance negatively since
the management of customer relationships will become more difficult (Vollman et
al., 2015).

Considering variety or heterogeneity, Choi and Krause (2006) assert that
heterogeneity puts much more burden on firms operationally considering the
problems faced by them with respect to control and coordination; however,
heterogeneity also contributes to innovation and creativity. Parallel with the negative
effect of the increase in the number of products/processes and customers on
performance, Kavilal et al. (2017) state that the increase in the variety of products,
processes, and customers has a negative impact on performance because the variety
of products and processes will entail extra investment in production, design and
operations while the increased variety of customers will increase the number of
orders and cause a conflict in meeting these orders on time. It may cause increased
cost, decreased quality, poor delivery performance and less flexibility (Brandon-
Jones et al., 2014).

In case of interaction, Choi et al. (2001) mention the difficulty of managing a supply
network as the behavior of the network shaped by interactions is not very predictable.
Besides, a negative curvilinear relationship with supply risk and interaction was

suggested when the number of suppliers is kept fixed (Choi and Krause, 2006).
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Although this does not draw a clear picture, in recent years Giannoccaro et al. (2018)
have demonstrated that higher levels of interactions as well as size hurts
performance. In terms of control of complexity, they have shown that the scope of
control should be moderate (not too much or too limited) for the optimality of

performance.

For dynamic complexity, any factor that intensifies uncertainty and risk are
detrimental to performance since the management efforts cause a decrease in profit
margin (Gottfredson and Aspinall, 2005). Still, if dynamic complexity is necessary
for competitive advantage, trying to manage dynamic complexity drivers other than
reducing or eliminating them is more effective (Serdarasan, 2013). In that manner,
especially for detail complexity firms prefer to reduce complexity. For dynamic
complexity, on the contrary, they prefer to manage or modify their operations if it is
deemed necessary. The distinction between strategic (beneficial) and dysfunctional
(detrimental) complexity can be made at this juncture before giving a response to
complexity (Aitken et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2018). In terms of control of
complexity, Giannoccaro et al. (2018) have shown that the scope of control should
be moderate (not too much or too limited) for the optimality of performance. Their
study also has supported that size and interaction as two dimensions of complexity

have a negative effect on performance.

Despite the nuances about the positive and negative effects of supply chain
complexity on performance, there seems to be a general view that SCC in general
has a negative effect on performance. It has been found that upstream, internal, and
downstream complexities have negative effect on manufacturing plant performance
separately. What is more, supply chain characteristics related with dynamic
complexity have been found to have more effect on performance than the effect of
dimensions of detail complexity (Bozarth et al., 2009). A positive relationship has
been found between SCC and undesirable implications like unfavorable conditions
stemming from the environment (Manuj and Sahin, 2011). These may be increase in

costs, changes in technology, or natural disasters. As another undesirable outcome,
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the frequency of disruptions tends to increase with increase in upstream supply chain
complexity dimensions (horizontal, vertical, and spatial) and the combined effect of
these dimensions intensify this effect (Bode and Wagner, 2015). The main initiators
of the frequency of disruptions are the number of suppliers and complexities of
delivery which then hurt the firm performance. Slack resources and visibility may
moderate this negative effect of complexity on performance (Brandon-Jones et al.,
2015). On the other hand, complexity enhances the recovery of performance after
disruptions and positively moderates the relationship between resilience capabilities

and performance (Birkie et al., 2017).

Taken all these together based on the general view of SCC’s negative effect on
performance, the table below summarizes the effects of SCC dimensions on
performance (Table 3). As can be seen from the review, the literature about SCC and
its performance implications focuses on the manufacturing industry, and more

specifically on the music supply chain.

Table 3: Summary of the SCC’s Effect on Performance

Direction Study Effect
Awayesh & Klassen (2010) Supplier socially responsible practices
Positive | Birkie et al. (2017) Performance recovery after disruption
Choi & Krause (2006) Supplier responsiveness
Bozarth et al. (2009) Manufacturing plant performance
Manuj & Sahin (2011) Financial and operational performance

Overall performance decline if there are
not solution approaches
Increased frequency of supply chain

Serdarasan (2013)

Negative | gye & Wagner (2015)

disruptions
Brandon-Jones et al. (2015) Plant performance
Choi & Krause (2006) Financial performance
Kavilal et al. (2017) Increase in frequent changes and total cost
Choi & Krause (2006) Supply risk and supplier innovation
Choi et al. (2001) Management of supply networks
Neutral |, & shang (2017) Buyer firm's financial performance

Green supply chain management
effectiveness

Tachizawa & Wong (2015)
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Bearing in mind that the varying effects of supply chain complexity on performance,
managers need to take correct actions and interpret the effect of related complexity.
For the impact of supply chain complexity on performance there have been
controversial outputs and managers’ response to complexity depends on sound

analysis of complexity on the basis of its antecedents, origin, and type.

The performance implications of supply chain complexity was examined for
manufacturing sector most of the time in the past studies (Bozarth et al., 2009;
Kavilal et al., 2017; Hamta et al., 2018). Considering the music industry as one of
the service industries, the analysis of the music supply chain under the title of supply
chain complexity is missing in the literature. Digitalization is a milestone that altered
the structure of the music supply chain in the world (Graham et al., 2004). Hosoi,
Joseph, Stainken, and Caro (2015) argue that some actors disappeared along with the
digitalization in the music supply chain and this process is called disintermediation.
However, disintermediation seems to evolve into a reintermediation with new actors’
emergence by adopting online business models (Brabazon,Winter, and Gandy,
2014). Plus, revenue streams have been diversified for the existing actors other than
the traditional revenue channels (Marshall, 2013). All of these imply more intense

relationships in such a new and dynamic structure.

All in all, supply chain complexity analysis of the music industry entails a careful
effort by taking cognizance of size, variety, interaction, and dynamism of the chain.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

In this section, first the research strategy (i.e., single case study) is stated. Then, the
empirical setting and case selection is discussed. Afterwards, the data collection is
elaborated by illustrating the interviewee details and interview questions.
Furthermore, the data analysis approach is discussed by stating the coding scheme
for key constructs and also illustrating how one of the interviewee’s answers were
coded and analyzed. Finally, measures taken to ensure reliability and validity are

explained.

3.1. In-Depth Single Case Study Approach

This thesis adopts a single-case study approach to examine supply chain complexity
in the evolving Turkish digital music industry in depth. Single case studies are
suitable if the phenomenon is investigated in a unique and complex environment
(Yin, 2003) and exploratory single case studies serve for exploring the phenomenon
where drawing simple conclusions is not easy by taking into account the effect of the
context on it (Baxter and Jack, 2008). Furthermore, this thesis elaborates on current
circumstances and there is no requirement for the control of the behaviors of the
actors and related situations in the study. Considering the exploratory nature of the
research questions about the effects of digitalization on supply chain complexity and
B2B relationships in Turkish music supply chain, the case study as a method seems
more suitable than the other methods (Yin, 1994).
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Turkey is selected for the research context as it is one of the countries which is still
in the transformation phase of digitalization in music according to the numbers
published by IFPI (IFPI, 2018). From this angle, Turkey lags behind other developed
countries in Europe and the world in this transformation process (Turhan, 2017). In
its market, traditional and digital music companies continue to exist at the same time
(“MU-YAP/Tiirkiye”, 2018). Studying Turkey, in that sense, is expected to reveal
insights about the complex structure of the music supply chain. Furthermore,
examining supply chain complexity also necessitates investigating the relationship
characteristics of the key actors. Therefore, this thesis aims to investigate the
following research questions:

“What is the effect of digitalization on the supply chain complexity of the Turkish

music industry?”

“What is the effect of digitalization on power characteristics of the Turkish music

industry?”

3.2. Empirical Setting and Case Selection

For the purpose of determining the limits of the study, a sampling process or selecting
the case is vital (Voss, 2009). Contrary to the traditional process of sampling which
starts from determining the population first and then deriving the sample from that
population, in case studies the criteria for selection of the sample differ (Eisenhardt,
1989; Yin, 1994). The aim is to select the sample such that the results generated from
the sample are almost similar and they also could produce conflicting data in an
understandable sense empirically (Yin, 2000). Since the research question in this
thesis focuses on the complexity in the digital music industry supply chain in general
encapsulating the dimensions of complexity and the related factors to it, the sampling

unit of the research is the whole Turkish digital music industry supply chain.
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In the current Turkish digital music industry supply chain, there are traditional record
companies from Unkapani in particular, the major record companies of the industry
who are successful at transforming themselves in the digital era, digital distribution
companies, digital platforms, independent or small-scale labels and collecting
societies which function to protect the rights of the musical work owners, performers

and producers as the main actors of the “production side” of the chain.

Considering the production and distribution as the most critical functions performed
in the music industry supply chain, the actors related with these activities are selected
in the sample within the scope of the single-case study. Therefore, in the sampling
process, the sampling unit was determined as the whole Turkish digital music supply
chain which encapsulates various actors from record companies to collecting

societies in it.

3.2.1. Main Actors in Music Supply Chain

While some of the main actors in the music supply chain before digitalization still
exist in the new digitalized music supply chain structure, like the record companies
and the collecting societies, the main actors in this new structure are varied, with
newly added ones like the digital platforms and digital distributors or aggregators
(Renard, Faulk, and Goodrich, 2013). Although the key actors in a music industry
supply chain are known in the literature, players can vary depending on the country
as well (Nakano and Fleury, 2017). The final list of the main actors was completed
after the initial interviews with the key respondents. The explanations were given in
accordance with the answers of the respondents. For reasons of clarity, we present
here the list of the main actors briefly before discussing the supply chain structure in

detail in the Results section (Table 4).In order to point the actors who were existent
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in the traditional Turkish music supply chain (before digitalization) as well, the letter

“T” was put next to the names of the related actors.

Table 4: Main Actors in the Turkish Music Supply Chain

. Starters of the music production . Broadcast channels that make the
Music Owners . . | Radio and TV L R
process since they produce the music publishing of music with visual
(T . Channels (T) X )
and its components. and audio technologies.
The artists who perform the music Governmental ;I;hzs(;:itr?rsrzvf:ﬁar:%vrfsIgzegsale?:?;/;/ler
Performers (T) | and have strong ties with three types | Authorities hg Mi g reg fcul P d y
of production companies (T) the Ministry of Cufture an
' Tourism and the Government).
Production companies who lead to
Big Record the transformation process during Management T:ﬁgf;:)errssvgho \Lﬁg:’ﬁ f(t);;grf in
Companies (T) | digitalization and work in large-scale | Agents (T) pert sy g 9
: L their business.
producing pop music in general.
Small-scale independent production
companies transforming themselves The physical place (especially
. S Performance . . g
Indies (T) in digitalized era and most of them night clubs) where live music is
. - Venues (T)
are from new generation producing performed.
alternative music.
Traditional Production companies working with Sound Actors who deal with the
Record local artists in SrFT)1aII-sca|e g Engineers and | technical arrangement of the
Companies (T) ' Arrangers (T) | songs produced.
Phvsical Intermediaries between the
Studio Musicians who perform in the studio Dis);ribu tors record companies and retailers
Musicians (T) | for recording. (T) who make the distribution of the
physical product.
Intermediaries between the
production companies and digital
Digital platforms. They transfer the music of Retailers (T) Stores where the physical
Distributors producers to the digital platforms products are sold.
and get commissions from the total
revenue generated.
Platforms where the music is listened . .
. - Digital channels or websites
.. to by the consumers in the digital
Digital . - . . where the users share content
era. They publish the music that was | Social Media .
Platforms i and connect to/communicate
sent to them by the digital .
. with each other.
distributors.
Actors who are responsible for
collecting royalties on behalf of their Those for whom music is
. members from revenue channels in produced. They have strong ties
Collecting . - L Consumers S .
Societies (T) publishing music. They distribute the (T) with digital platforms directly
royalties they collected to the related and also with the performers via
parties (i.e., performers, record live performances.
companies, and music owners).
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In Table 4, the roles of the main actors in the sampling unit are demonstrated taking
into account the trends and the significance of the actors in the new digital music

supply chain.

3.2.2. Sampling Process

For the record companies, checking the membership of the record companies to MU-
YAP in Turkey, it was found that the main actors who are the members of MU-YAP
are located in Istanbul to a large extent, while some of them are in Ankara and in
other provinces (“Uye Listesi — MU-YAP”, 2019). Therefore, the sample of this
research is selected mainly from the record companies in Istanbul and Ankara.Some
of these companies have membership in MU-Y AP but some of them do not have any
relationship with MU-YAP (especially the ones in Ankara). As for the record
companies in Ankara, some of them are dependent on the big or major record
companies in Istanbul (based on the agreements between them) while some others

are working directly through digital distribution companies.

Ofthe two main digital distribution companies dominant in the Turkish digital music
industry, which are “The Orchard” and “Believe”, one of them was included in our
sample (“Miizigin ‘elma’li pastasini artik sirketler yiyor”, 2013). Nearly all of the
record companies (both the ones in small-scale and big-scale) are dependent on these
two main digital distribution companies. In essence, The Orchard and Believe are
giant international digital distribution companies operating worldwide (“Believe”,
2018; “The Orchard”, 2018). However, in this thesis the focus is on the Turkish
branches of these two companies. These companies are intermediaries between the
producers and the digital platforms in the digital music industry supply chain both in
the world and in Turkey (“Believe”, 2018; “The Orchard”, 2018). In detail, after
music is produced by the producers, the tracks or albums are sent to these digital

distribution companies by the producers and then these digital distributors send the
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music produced to the specified active digital platforms. They are called “digital
aggregators” and will be called digital distributors in this thesis. They prepare the
infrastructure for the tracks to be transferred to the digital platforms and they give
local and international codes for the tracks while they transfer them (Galuszka,
2015). Digital platforms, on the other hand, are the highly preferred touch points
between the end customers and the producers from the upstream (Im, Song, and Jung,

2018). Digital platforms as unique actors are the part of the sample of the research.

The most preferred one of these digital platforms between young people described
as “Z generation” is YouTube in Turkey (Hadimli, 2017). In recent years, YouTube’s
first ranked position in terms of the preference of the listeners in Turkey in general
is still valid (Higsonmez, 2017). Together with YouTube, other digital platforms for
the listeners are numerous. Spotify, fizy, Muud, iTunes, Apple Music, Google Play
Music, SoundCloud or digital radio channels are a few examples of the digital
platforms that are active in Turkey (Tiirk insaninin miizik dinleme aligkanliklar1 ve
dijital miizigin yiikselisi, 2018). Nevertheless, as institutional entities they are
positioned differently in terms of dependencies. Some of the digital platforms are
offered by the telecommunication services as mobile applications for the customers
and have ties with some big record companies while some are independent (“Fizy”,
2018; “Muud”, 2018). Similarly, some of the digital platforms are used worldwide
but some are local in Turkey and especially the Turkish customers are targeted by
them for that reason.

Finally, the Turkish digital music industry supply chain cannot be analyzed well
without considering the position of the collecting societies. There are four main
collecting societies active in Turkey. They are MU-Y AP for producers, MESAM and
MSG for the music owners and MUYORBIR for the performers (“MU-YAP”, 2018;
“MESAM”, 2018, “MSG”, 2018; “MUYORBIR”, 2018). Particularly the
relationships of these collecting societies with other actors in the chain have the
potential to shape the power dynamics taking into account the royalties paid to the

actors. The principle for these collecting societies is to collect the royalties on behalf
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of their members and to distribute them (Kretschmer, Klimis, and Wallis, 1999). For
an efficient digital supply chain structure, the payment of the royalties is expected to
be distributed fairly and if there is not fair distribution, huge problems of value gaps
in the chain seem inevitable (Dimont, 2018). That is why in this case study existing
collecting societies were made part of the sample as well to better understand the

structure of the supply chain.

To conclude, considering their significance in the new digital music supply chain in
Turkey, the record companies in general, digital distributors, digital platforms, and
collecting societies were focused more in the sampling unit of the whole music

supply chain in Turkish context.

3.3. Data Collection

For this in-depth exploratory single-case study, the main source of data collection
was the semi-structured interviews conducted with the executives and top executives
ofthe big record companies, small-scale record companies called ‘indies’, digital
distribution companies, digital platforms, as well as collecting societies. Before
conducting the interviews, the approval of the Ethics Committee of Middle East
Technical University was taken. Interviews were from executive level positions who
have deep knowledge about the production process of Turkish music industry.
Additionally, secondary data were collected via relevant websites regarding the

Turkish music industry in general.

The data for the first round of interviews were collected between May-August in
2018. As a first step for the interview process, e-mails were sent to the informants or
telephone calls were made to give information about the research. Some of the
informants requested from the researcher to see the questions before the interview to
be better prepared for giving answers to these questions. E-mails were sent to these

parties who are eager to see the questions before the conduction of the interview. For
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others, the informants were given information about the general outlook and sub-
headings of the interview questions via e-mail, telephone, or just at the beginning of
the interview. They were not prepared beforehand and the interview went in a more

spontaneous process for these informants.

In total, 20 semi-structured interviews were conducted in the first round with the
informants from Istanbul and Ankara. For convenience reasons, the number of
interviews conducted in Ankara is more than the number of interviews conducted in
Istanbul. The informants were selected according to their position. While some of
the executives gave a common company answers to the questions, for some of the
others the interview was conducted with more than one executive from the same

company. The interviews ranged between 45-85 minutes in the first round.

Between May-June 2019, a second round of interviews were held as it was realized
that the first round of interviews were not enough to delineate the complexity of
Turkish digital music supply chain. In total, three detailed interviews with indies
located in Ankara were held in the second round. These indies were the same indies
with whom the interviews were conducted in the first round. The second round
interviews were in more detail regarding supply chain complexity and their duration
ranged between 60-105 minutes. In total, 23 interviews were done. The reason why
23 interviews were done is that especially after the detailed second round of
interviews, similar data were obtained from the respondents which were parallel with
the answers obtained from first round interviews. At that point, it was decided that

no more interviews were needed and the interviews were stopped.

Since most of the interviewees are from Ankara where only the small-scale indies
are located, most informants are the actors called “indies”. Except the convenience
reasons related with ease to reach, another reason for choosing these companies is
that they are gaining much more importance together with the rise of digitization. It
becomes easier for them to transform themselves into the digitalized era and form

relationships and networks or with various parties in the chain.

51



Other informants are from some of the big major labels from Istanbul, one of the
main digital distribution companies, some digital platforms, and the collecting
societies active in the chain. All of the interviews were recorded in audio format and
then the answers of the interview questions were transcribed. To be able to ensure
the correct translation of the answers of the respondents from Turkish to English,
backtranslation of the answers were made with the help of a third party (an

academician). Finally, the answers were coded for the analysis of data.

The abbreviations used for the actors in the Turkish digital music supply chain
(MSC) indicate their role to differentiate them from each other together with the
numbers attached to them. The explanations for the abbreviations are also provided

in Figure 9 below.
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MusOwn: Music owners

Perf: Performers

BigRec: Big record companies

Indie: Small scale (new generation) producers
TradRec: Traditional (old generation) producers
StudMus: Studio musicians

DigDist: Digital distributors

DigPlat: Digital platforms

CollecSoc: Collecting societies
RadTV:Radio and TV channels

GovAuth: Govemmental authorities

ManAg: Management agents

PerfVen: Performance venues

SEAmn: Sound engineers and amrangers
PhysDist: Physical distributors

Ret: Retailers

SocMed: Socialmedia

Cons: Consumers

Figure 9: Abbreviations Used for the Actors in the Turkish Digital MSC

Table 5 below illustratesthe list of the interviews conducted with the main actors
selected from the sample unit. In the table, details of the 18 actors and 23
interviewees that the interviews were conducted with are listed. The title or position
of the executives or authorities is given under the heading of “Position”. The names
of the companies are not given due to confidentiality. Instead of real company names,
abbreviations were used for the actors with whom the interviews were conducted.
The interview length in minutes and the transcript length of the interviews in pages
were provided for each of the interviewee. Table 5 illustrates the details of the
interviews. When there are two respondents of the same actor, the symbol of “&” is

used to differentiate between the two respondents’ duration and transkript length.
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Table 5: Interview Details

List of the Interviews Conducted
i Postion | Durstion | Trameribt | i
Round

DigDist1 Executive Officer 51 6 First

DigDist2 Executive Officer 55 7 First

DigPlatl Creative Professional 58 8 First

BigRecl Executive Officer 61 7 First

BigRec2 Executive Officer 53 7 First

Indiel Executive Officer 75 + 60 7+17 First + Second
Indie2 Executive Officer 50 8 First
Indie3 Executive Officer 47 + 105 7+18 First + Second
Indied Executive Officer 45 8 First
71 +
Indie5 (2) | E. Officer & Co-manager 85063 8(;?;(?0; d2)1 First + Second
(second)

Indie6 (2) | E. Officer & Co-manager | 55 & 57 7&8 First
CollecSocl Director 85 9 First
CollecSoc2 Lawyer and Director 60 8 First

TradRecl Executive Officer 45 7 First

TradRec2 Executive Officer 45 7 First

TradRec3 Executive Officer 45 7 First

TradRec4 Executive Officer 45 7 First

TradRec5 Executive Officer 46 7 First

Table 6 gives more details about the actors with whom the interviews were

conducted. Employee numbers (either in exact number or the range given by the

officials) are provided as an indicator for the size of these actors.
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Table 6: Details about the Actors of the Interviews

Number of
Actor Employees Scope
Independent global distributor founded in 1997. Turkish branch of it is one of
DigDist1 5-10 the 25 local representatives. It deals with services like marketing, advertising,
and performance rights as well.
The only digital distributor based in Turkey. It works with the performers,
U record companies, and for special projects of the companies. The crew is also
DigDist2 10-15 e . L
specialized in marketing and organization as well as management of the
performers.
DigPlat1 100+ Turkey-branch of a global digital platform providing service for listening to
music to the consumers. It was launched in 2015.
It was founded in 1991 in Istanbul with the aim of collecting niche/alternative
BigRecl 10 cultures and music genres as archives and forming a market for that in the
local music sector.
. It was founded in 1987 in Istanbul. It functions in both production and
BigRec2 22 L
distribution.
. It was founded in 2000 in Ankara. It functions in the areas of production,
Indiel 14 . L. . Lo .
recording, mixing, mastering, arrangement, music videos, and trailers.
. It was founded in 1997 in Ankara. It functions both as a recording studio and
Indie2 2-3 -
rehearsal studio.
It functions in the areas of music production, voice recording, video
Indie3 2-3 production, mixing, mastering, jingle, film and documentary music. It
produces alternative music.
Indied 3 It provides mixing, mastering, editing and recording services. It works with
well-known individual/independent producers as well.
It provides production and recording services. It also functions in concert
Indie5 2 organization and publishing in media. It provides services for radio and TV
corporations. It is a member of the collecting society of the record companies.
. It was founded in 2017 in Ankara. Its aim is to support new approaches and
Indie6 2 . .
voices and make them part of the music sector.
It is the collecting society for the record companies and became a legal entity
CollecSocl 30-35 in 2000 with the permission of the Council of Ministers. It protects the rights
of the record companies and distributes royalties to them.
It is the collecting society for the performers and became a legal entity in 2000
CollecSoc2 15 with the permission of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. It protects the
rights of the performers and distributes royalties to them.
TradRecl 1 A trzfldltlonal rgcord company working with local performers of Turkish folk
music only. It is located in Ankara.
It was founded in 1989 in Istanbul (Unkapan). It produces songs in Turkish
TradRec2 1 . .
arabesque music and works with the performers from that genre.
TradRec3 1 It has been in the music sector for 30 years and works with some well-known
performers of Turkish folk music. It is located in Istanbul (Unkapani).
A traditional record company working with folk music performers. It is
TradRecd ! located in Istanbul (Unkapani).
TradRec5 1 It was founded in 1979 in [stanbul (Unkapani). It has made albums for more
than 300 performers until today.
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Other than the primary data source of interviews, the secondary source of data for
this research was the records and graphs of global and local salesfrom the past years
as well as information from the websites of the record companies and other main
actors in the chain. Most of the numeric data regarding the sales and revenues were
reached through the reports of IFPI for the recent years especially (2016, 2017, 2018,
and 2019) and MU-YAP. The yearly reports of Nielsen and RIAA were also utilized
to get statictical data about music industry in general. The website of netd (“Netd”,
2019) gave useful information about this popular digital channel of YouTube.
Furthermore, though not included in the interviews, the websites of some popular
digital platforms like Spotify, fizy, and Muud were made use of. Likewise, the

websites providing statistical data were made use of and mentioned in references.

3.3.1. Measurement (Interview Questions)

The interview questions were in two parts with different topics. Namely, these parts

of the interviews were:

I.  Supply Chain Complexity & Power
Il.  Music Industry & Digitalization

While the concentration was on supply chain complexity and power, useful
information related with our analysis of complexity and power was tried to be
obtained by the questions of music industry and digitalization.The interviews were
semi-structured, containing mostly open-ended questions and extra following

questions could emerge during the interviews in a spontaneous fashion (Arsel, 2017).

The questions were formulated based on the articles related with supply chain
complexity, music supply chains, as well as power and digitalization. To exemplify,
the questions in the first part were for understanding the complexity of the structure

of the music industry supply chain in Turkey with the dynamism of digitalization
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(Surana, Kumara, Greaves, and Raghavan, 2005). Second, the trends and market
conditions were taken into account to be able to understand the Turkish music
sector’s local and global position (IFPI, 2018; “MU-YAP/Tiirkiye”, 2018). Third,
the emphasis was put on digitalization and its effects in this new structure (Lewis,
Graham, and Hardaker, 2005).

The funnel technique was used while preparing interview questions where the
general questions are asked first, followed by more specific questions. However,
sometimes the order of the questions in the interview was not followed. To be able
to better guide the interview, the direction of the answers of the respondents was
taken into consideration more and with that direction the order of questions to be

asked changed.

The dimensions and topics related to supply chain complexity in the literature were
explained to the respondents before asking the questions containing these supply
chain related concepts according to the definitions. The definitions can be found in
the Key Construct Table (Table 7).

In the “Interview Protocol”, the aim of the study was explained to the respondents
firstly with the researcher’s introduction. For the potential questions that might be
asked by the respondents, instructions were prepared about the interview and the
recording process and these were also explained to the respondents. In addition, after
the answers were obtained from first and second round interviews and transcripts
were written, the written versions of the interviews were sent back to the respondents

for their checking.

The details of the related semi-structured interviews with key executives of the main

actors selected are provided below.
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3.3.1.2. Questions for Interviews with Top Executives

Supply Chain Complexity

Size:

- How would you evaluate the complexity in Turkish music industry supply

chain?

- How would you evaluate the integration in Turkish music industry supply

chain?

- Did the number of products/processes increase or decrease after

digitalization? Why? Could you give an example?

Variety:

- Do you think that the variety or types of actors changed after digitalization?

Did the variety increase or decrease? To what extent is the change?

- Are the actors now geographically more diverse or not? Why? Could you

give an example?

- Do you observe any cultural distinctiveness in actors? Why? Could you give

an example?

- Are the actors now diverse in size or not? Why? Could you give an

example?

- Are the actors now diverse in capabilities, technologies, and practices or
not? Why? Could you give an example?
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- Are the products now more diverse or not? Why? Could you give an

example?

Interaction:

- Do you think that the type of interactions is competitive or cooperative? To
what extent are the interactions competitive? To what extent are the

relationships cooperative?

- Why do you think that the relationships are competitive/collaborative?

Could you give an example?

- What is the intensity of the relationships? How frequently do transactions

(physical goods and information exchange) occur between the actors?

Dynamism:

- When we consider the new music supply chain structure, to what extent is

the uncertainty observed in this structure in general terms?

- What are the uncertainties regarding the products/processes in the new
music supply chain structure? Why do you think that these uncertainties

exist?

- What are the uncertainties regarding the main actors of the new music
supply chain structure (big record companies, indies, traditional record
companies, digital distributors, digital platforms etc.)? Why do you think that

these uncertainties exist?
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- What are the uncertainties regarding the customers or customer demand in
the new music supply chain structure? Why do you think that these

uncertainties exist?

- What are sudden/unexpected changes you observe in the new music supply
chain in general terms? Why do you think that the system is open to these

sudden changes?

Power/Dependence

- In your opinion, which actor(s) is/are the most powerful one(s) in the new
music supply chain structure? Why? What might be the reason(s) for power

of that actor(s)?

- Are there any power a/symmetries between the actors that you observe? If

so, what might be the reason(s) for that and could you give an example?

- Given the main actors of the new music supply chain structure, could you
briefly talk about dependencies of these actors and the possible reasons for
these dependencies?

- Do you think that there are transaction-specific assets between the actors
(assets specific to a certain type of relationship)? If so, could you give an
example?

Power types:

- Which actor(s) do you think that has/have a particular expertise, knowledge,

and capability that the others emulate? Why?
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- Which actor(s) present(s) rewards to the other(s) (target) with the aim of
influencing it/them)? Why?

- Which actor(s) has/have the ability to punish the target(s) with the aim of
influencing it/them? Why?

- Which actor(s) has/have attempts to influence the other(s) by depending on

legal contracts or agreements? Why?

Music industry and digitalization:

- We are in an era in which music is consumed too fast compared to the past.
In this context, how could sustainability be ensured in digital music industry?

- In the extant digital music supply chain structure of Turkey, what are the
aspects that you consider favorable/unfavorable?

- How is the market share structure in Turkish music industry with respect to
digital and physical sales? Could you please give percentages from Turkey

and the world?

- According to your view, what is the importance of social networks in

Turkish music industry supply chain?

- How would you evaluate information sharing (the visibility or transparency)

in the Turkish music industry supply chain?
- Streaming services or platforms are at the forefront in terms of revenues

generated both in Turkey and in the world. Do you think that this upward

trend will continue like that in Turkey and in the world and why?

61



- Do you think that there are situations raising concerns with respect to unfair
competition like monopolized settings formed in Turkish digital music

industry? If so, could you please talk about those situations briefly?

- At the transformation stage from traditional to digital in music industry, do
you think that record companies managed the process successfully?

- What are the present digital distribution strategies preferred by the actors in
the Turkish digital music industry?

3.4. Analysis of Data

In this part, the process of analyzing data is explained. First, a coding scheme for key
constructs (see Table 7) was prepared with definitions of key constructs and
keywords related to these constructs. Then, based on this coding template, the
quotations of the respondents were coded, which is a highly adopted practice for
analyzing qualitative data in the SCM field (e.g., Foerstl, Azadegan, Leppelt, and
Hartmann, 2015; Busse, Meinlschmidt, and Foerstl, 2017). Table 8 illustrates an
example regarding how representative statements were coded noting the interviewee
quotes, related actor(s) about the quote, and the context. This practice was adopted
for all 23 interviews conducted. Finally, interview codings were accumulated for
eachconstruct, allowing the researcher to aggregate findings across interviewees and
look for similarities and differences. While coding, special attention was paid to code
for events/observations “before” and “after” digitalization. This process enabled the
researcher to classify the empirical data and analyze critical dimensions and themes.
While there was a pre-defined set of key constructs, the emergence of other related

concepts was investigated as well.
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Table 7: Coding Scheme of the Key Constructs

Key Constructs

Definitions

Keywords

References

Volume of interrelated elements in a supply chain

Unique elements, number of actors,

(Choi et al., 2001; Choi and Krause, 2006;

Size (Choi et al., 2001) products, processes, customers, Serdarasan, 2013; Birkie et al., 2017)
employees (for their own firm)
Diversity, differentiation, heterogeneity, .
L . . s N (Awayesh and Klassen, 2010; De Leeuw,
Variety Distinctiveness of the elements in the supply chain different cultures, practices and Grotenhuis, and van Goor, 2013: Jacobs,

(Jacobs, 2013)

technologies, differentiation in
geography and size

2013; Brandon-Jones et al., 2015)

Interaction

Interactive relationships or linkage of elements in the
supply chain (Jacobs, 2013)

Cooperation indicates clarity and solidarity.

Competition lays stress on non-shared information
and distance in relationships.

Intensity of interaction captures both the frequency of
the physical goods and information exchange between
the members.

Competition, cooperation, collaboration,
reciprocity, sharing of information and
materials

(Choi et al., 2001; Choi and Krause, 2006;
Awayesh and Klassen, 2010; Jacobs, 2013;
Ates et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2018)

Power

Superiority of one party to the other based on their
dependence on each other (Emerson, 1962)

Power types can be non-mediated like expert and
referent power and mediated like reward, coercive,
and legal legitimate power.

The balance of power changes between the actors in
the supply chain on the basis of the possession of
resources which can be tangible or intangible.

Dependence, exchange of resources,
possession of distinctive and valuable
resources, power asymmetries, balance,
opportunism

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Gulati and
Sytch, 2007; Vanpoucke, Vereecke, and
Wetzels, 2014; Cao, Huo, Li and Zhao,
2015)

Non-mediated
Power

Expert power exists when one party or firm has
expertise and knowledge that the other one emulates
(Nyaga et al., 2013)

Having expertise, capability, capital and
network

Referent power exists when one party identifies itself
and its values with the other party on the notion that
the other party holds operations better than itself
(French and Raven, 1959)

Respect, value

Adaptive and
collaborative
behaviors, more
intimate power and
affirmative, trust
and commitment

(French and Raven;
1959, Benton and
Maloni, 2015; Chae,
Choi, and Hur,
2017)

Mediated Power

Reward power depends on the situation when the
powerful party presents rewards to the other (target)
with the aim of influencing it (French and Raven,
1959)

Monetary and nonmonetary incentives
given

Coercive power (informal) is the power holder’s
ability to punish the target with the aim of influencing
it (Molm, 1988)

Monetary and nonmonetary sanctions
applied, dismissing from the network

Legal legitimate power (formal) stems from the
influencing attempts of one party over the other by
depending on legal contracts or agreements (Nyaga et
al., 2013)

Binding legal contracts or agreements

(Molm, 1988;
Brown et al., 1995;
Benton and Maloni,
2005; Nyaga et al.,
2013)

External motivation,
forcing the target to
act in the desired
way

Dynamic
Complexity

Unpredictability of the system (supply chain) in
general terms (Dittfeld et al., 2018)

Uncertainty, unpredictability, variability,
changing requirements of customers,
speed, change in employees and other
actors, change in management

(Manuj and Sahin, 2011; De Leeuw et al.,
2013; Serdarasan, 2013; Brandon-Jones et
al., 2015; Dittfeld et al., 2018)
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Table 8: Representative Table for the Analysis of Quotations

Key Constructs Representative Statements of the Respondent (R8) Actors Context
"The number of actors is always changing. This may increase All actors in -
. A Volatility
or decrease. It is volatile. general
U taint . . .
neertainty 1 wwhether the songs will be popular or not is the major Record .
- A - . : . companies and
uncertainty regarding products in the chain. This uncertainty Products
it " performers
was relevant in the past though. -
(especially)
"Some executives of some record
cor_npanles may have expert pqwer. e Record Source of
Expert power This is somewhat because having capital companies ower
at hand. This brings media power to P P
Power them."
"... the producers and the performers have the same power. Record
L . . : . Power
This is because they have reciprocal relationships and they companies and
" symmetry
need each other at the same level. performers
"We can give the example of the shortened duration of
producing a song. This process and sharing of information and .
- ! - Record Production
materials throughout this process is really fast. By that way, .
- - - companies process
communication, trust and network formation developed in
fact.”
"There is collaboration with the majors
and the indies. ... Musicians from Big record
. . different record companies also companies, .
Interaction Cooperation collaborate with each other contrary to the | indies and Collaboration
situation in the past. There exists a performers
network for them as well."
N . . . Big record
As for competition, | think there is not .
o companies
. much competition. In the past, for - Degree of
Competiton . (especially) and L
example, all producers were competing to ! competition
work with Umit Besen." all actors in
’ general
"The number of consumers increased considering the ones Consumers,
consuming the digital music. ... there are the indies emerging. | indies and big Number
... The number of the majors has decreased together with the record
closing of some of them..." companies
Size
"There is less number of processes now. Now, the work that All actors in
was done in 3 studios can be done in just one studio with the Processes
e L general
employees specialized in digitalization.
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Table 8: ( continued )

"There are now digital platforms instead of physical retailers, .
C L, PO Digital
but this is not a big diversification. You cannot diversify them Lo
- . e . platforms and Diversification
by function much. Only there is classification of streaming and :
- - e - physical of the actors
downloading on their side or the classification of music retailers
. streaming or video streaming."
Variety
"In fact, the work done, studios or the tools in the production s
Record Diversification
are the same for us. However, the approaches to work are companies by anproaches
different. In that sense, capabilities and practices are diverse." P Y app

3.5. Reliability and Validity of the Research

From among various tests used to judge whether the study is of high quality or not,
four of them come into prominence in empirical research studies, which are construct
validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability (Yin, 2009). Single case
studies can be evaluated as empirical research studies, and these tests can be

applicable to this study as well.

As summarized by Kidder and Judd (1986), construct validity is determining the
applicable measures for the concepts to be studied. Internal validity is searching for
causal relationships when it is considered that one situation affects the other. External
validity, on the other hand, is the generalization of the results of the study to other
settings while reliability is about the repeatability of the study with same conclusions
derived and it deals with trying to eliminate the possible mistakes or biases (Yin,
2009).

Different tactics were utilized to ensure construct, internal, and external validity, as
well as reliability in certain parts of this study. In terms of construct validity, in order
to avoid subjective judgments and choose the correct measures, key informants were
shown the draft of the case study report. The key informants with whom the second-
round of interviews wereconducted saw the draft of case study. The research

questions and key points of the study were shared with the respondents. Theanswers
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of the interview questions were sent back to them for checking. This was necessary
to further support the findings of the study as explained by Schatzman and Strauss
(1973). Table 9 summarizes the tactics utilized to ensure reliability and validity in

this study as well as in which part or parts of the study these were utilized.

Table 9: Tactics for the Reliability and Validity

Tests used Tactics Part of the study that

the tactic is utilized

o Make key informants

see the draft of .
Construct validity Data collection
the case study

report
e  Adress rival Data analysis
Internal validity explanations
External validity | e  Utilizing theories Research design

e Interview protocol

e Listof the
interviewees

Reliability Data collection

Data collection

Given internal validity in data analysis, in order not to draw wrong conclusions from
the answers obtained from the interviews, rival explanations were utilized although
they were not obtained for all findings in the study. To exemplify, there were
contradictory answers about the type of the relationship between the main actors in
the Turkish music supply chain. Some of the respondents stated that the relationhips
are competitive while some claimed that the relationships are cooperative. For the
rival explanations, the view of majority of the respondents was taken into

consideration while drawing conclusions.
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As for external validity, in the research design part of the study, the theories related
with power/dependencewhich is also in association with supply chain complexity in
the literature were utilized. For instance, the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer,
1972) and resource-based view perspective (Vanpoucke et al., 2014) explain how
the possession and exchange of resources determines the power dynamics between
the actors, which affects supply chain complexity as a result. In the Discussion part,
some associations were found between the constructs studied which are to be tested
in different settings for further research to get support for them. The conclusions can
only be accepted with other replications producing results with the same direction in
line with the Yin’s argument (2009). Due to the nature of a single case study,

generalization is limited in this study.

To ensure that the same results would be produced if this case study were conducted
again, in data collection part of the research, the interview protocol was formed. In
the interview protocol, the instructions for the interview and the recording process
were provided together with the interview questions to further increase the reliability.
The list of the interviewees was provided in the case study as well. In this table, the
positions of each interviewees, the interview length of each interviewee in minutes,
the transcript length of each interviewee in pages and that whether the interview was
conducted in first round or second round were provided in detail. The sample coding
scheme and quotations of the respondents related with the key constructs were also
provided in the study. In accordance with the coding scheme derived, the answers of
the respondents were analyzed word by word and by sentences/quotations in a
systematic and consistent way to avoid biases or misjudgements. In case studies, a
formal coding procedure helps increase reliability when an agreement is ensured
regarding the answers of the respondents (Foerstl et al., 2015).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Based on data collected from 23 interviews conducted with the executives of the
several main actors in Turkish digital music supply chain, the key findings were
derived from the representative statements of the respondents regarding supply chain
complexity dimensions and power. Supply chain complexity was examined both in
terms of detail complexity (i.e., size, variety and interaction) and dynamic
complexity. Additionally, power between actors was also analyzed in relation to

complexity.

Below the findings for each variable are reported in each sub-section. First, a
summary table with representative quotes, related actors, relevant context and key
findings are provided, and then results are elaborated. The results illustrate that while
there were similar findings across the respondents, there were also contradictory
findings. Possible interactions between the analyzed dimensions and topicsand their
effects were tried to be investigated as well.

4.1. Size

To begin with size, one of the main dimensions of detail complexity, Figures 10 and
Figure 11 depict the Turkish traditional and digital music supply chains with the
main actors and most critical ties between these actors in light of the answers of the
respondents with whom the interviews were conducted as well as secondary
documents such as relevant websites. The drawings were also confirmed by the

respondents with whom the second round of interviews was conducted.
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The rectangles were used to portray the main actors in these figures. The lines reflect
the flow of information and materials between the actors and the arrows show the
direction of the flow between the actors. While the blue lines are for the interaction
between the actors who exist both in the traditional and digital music supply chain,
the red lines were used to highlight the new interaction formedbetween the actors by
the emergence of new actors who exist only in the digital structure. These new actors
are digital distributors, digital platforms and social media and their rectangles are in
red color to emphasize their recent entrance to the structure. As it can be seen from
the figures, the digital structure is more complex than the traditional one with new

ties or interaction channels emerged by new actors.
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Figure 10: Turkish Traditional Music Supply Chain Structure
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Figure 11: Turkish Digital Music Supply Chain Structure

The number of actors was mentioned by nearly all of the respondents. There are
actors whose number is decreasing and there are actors whose number is increasing.
To exemplify, most of the respondents mentioned that there is less need for the actors
who function on the physical production side. For instance, there is less need for
studio musicians. It was found that this is related with the fact that there is only a
small amount of physical production now and the new technology can function
instead of studio musicians (CD printing only, even no cassette production). In
parallel with that, it was found that the number of physical distributors andretailers
are decreasing since the factories are closing. As Respondent 4 says “There will be
no need for old minded people, but there will be need for more creative and skilled
personnel.” Respondent 14 noted that “There is still CD printing but almost no
cassette printing. Employment seems to decrease if we consider declining CD sales”

while Respondent 7 remarked that “Some firms disappeared in the industry,
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especially the ones in Unkapan:” and he added that “Lower numbers of people are

employed in the industry now.”

As for the record companies, the general view is that the number of big record
companies and traditional record companies decreased while the number of the
indies increased. As Respondent 8 confirms “... there are the indies emerging. ...
The number of the majors has decreased after the closure of some of them... "It was
found that this is because the indies are making alternative music targeting the new
generation, which is more compatible with the trend of digitalization. The number
of big record companies is less than it was before. This is because only the most
powerful, bigger ones can survive in this structure. According to the information
taken from MU-YAP, there are 194 record companies as members of MU-YAP in
Turkey. In total, there are at least 275 official record companies found in Turkey
(“Turkiye Miizik Yapimecilar1 ve Kayit Stiidyolar1”, 2019).

The competition seems fiercer than before between the big record companies. Most
of the respondents think that there is the trend of monopolization or they resemble
the structure to an oligopoly given the decreased number of the big record
companies. Their survival is associated with their vision and strategic steps taken at
the beginning of digitalization. As Respondent 10 says
The seven big record companies are the most powerful actors in the new
music supply chain structure. They are powerful because of their foresight
and their strategic movements at the beginning of the digitalization process
together with this foresight.
The decrease in the number of traditional record companies was associated with the
fact that they are not adapted well to digitalization. It was found that they lagged
behind the times by most of the respondents although these respondents alleged that
the traditional record companies managed the adaptation process well. As
Respondent 6 signifies that “The number of traditional music companies
decreased. ”
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Performers, on the other hand, can be evaluated as two different types. These are
popular performers who are known well by majority of the society and unpopular
performers who are not known by majority of the society, but limited number of
people. The general view is that the number of popular performers is limited, but
there is an enormous increase in the number of unpopular performers since
digitalization enables even ordinary users to upload their records freely on YouTube.
Social media contributes to that increase with open digital communication channels
as well. Unpopular performers can publish their work on their social media channels.
Considering the performers as individuals or groups, it was found that the number of
individual performers increased in total while the performers as groups are not much
in number in the digital structure. In that sense, digitalization paves the way for
individual work of performers more. Parallel with these, the number of music owners
who have a chance to publish their work easily with digitalization increased.
Digitalization increases the need for employees with special skills and qualifications
with digital production. The need and the number of sound engineers and arrangers
increased on the digital side. Respondent 8 states that
... the number of performers has increased considering all the people putting
their work on digital platforms. The number of music owners has increased
since they have chance now to introduce themselves and publish their work
to the whole country. The number of arrangers, sound engineers etc. also has
increased.
On the consumers’ side, since digitalization makes the listening of music more
available, easier and cheaper for the consumers, the number of consumers who
consume the music via digital channels increased. Respondent 8 notes that “The
number of consumers increased in total considering the increase in the number of

consumers who consume the digital music.”

Other than the actors, nearly all of the respondents agreed that the volume of
production increased with digitalization. Respondent 7 points out “On digital
platforms, huge volume of work is published in the market with decreased costs. ”

This is because there is a huge increase in the volume of work produced today. A
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huge number of songs are published on the digital platforms every day. Especially
on YouTube there are countless uploads coming from official record companies and
popular or unpopular performers. The need for hardware devices in production
decreased. The production process is now faster, easier, and less costly than it was
before thanks to digitalization. The increase in the volume of production means the
number of the products in the digital format increased. In this line, the number of the
products in the physical format decreased. Therefore, it can be inferred that the scale

is increased in production in the digital music supply chain.

While there is an increase in the number of the products on the whole, the number of
processes in production decreased. To exemplify, the duration of producing a song
is shortened with the decreased number of processes in the digital structure due to
the ease and speed that digitalization provides. As Respondent 8 exemplifies “There
is less number of processes. Now, the work that was done in 3 studios can be done
in just one studio by the employees specialized in digitalization.” Time consuming
steps are eliminated. Likewise, distribution via the digital distributors and digital
platforms is with just one click. Also, the music is sent to the whole world with one
click. Distribution area is enlarged including nearly all countries in the world with

digitalization.

To sum up, while the number of actors on the digital side is increased, the number
of actors on the physical side decreased. It seems that only the actors who can adapt
to the requirement of digitalization well can survive in the digital structure and the
others go extinct. Moreover, the reason for the increase in the volume of production
seems to be the ease, speed, and comfort that digitalization brings, which also leads
to a decreased number of processes in critical functions like production and
distribution in the digital music supply chain.

Table 10 demonstrates the representative statements of the respondents for size of

the music supply chain together with the related actors and context.
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Table 10: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Size”

Representative Statements of the Respondents Actors Context
"There is no need for hardware devices and employees or Studio musicians Emplovment
musicians who work on the physical side anymore. (R10) ploy
"Those who have the paradigm of the past are not
employed anymore. Among the employees, only the ones Change in the
who can transform and renew themselves can survive. On | Employees paradigm of
the other hand, a new and young generation is becoming employment
integrated to digitalization." (R12)

"The number of products has increased considering the .

. A i . All actors in Volume of
production on the digital side. This is because total music eneral roduction
production has increased.” (R8) g P
"There is huge volume of works published each day. ...

The number of printed products decreased but the number | Record companies | Volume of
of products in digital form increased much. It is possible to | especially production
spread digital products easily." (R10)
"Streaming’s share is increasing and physical sales are All actors in Volume
declining. We print less CDs now than before because of eneral ofdigital and
that." (R4) g physical sales
"If you take them by number of individuals who make
music separately, the number of the performers increased Number of
- - . : Performers

with the increase in population. Yet, the number of groups performers
(as musicians) decreased." (R6)
"When we think about the performers, there is an
observable increase in their number since there is an f d ber of
increase in the use of social media and interactive Per_olrme:js_ an Nurfn ero
communication channels where the performers publish social media pertormers
their work." (R10)
"The number of the majors decreased. ... The number of Number of
indies increased. The number of traditional music Record companies | record
companies decreased.” (R6) companies
"The number of consumers increased in total considering

: - - Number of
the increase in the number of consumers who consume the | Consumers, indies

L : L . - consumers and
digital music. ... there are the indies emerging. ... The and big record
- . record

number of the majors has decreased together after the companies companies
closure of some of them..." (R8) P
"The number of the sound engineers and the related Sound engineers L\lolt'pger of
demand for such kinds of actors increased as well." (R6) 9 engineers

A summary table (Table 11) for the actors mentioned above is also provided below.

Table 11 depicts the change in the number of the actors.
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Table 11: Summary for the Change in the Number of Actors

Actors Change in Number
Studio musicians Decrease (-)
Physical distributors Decrease (-)
Retailers Decrease (-)
Big record companies Decrease (-)
Indies Increase (+)
Traditional record companies Decrease (-)
Performers Increase (+)
Sound engineers and arrangers Increase (+)
Consumers Increase (+)

The key points, therefore, can be highlighted as:

e Increase in the number of actors on the digital side due to the increased
availability of digital channels for the actors.

e Decrease in the number of actors on the physical side because of the decrease
in the volume of physical production.

e Increase in the volume of production stemming from the huge increase in the
volume of production on the digital side.

e Decreased number of processes in critical functions in the supply chain since

digitalization eliminates most of them with ease and comfort it brings.

4.2. Variety

Variety, as another main dimension of the detail complexity, was analyzed
considering both the actors and their practices in the digital music supply chain.
Diversity of some of the actors was found as geographical, organizational, and
cultural. For instance, the record companies except the majors are found

geographically diverse. Especially the indies can now be in every province in the
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country. Likewise, the traditional record companies function in some specific local
areas. However, the big record companies were in Istanbul as before. Respondent 10
says that
Absolutely, the actors, except the majors, are now more geographically
diverse. It is relevant for distribution as well to some extent. In the past, the
products were sent only within Turkey and to the people living in Germany.
However, they are now distributed to the whole world.
The performers as well as the consumers are geographically diverse since production
and consumption can be done even at home for these actors. The geographical
diversification is also valid for the areas of distribution. In the past, the distribution
was done within the country mostly. However, the songs are distributed to the whole
world within seconds in the digital structure. Regarding organizational differences,
it was found that there are some organizational differences between the record
companies. However, these are minor differences like different interfaces,
substructures, systems, digital technologies used in production. In more detail,
mostly their capabilities and approaches differ while the technology they use is
somewhat the same. Their main function of production is also the same. The actors
are not much different from each other by function on the production side. Function
does not differ for the digital distributors either. As Respondent 8 expresses
Indies are somewhat diversified by genres, sizes, and organizational
approaches, but the majors are not much diversified since they all make pop
music although their size economically may change. ... Digital distributors
are not much diversified by function, again diversified by size economically.
They make the same thing by function.
Further, it was found that there is monopolization just considering the two main
digital distributors and one of them dominates the whole industry.

Although the performance venues increased in number, they are not diversified by
their function in the digital structure. Respondent 8 asserts that “Performance venues
are not diversified, too. All popular artists give concerts at the same performance

venues. Their names change only.” Likewise, digital platforms replace the function
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of the retailers. They only offer two main services which are downloading and
streaming. There is also one other service offered by YouTube, which is video
watching. Respondent 8 continues by expressing that
There are now digital platforms instead of retailers, but this is not a big
change. You cannot diversify them by function much. There is only the
classification of streaming and downloading or the classification of music

streaming or video streaming.

There is variety in the size of the actors. As for the record companies, if we take them
as separate groups of producers, the majors, indies and traditional record companies
are diverse in size. The diversification of the big record companies by size is more
material than the diversification of the indies by size. There are multiple big record
companies in different sizes while the indies are in similar size to a large extent.
Respondent 6 says that “As indies, we are dependent on the majors. We are also
diverse in size, but that diversification does not matter much. ... The majors are
diverse in size.” In a similar way, digital distributors and digital platforms are diverse
in size. The diversification of the actors by their size stems from the resources they
have.

Performers, music owners, and consumers were found to be diverse due to the
proliferation with digitalization. Different genres they prefer matters here.
Respondent 17 touches upon that issue by saying that “Turkish music is really one
of a kind (distinctive). There are different genres in different regions in the country.
There is not a common music. ” Digitalization enables the emergence of alternative
genres like electronic music and rap music, which then increases diversifies the
musicians or some other actors like sound engineers interested in digital music.
Especially the indies are diversified by the genre of music they produce since they
make alternative music, while the big record companies are not much diversified by

genres as they usually make popular music.
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Given the cultural variety, most of the actors were found culturally diverse. Different
genres of the actors make them culturally different as well. These differences are
especially valid for the music owners, performers, record companies, and consumers.
However, it was found that digitalization enforces a common culture for all actors in
the digital structure, which is the popular culture. Respondent 6 states that “There
are cultural differences, of course. However, these cultural differences are
decreasing and the tendency is through one dominant culture. This is popular
culture.” Therefore, cultural differences are in a decreasing trend now with
digitalization. In line with that, different genres together with increased number and
variety of the performers explain the variety in the products in the digital structure.
Interestingly, the consumers may also function like the producers or the performers
at the same time in the digital structure due to production opportunities of
digitalization. Musicians can increase the variety of the product by forming and
producing in hybrid (mixed) genres. As Respondent 6 says “Products are more
diverse now. Some consumers are also the musicians and musicians have started to
form hybrid music genres.” Another type of variety regarding the products is about
the format since both the products in the physical format and products in the digital
format still exist. In case of the processes, it was found that the decrease in the
number of processes contributes to the decrease in their variety as they become
simpler and easier than before. Digitalization paves the way for simplification of the

processes in this manner.

Furthermore, most of the respondents consider that there is not a focal firm which
can be considered like a hub in the digital structure. Respondent 8 alleges that “...
there is no focal firm in this structure | think. There is no focal firm in the world,
either.” This reflects the unbundling of this new structure compared to the one in

before, which can be taken another sign of variety.

To conclude, in accordance with the answers of the respondents it was found that the
actors are diverse organizationally, geographically, and culturally in the digital music

supply chain in Turkey. While the organizational differences are not substantial,
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geographical and cultural differences are more evident. What is more, the diversity
of the actors with size which stems from the resources they have determines the
power balances between them. In addition, the actors are not varied by their function
much. In that sense, it is inferred that the actors in the digital structure simply
replaced the functions of the old actors in the past structure.

Table 12 demonstrates the representative statements of the respondents for variety

together with the related actors and context respectively.

Table 12: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Variety”

Representative Statements of the Respondents

Actors

Context

"The processes are now simpler, not diverse much.
There is simplification. In the example that | have
given before, color correction job was more diversified
with different steps or processes in it. Now, it is easier
and simpler." (R8)

All actors in general
(especially record
companies)

Diversity in processes

"Still, both the physical and digital format of the songs
exist in the industry." (R10)

All actors in general

Diversity in products

"These models may be based on subscription (Spotify,
Apple Music), advertising (some of the services of
Spotify and Deezer), and video watching (YouTube
and VEVO)." (R14)

Consumers and
digital platforms

Variety in the services
offered

"I think there is not much diversification regarding
capabilities, technologies and practices of the record
companies. The background of the production is
similar and it is even getting more similar." (R6)

Record companies

Organizational
differences

"In fact, the work done, studios or the tools in the
production are the same for us. However, the
approaches are different. In that sense, capabilities and
practices are diverse." (R8)

Record companies

Diversification by
approach

"Different interfaces, substructures, systems, digital
technologies may be used by production companies.”
(R10)

Record companies

Diversity in technical
resources

"Specific channels exist for different music genres and
you can target your consumers specifically." (R7)

Digital platforms and
consumers

Diversity in digital
channels
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Table 12: ( continued )

"There is both increase and decrease. For instance,
consumers are more diverse now, but on the digital Consumers and new
side there is the trend of monopoly. DigDist1, as the digital actors

most powerful actor, dominates the sector.” (R10)

Diversity of the actors

Key findings to be discoursed are:

e Organizational differences between the actors are not substantive.

e Geographic and cultural differences between the actors are evident.

e Diversification concerning the genre of music is more evident for the indies.

e Diversification by size is much more material forthe big record companies.

e Record companies, digital distributors as well as performance venues are not
varied by their function.

e Products are diversified while processes are less diversified.

Overall, while organizational differences are not material for the actors in general,
geographic and cultural differences between them are material. For instance, the
indies are diversified by the genre of music they produce or their music culture.
Diversification by size is more likely for the big record companies. As for the
products/processes, the increase in the volume of production on the digital side
contributes to the diversification in products while the ease and speed of
digitalization make the processes less diversified. Further, the function of the record

companies, digital distributors, and performance venues are not diversified.

4.3. Interaction between Actors

The main source of interaction in the digital music supply chain structure was found
to be based on sharing of information and materials between the actors. Since the
products are in digital formats, sharing of information and materials is done digitally.

As Respondent 10 states “The revenue is shared between the production companies,
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digital distributors and the digital platforms and it is based on the information of

2

sale numbers.” Taking into account both materials (products mainly) and
information sharing between these main actors, the interaction between them is
critical. All of the respondents agreed that the duration for producing a song was
shortened with the ease and speed of digitalization. Respondent 6 exemplifies the
situation by saying that “For instance, a song of a performer can be put on Spotify
the next day or tomorrow. ” Digitalization made sharing of information and materials
faster, which then fosters an environment where communication, trust and network
develop. In that sense, most of the respondents mentioned about the effectiveness of

networks in the current digital supply chain.

The actors that were also present in the past structure have now increased relationship
channels with the other actors in the chain. New actors also have more than two
channels since the relationships are not based on the linear flow of information and
materials and there is more independency with increased alternatives for the actors.
From this standpoint, Respondent 3 says that “... the freedom options are much more
and because of that reason | consider that the structure is less integrated when it is
compared to the past.” Therefore, the frequency and type of the relationships are

affected by the changing nature of the relationships in the digital music supply chain.

4.3.1. Intensity of Interaction

All of the respondents were likeminded regarding high intensity of the interaction
between the actors in the new structure. Increased frequency of interactions is an
indicator for that. This increased frequency can be thought as increased number of
transactions as well other than just the sharing of information. The main reason for
the increased frequency of interaction was found as the increased volume of
production in the new structure. Since YouTube is a free platform open to public, it

enables huge numbers of uploading by further increasing the volume of production
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every day. Respondent 10 says that “When we see the general picture, in each day a
great number of songs are published via netd on YouTube by various production
companies and performers as we know.” The increase in the number of performers
and producers also triggers this much. Similarly, Respondent 8 says that
Since now there exits easiness and speed in the digital world, the intensity of
the relationships is denser than ever. Highly frequent transactions occur
between the actors. ... Producing and publishing a song takes three or four
days. That is why the volume of production increased.
Respectively, Respondent 6 says that
There are too many works put on the digital platforms. Huge number of
unemployed people is dealing with digitalization. This increased volume is

the reason of the intensity of the relationships.”

In sum, the ease and speed that digitalization brings increases the volume of
production, which is then reflected as the increased frequency of the relationships or
the increased frequency of the relationships increased the volume of production
further. There is a two-way positive relationship between the volume of production

and frequency of relationships.

As a result, it is clear that each day a great number of products are published on the
digital platforms and the revenue is shared between the related actors, which entails
the highly frequent relationships between these main actors in the digital music
supply chain based on sharing of information and materials. This stems from the fact
that producing a song in the digital structure takes a few days only for the official
record companies now and the transaction costs decreased thanks to digitalization.
Sharing of information and materials is easier than ever in such a structure. Though
it was found that the intensity of the relationships between some actors like radio and
TV channels are not much dense now compared to the past as Respondent 6 says
“Even today there is less interaction with the radio and TV channels. ”, in the whole
picture the intensity of the relationships are denser than before together with

digitalization.
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4.3.2. Type of Interaction

The changing nature of the relationships with increase in the frequency of interaction
between the actors affects the type of interaction between the actors in the digital
music supply chain. According to the answers taken from the respondents, two main
types of relationships exist between the actors in the digital structure. These are
cooperative and competitive relationships respectively. However, these two types
can be observed at the same time as well.

4.3.2.1. Cooperation

The most outstanding cooperative relationship was found between the big record
companies and indies. This cooperative relationship is based on the partnership
between these parties where the majors or the big record companies function like an
intermediary between the indies and the digital distributors. Indies pay commission
to the big record companies and the big record companies transport the work of the
indies to the digital distributors. They help indies in their promotion and marketing
activities. The revenue generated at the end is shared in accordance with
predetermined percentages or rules. Most of the indies were found to act like that.
There exists a need for that type of a cooperative relationship since the indies are less
powerful than the big record companies and they need support. Respondent 8 (as an
indie) mentions that “I have an arrangement with one of the big record companies
and | benefit from that arrangement or collaboration.” However, it was found that
there were not much cooperative relationships between the indies and big record
companies in the past. Today’s cooperation shows that the big record companies are
more powerful than the indies than they were before. This partnership was found to
be valid for the traditional record companies as well. They also work in partnership
with some big record companies. Some of the respondents mentioned that these

cooperative relationship stem from an obligation, which indicates that they are not
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based on a real cooperation. Respondent 10 states that “The minor producers have
to be in cooperation with the majors...” Similarly, Respondent 6 notes that “... as
the indies, we have to work with the majors and the digital distributors since the

majors have agreements with the digital distributors mainly.”

Obligatory partnerships were also found to be between the record companies, digital
distributors, and digital platforms since they share the revenue based on the
agreements in their partnership. The big record companies need the digital
distributors in the sense that they cannot aggregate the information coming from the
digital platforms otherwise. Respondents 15 talks about the main distribution
strategy in the digital structure and he says that “The dominant one is the one which
is from the record company to the digital distributor and from the digital distributor
to the digital platforms.” Big record companies’ cooperative type of relationships is
not limited to the main actors only. They outsource some of their jobs to the third
parties outside and they cooperate with those parties. Respondent 6 says that “...
These triadic relationships may stem from outsourcing relationships of the big
record companies with other outside actors. More than two actors are involved in

these kinds of relationships. ”

Other cooperative relationships were found to be between the performers. The
performers from different record companies are in collaboration with each other
especially via social media now, contrary to the situation in the past. Musicians have
a social network where they communicate with each other now. They generate social
benefits there and they can even conduct joint projects together. Respondent 8 states
that “The performers have connections (communication) via social media. There is
a network for them as well. By that way, they generate social benefits. They do joint

projects.”

Hence, whether stemming from an obligation or not, there are certain type of
cooperative relationships between some main actors in the digital music supply chain

to make works easier. Digitalization seems to entail cooperation for certain main
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actors in the chain while cooperation may also be based on the aim of utilizing more

benefits.

4.3.2.2. Competition

Competition was found to be in relation with power. As most of the respondents
expressed, a power balance is necessary between the related actors for the existence
of competition. The main competition affecting the others indirectly at the same time
was found to be between the big actors. There is a competition between the big record
companies while the competition of the indies with the big record companies is really
difficult since they are not very powerful. As Respondent 10 said “Some types of
relationships are competitive. For instance, the competition between the majors is
continuing, but as I have mentioned before, the indies cannot compete with the
majors.” As for the digital distributors, some of the respondents said that there is a
competition between them (especially between the two main ones) while the others
thought that one of the main digital distributors is dominant over the other since it is
owned by one of the big global record companies. Respondent 6 states that “On the
digital distributors’ side, Believe cannot compete with The Orchard now since it is
less powerful. ”Respondent 10, on the other hand,talks about the digital distributors
by saying that they do not need to compete since the system is settled well now, but
at the beginning of digitalization they were competing more fiercely with each other.
Thus, there were contradictory answers regarding the competition between the
digital distributors.

Decrease in revenues compared to the past was found to be the main reason for
competition. According to some respondents, competition was found to lead tothe
big record companies’ acting opportunistically to gain competitive advantage, which
caused uncertainties in the structure. Some other respondents, on the other hand, do

not think that there are opportunistic acts on the digital side since everything is clear.
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Respondent 8 states that “Yes, there exists opportunism. ... However, on the digital
side, I do not observe much opportunism.” Respondent 10 thinks in the opposite way
by saying that “Competition of the big record companies may also force them to
behave opportunistically.” What is more, the competition is also observed regarding
the advertisements given by the record companies on social media. They even need
to receive training about how to give advertisements on social media. Respondent 6
said that social media platforms educate the record companies about how to make
advertisements. He continued “There is competition in this field. The money paid is

going abroad.”

Nevertheless, the competition on the whole was not found to be as fierce as it was
before. For instance, Respondent 8 says that “In the past, for example, all producers
were competing for Umit Besen. Now, I do not remember such kind of a competition

within the last five years. | think that kind of competition has ended.”

As for both competitive and cooperative type of relationships, the relationships
between the record companies (between same types of record companies) and
performers can be evaluated in this context. Although the record companies as well
as performers are in competition with each other within their groups, they sometimes
come together for joint projects in the digital structure. Hence, there is coopetition
(both cooperation and competition) regarding these actors. As Respondent 8
mentioned, the musicians do joint projects by coming together with other musicians
and these joint projects are held by the cooperation of their record companies (the

big record companies especially).

Therefore, competition may exist for the actors who are balanced in power in the
digital music supply chain. Nevertheless, there are contradictory answers from the

respondents whether competition is completely eliminated with digitalization or not.

Table 13 illustrates the types of the relationships between the actors in line with the

answers of the respondents respectively.
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Table 13: Interaction Type of the Actors

Interaction Type Actors

Big record companies & indies

Big record companies & traditional record companies

Cooperation Record companies & digital distributors & digital
platforms

Between performers

Big record companies & third parties outside
(outsourcing)

Between the big record companies

Between the digital distributors

Competition and Cooperation Between record companies (and their performers)

Table 14 demonstrates the representative statements of the respondents for
interaction. It also demonstrates the related actors and context in association with

interaction.

Table 14: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Interaction”

Representative Statements of the Respondents Actors Context

"The frequency of transactions is really high. When we
see the whole picture, each day a great number of songs
are published via netd on YouTube by various production
companies and performers as we know." (R10)

Record companies,
digital platforms
and performers

Intensity of the
relationships

"As | have said, the collaboration of the majors and the

L . Big record

indies is an example. In the past, the big record . .
T - companies and Collaboration

companies did not collaborate with us, but now we can indies

say that there is a need for collaboration." (R8)
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Table 14: ( continued )

"Some types of relationships are cooperative. The
partnerships between the majors and the indies is an
example. The majors work like the intermediaries
between us and the digital distributors. ... Sometimes
production firms collaborate to make mixed albums with
different performers.” (R10)

Big record
companies, indies
and digital
distributors

Cooperation

"... as the indies, we have to work with the majors and
the digital distributors since mainly the majors have
agreements with the digital distributors." (R6)

Indies, digital
distributors, big
record companies

Agreement
between indies,
big record
companies and
digital
distributors

"Some types of relationships are competitive. For

instance, the competition between the majors is Big recqrd Competition

L - - companies and between record
continuing, but as | have mentioned before, the indies indies companies
cannot compete with the majors.” (R10) P
"I think that the relationships are more competitive in this .
new structure now. Decrease in revenues forces this All actors in Reason_fpr

S general competition
competition.” (R6)
"Yes, there is opportunism. ... However, on the digital All actors in Opportunity in
side, I do not observe much opportunism.” (R8) general competition
"Considering the dependency of the relationships, the .
. . All actors in -
structure is integrated but there are alternative channels Integration
- - " general

evolving as time passes." (R7)
"... all of this process turns into a social network Consumers
(advertisement/promotion network) growing especially and all Social networks
increasingly, which is formed by the listeners." (R15) other actors

"Sharing of information and materials in this production
process is really fast. In this way, communication, trust,
and the formation of network developed.” (R8)

Record companies

Network
formation

All in all, the key points to take notice about interaction are:

e Sharing of information and materials is easy and fast thanks to digitalization,
which increases the frequency of the relationships between the actors.

e Due to the increase in the volume of production, the frequency of the

relationships between the actors increases and vice a versa.

e Intensity of the relationships is denser than before in the digital structure

though the relationships between the physical actors have lessened.
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e Cooperative relationships may stem from an obligation between the big
record companies and indies as well as between the record companies, digital
distributors, and digital platforms.

e The most likely collaboration is between the big record companies and indies
because the indies need the expert power of the big record companies and the
big record companies gain financially from that collaboration, which then
becomes a win-win type of relationship for both sides.

e Power balance between the actors is necessary for the existence of
competition and the intensity of the competition between the actors is less
than it was before.

e The relationships between the big record companies as well as performers
are both cooperative and competitive since digitalization makes it easy for

them to come together for joint projects.

4.4. Dynamic Complexity

The uncertainties analyzed in the structure were evaluated as the sources of the
dynamic complexity in the study. Some of these uncertainties were found to be
related with specific actors while the others were relevant for all actors in the
structure on the whole. There were views that digitalization decreases uncertainties
in general since it makes the things clear-cut in information and materials sharing.
However, this was valid when the visibility is ensured for the related actors.
Whenever there are problems with visibility, the uncertainties are inevitable. For
instance, Respondent 8 said that “I think there is not much uncertainty regarding the
processes. They are somewhat automatic. Especially the sharing of revenues is easy

and visible now.”

The biggest actor-specific uncertainty was about the lack of transparency of the

collecting societies in the distribution of the royalties collected. Besides, a guerilla-
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type formation where the big record companies and collecting societies share the
revenue generated unfairly with the other big actors were also mentioned by most of
the actors. In this respect, Respondent 10 says that “There is uncertainty stemming
from invisibility in the sharing of revenues and royalties. ... The effects of
uncertainties in royalties are material.” Parallel to that, Respondent 6 says that “...
uncertainty does not exist for the actors with super power. They have capital and
arrangements with the main digital actors to make their work sell.” It can be inferred
that the big actors’ abusing their power causes uncertainties for the other actors in
the chain, which harms the proper operation of the digital supply chain in the
aggregate level.

Nevertheless, nearly half of the actors think that there is visibility in the digital music
supply chain structure and there is not much uncertainty as a result of this.
Respondent 8 says that “Some processes are certain in the digital system.

Digitalization did not cause a big increase in uncertainty in general at the end.”

As for the record companies and performers, forecasting the demand and sales are
critical issues causing uncertainties for them. Whether the song will be popular or
not is an issue for both the record companies and performers. Respondent 10 says
that “It is not easy to predict the customer demand. It is volatile.” However, they
think that this uncertainty was not a new one. Respondent 8 says that “Whether the
songs will be popular or not is the major uncertainty regarding products in the chain.
This uncertainty was relevant in the past though.” He thinks that digitalization did
not change the uncertainty level on the whole in fact by saying that “There are
uncertainties. However, | think the uncertainty level is the same with the one in the

past.”

What digitalization adds to uncertainty is the fact that too much work is produced
and there is not a standard pricing procedure in the transformation of the product
from the record companies to the digital platforms. Different pricing may be imposed

by the digital distributors or the big record companies. As Respondent 6 say “There
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is too much uncertainty because too much work is produced now. ... There is not a
standardized pricing procedure in the transformation of products from production

companies to the partners and digital platforms.”

There are short-term fashions or trends on social media affecting the sales in the
digital music industry. As Respondent 10 says
Sometimes, some slogans, fashions, or events pop up in social media
spontaneously and these slogans, tags, or events are used in the music
industry economically as well. Some work is produced in relation to these
spontaneous changes in trends in social media affecting the sales.
Also, the number of actors changes fast. As Respondent 8 says “The number of
actors is always changing. This may increase or decrease. It is volatile.” These
sudden or fast movements in the digital world may be the cause of changing demand
of the consumers as well as their fast consumption of the music and decreased
sustainability at the end becomes inevitable. Respondent 9 says in this manner that
“Now the young people listen to the music for just twenty seconds and then switch
to another song. Because of this, the structures of the song and video clips have
changed in this short-run minded way. ”

Eventually, nearly all of the respondents agree that there are uncertainties on the side
of the collecting societies. They are not working properly. There are concerns about
unfair gains earned by the big actors. There is lack of visibility in sharing of the
revenues and royalties. That is why there is the need for the governmental authorities
to exert their legal legitimate power by taking the necessary legal steps and making
the arrangements regarding the collecting societies. As Respondent 16 says “There
should be control mechanisms. Necessary legal steps should be taken.” However,
there are conflicting views that whether the structure is visible or not on the whole
regardless of the collecting societies. Some of the actors support the view that there
is visibility for all of the actors while the others support the view that there is
visibility for the big actors only since they abuse their power by causing invisibility

for the others deliberately.
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Other than these, though the forecasting issues were problematic in the past. The
volatile structure of the digital supply chain provokes other uncertainties when taking
into account the spontaneous movements occurring, which then affect the behavior

of the actors by forcing them to act in the short-term or short span of time.

Table 15 demonstrates the representative statements of the respondents for the

dynamic complexity in the structure together with the related actors and context.

Table 15: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Dynamic
Complexity”

Representative Statements of the Respondents Actors Context
"These uncertainties are for the producers and the performers Record Popularity of the
mostly since it is not known before that the song and the companies and | product and
performer will be popular or not." (R10) performers performer

"As for the products, whether the song will be popular or not is Record . Popularity of the
e companies
an uncertainty.” (R6) - product
especially

"There is too much uncertainty because huge volume of work is | All actors in Volume of
produced now." (R6) general production

"There are uncertainties. However, | think the uncertainty level
is the same with the one in the past. ... Some processes are All actors in
certain in the digital system. Digitalization did not cause a big general

increase in uncertainty level in the end." (R8)

Digitalization,
processes and
uncertainty level

"Unfair competition and transparency are still the concerns. ...

so the complexity stems from complex and non-visible All actors in Unfairness and

relationships in the chain.” (R7) general invisibility
"What is more, we could not see the details of the income that Diai

C I igital
we get from the digital platforms like fizy, iTunes, netd etc. latforms and | Invisibilit
because the income comes to us as total in number from the ?ndies Y

digital platforms. There is no transparency." (R10)

"... there is a market which is totally illegal and function with
the legal market at the same time This illegal market exploits All actors in
the revenues of all actors by destroying the developments of the | general

market." (R14)

Piracy
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Table 15: ( continued )

"Copying is really easy and people may publish songs without
the consent of the music owners by ignoring the quality All actors in Copying
concerns, which decreases the value of the music and causes general
unfair gains." (R13)
"Even though YouTube allows the sale of the number of clicks, Digital
the promotion benefits will be just in the short-run because platforms Fraud
these are artificial numbers." (R9)
Digital
"Some buying options to increase the number of viewers on platforms,
YouTube are also possible to promote the artist, which is not record Fraud
deemed as ethical." (R10) companies and
performers

Thus, the key points regarding the dynamic complexity are:

There are uncertainties and concerns about the invisibility and unfairness in
sharing of the revenue between the actors and distribution of royalties by the
collecting societies.

There is a lack of necessary legal steps taken by the governmental authorities
against the invisible and unfair sharing of the revenues and royalties.

If visibility is ensured, there is no uncertainty between the actors in the digital
structure regardless of the collecting societies.

There is the risk that the big actors may use their power in their favor by
hiding critical information from the other actors or they may act
opportunistically, which restrainsthe visibility in the structure.

There are speculations of fraud on YouTube regarding the number of clicks.
The digital structure is volatile or open to sudden changes stemming from the
changes in demand of the consumers and changing trends spread on social

media, which then harm sustainability.
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4.5. Power

Power in the digital music supply chain was found to be the result of the resources
the actors have, especially the revenues they have, which then also specifies other
types of resources for them such as having a large network. The results illustrate that
power is an important concept that needs to be evaluated in relation to the three
dimensions of the detail complexity as well as the dynamic complexity. The direct
effect of power dynamics is on the dependencies between the actors shaping the
relationships. However, the dependencies were found to be dissolved more with
digitalization being embraced as time passes. Respondent 6 says that “It seems that
there are dependencies between the actors, but these dependencies are becoming
dissolved more and more each day.” As the main reason for the disintegration, he
alleges the freedom of people to make their own music individually without concerns

of social benefits.

In light of the answers given by the respondents, it was observed that the power of
some actors who existed in the past structure changed with the emergence of new
actors in the digital structure. It can be said that the power dynamics changed with
increased freedom of the actors and they are still open to change since there is

dynamism in the structure.

4.5.1. Power Balance

Taking into account the dynamics of power in the digital music supply chain, there
were contradictory answers regarding whether the power is held by the big actors
only or it was shared by all actors to some extent. The respondents who supported
the view that the power is held by the big actors consider that the trend is toward a
monopolistic structure with limited number of players with super power. Some of

them liken this structure to an oligopoly. Respondent 6 says that “... the most
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powerful actors are the ones that dominate the industry with their super power.” He
adds that “It seems that just one big major will remain with its super power.” Most
of the respondents thought that the big record companies, two main digital
distributors, and digital platforms were the most powerful actors in the digital music
supply chain governing the structure. Respondent 5 as one of the big record
companies admitted that “... we have control over them as big record companies
together with digital distributors.” The reasons for their dominance were their
having capital, networks, and expertise. A large network makes things done easier
for these actors. The big record companies were found to use their network power
for publishing and promotion activities. As Respondent 8 says “The big producers’
network is large and their network in terms of distribution channels is large and they
get most of the revenue in the industry.” Yet, power imbalances causea structure
where the big actors abuse their power to behave opportunistically. Respondent 10
says “... in royalty distribution big majors behave opportunistically, abusing their

power stemming from network relationships.”

Being the founders of the digital platforms and taking necessary strategic actions at
the beginning of the digitalization process in Turkey (for the big record companies)
were some specific reasons as the sources of the big actors’ power mentioned by the
respondents in the detailed interviews conducted later. According to this view, power
is imbalanced. From the record companies’ point of view, since the indies and
traditional record companies cannot compete with the big record companies, power
is in the hands of the big record companies. Discrepancies in revenues or the variety
of the actors by size causes a power imbalance between them. As Respondent 10
says “The power asymmetry is huge, stemming from the discrepancies in revenues.”
The differences in the power of the actors make them diverse geographically,
organizationally and culturally. In this respect, power imbalance gives rise to variety

between the actors.

Contrary to this view, the opposing view about power was it being balanced

somewhat. Power was found balanced within the record companies, digital
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distributors, and performers. Some of the respondents think that the competition
between the big record companies is the result of the power balance between them.
As Respondent 10 says
... there is a competition among the majors. For the existence of competition,
there should be power balance or somewhat equality | think.”, and adds that
"Another example may be the indies in similar power in the consortium of
netd considering their quality and sales figures.
He continues by giving the example of the two main digital distributors: “... Orchard
and Believe can be evaluated as the digital distributors that have similar power.”
Respondent 6 touches upon the indies by saying that “Yes, there are power
symmetries. Most of the indies have similar power. This is because of their similarity
in their scale and capabilities.” Moreover, it was found that the performers are in
power balance if they have similarities regarding their popularity. In short, the
resources possessed by these actors (whether tangible or intangible) within their
group determine the power balances between. Respondent 10 addresses power
symmetry by saying that “It may be between the performers in terms of their

popularity.”

On the other side, power was found balanced or in a decreasing trend of imbalance
between different main actors. Record companies’ power decreases while the
performers’ power increases. As Respondent 8 says “... the producers and the
performers have the same power. This is because they have reciprocal relationships
and they need each other at the same level.” He supports his view by saying that
“The power of the majors decreased. For instance, without a need for any record
company, a performer can put his/her work on the digital platforms by making
arrangements with the digital distributors.” Digitalization gives more freedom to the
actors and they have chance to act independently. This is valid for all actors due to

increased alternative channels that digitalization offers for each actor in the chain.

In brief, since most of the actors talked about the governance power of the big actors

(big record companies, digital distributors, digital platforms, and collecting
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societies), there is power imbalance considering the controlling mechanism in the
digital structure. However, most of the actors agreed that digitalization increases
alternative channels for each actor, which leads to their acting independently in their
work. This means more freedom and the interdependencies of the actors are
decreasing in a parallel way. Therefore, power is getting balanced more between
different actors with digitalization. Furthermore, there may also be power balances
within certain actor groups in the digital structure. The table below illustrates the

balance of power between the actors.

Table 16: Balance of Power between the Actors

Balance of Power Actors

Big record companies together with two main digital
distributors and digital platforms > other actors

Power asymmetry

Big record companies > indies

Big record companies > traditional record companies

Between big record companies (=)

Between indies (=)

Power symmetry Between traditional record companies (=)

Between digital distributors (=)
Between performers (=)

Performers = record companies

4.5.2. Power Type

Different power types of the actors classified as mediated and non-mediated were
found to be existent in the Turkish digital music supply chain structure.
The resources as well as capabilities that the actors have determine the power type

that they have.

97



4.5.2.1. Reward Power

Most of the respondents think that the big record companies have reward power.
Their reward power is based on their having valuable resources, especially the
capital, popularity, and network power. They usually exert their reward power on
other record companies (by giving some incentives to the indies and traditional
record companies) with whom they have binding partnerships.

As Respondent 10 says “They may offer some benefits to the indies who are their
partners. For example, they may use their reward power on the indies by offering
various promotion options with the help of their relationships in their network.” In a
similar way, Respondent 6 says “The majors, the record companies in Istanbul, have
such kind of power. This stems from their network power or you can call it old boys’

network.”

Financial power, network power, and popularity lead to the big record companies’
superiority over the others by offering some rewards for the others in the digital
structure. Respondent 17 suggests the record companies being involved in
servitization services together with the digital platforms where the services are
offered with products so that they exert reward power more by saying that “...
streaming based servitization proposals for the consumers and a system in which the
record companies are involved will be more rewarding for servitization activities in

terms of capturing the real value from the customers.”

4.5.2.2. Coercive Power

As another type of non-mediated power, coercive power was found to be possessed
by the big record companies and indies. Respondent 6 says that “The big record

companies may give incentives and pave the way for opportunities or they may
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impose sanctions based on their network power.” It is understood that network power
can be used as the source of reward power as well as coercive power by the big record
companies. Along similar lines, Respondent 10 says that
In the netd consortium, for instance, if I do not want another indie in this
consortium since we are in conflict, my major partner may dismiss this indie

by using its coercive power.

Hence, the main reason was found as the old boys’ network of the record companies
who exert coercive power on the others. Indies may get help from the big record
companies or they may collaborate with their partner big record company to exert
this kind of power in the digital structure. As it is reflected by an indie (Respondent
9) “Sometimes because of the small and binding network you are involved in you are
not allowed to do business with other parties but a large social network, on the other

hand, makes continue and promote your work easier.”

4.5.2.3. Legal Legitimate Power

Legallegitimate power was found to be possessed by the powerful actors who have
binding legal contracts with other parties. The major or minor record firms were
found to have legal legitimate power. The record firms have legal contracts with the
digital distributors as well. In the case of the relationship between the record
companies and digital distributors, the two main digital distributors may exert legal
legitimate power on the record companies if the contracts are binding for the record
companies. This is because the record companies cannot change their digital
distributors whenever they want. They should obey the conditions or the duration
given in the contract. In a similar vein, a contract between any kind of record
company and a performer may be binding for the performer making him/her
dependent to the record company for a specific period of time. The partnerships

between the big record companies and the others (the indies and traditional record
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companies) are based on legal agreements. That is why it was also found that the big

record companies exert legal legitimate power on the other minor record companies.

Respondent 8 says
Minor or major record firms may exert this power if they make contracts
because the contracts are binding.”, and Respondent 10 says “... digital
distributors have legal power on the production companies (the majors or
indies) since their relationship is restricted by legal contracts or agreements

about the sharing of the revenue.

Despite the fact that there are less number of long-term binding contracts between
the actors in the digital structure, contracts are still binding to some extent for the
relationships between certain type of actors and this enables the powerful party’s
exerting legal legitimate power on the other in that sense. Respondent 10 refers to
this by saying that “There is lack of long-term contracts between the performers and

the production companies. ”

Finally, the governmental authorities were found to be the main legal authority
exerting legal legitimate power on the actors by making the legal regulationin the
music industrythough there are missing steps taken by them now and there are
inefficiencies in the implementation of the acts in the digital structure as mentioned
by most of the respondents. Collecting societies also exert legal legitimate power on
the related actors like the record companies, performers, and music owners based on
the regulations they have. Respondent 14 says

It is necessary, on the other hand, to use the lobbying power of collecting

societies well to overcome legal problems. At this point, it is important to

forward the suggestions to the legal authorities to meet the needs of the new

era.

100



4.5.2.4. Expert Power

Expert power as one of the non-mediated power types was found to be possessed by
the big record companies. Other than the big record companies, the big global actors
who produce the technology and who are the founders of the main digital actors like
the digital platforms and digital distributors were also found to have such kind of
power. The sources of this power stem from their being the pioneers or leaders at the
beginning of the digitalization process. Respondent 10 says that “Their having
foresight and taking strategic steps at the beginning of the digitalization process
made them experts.” regarding the big record companies. Given the producers of the
technology, Respondent 6 adds that “I think these actors are the ones who produce
the technology. The owners of digital platforms and digital distributors like Sony
have such kind of power.” Specifically, it was found that the executives or the
managers of the big record companies have expert power when their companies have
expert power. As Respondent 8 says “Some executives of some record companies
may have expert power. ... This is because of their having capital. This also brings

media power to them.”

Thus, the actors who are the first ones or the pioneers in the digitalization process
now enjoy their expert power over the others with the capital and experience they

gain over time.

4.5.2.5. Referent Power

Referent power as yet another type of non-mediated power was found to be possessed
by the performers. This is because they are admired by most of the actors in the
supply chain for their abilities, expertise, values, or by their popularity. Most of the
actors are struggling to work with them for that reason. Respondent 10 says “Every

production company has respect for these kinds of performers based on their
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expertise and qualifications in music and wants to work with them.”, and Respondent
8 says “Some performers have such power with their talent and abilities. This is

because of their special and valuable properties as well as popularity.”
Considering these, the performers’ most important power source was found as their
being admired and respected by the others, which means their being the one and only

type of actor as having referent power in the digital music supply chain structure.

Table 17 demonstrates the representative statements of the respondents for power

together with the related actors and context respectively.

Table 17: Representative Statements of the Respondents for “Power”

Representative Statements of the Respondents Actors Context

"The reason is that they keep the dominance by either their
capital,network, and expertise or they are the founders of Big actors Sources of power
these platforms." (R6)

Big record
"The music sector in Turkey is governed by these seven companies and Governance
major production companies.”" (R10) all actors in

general

"There are commissions taken by the big actors and since
they administer the market, they exploit the income Big actors Governance
generated in their favor." (R11)

"The power of the majors decreased. ... The power is less Big record -
Power dynamics

imbalanced now." (R8) companies

"... the severity of the record companies’ exploitation of Record

the artists lessened.” (R9) companies and Exploitation
performers

"Now there is more freedom and the actors became more ?g%iﬁg and

independent than they were before. The power of the panies Freedom

; " all actors in

majors decreased.” (R8)
general

Expert power: "They need us since we have more Big record

equipment and infrastructure than them." (the big record companies and Resources

companies' power over the indies) (R5) indies
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Table 17: ( continued )

Coercive power:"There is a need for increased

This is because of their special and valuable properties as
well as popularity.” (R8)

transparency in the sector, but we do not think that MU- Collecting Permission
YAP or other officials will permit the formation of sucha | societies
corporation." (R12) (need for a corporation like IFPI)
Reward power: "... streaming-based servitization
offerings for the consumers and a system in which the Record
record companies are involved will be more rewarding for | companies and Offerings
servitization activities to capture the real value from the digital platforms
customers.” (R13)
Legal legitimate power:"This corruptive structure should
be regulated with the legislation and necessary Governmental Control
arrangements by the government. There should be a control | authorities
mechanism." (R9)
Referent power: "There are actors like that. Some
performers have such power due to their talent and abilities.
Performers Sources of power

To conclude, the key findings about power can be summarized as:

e Power dynamics between the actors is evolving into a more balanced

situation with an increased freedom that comes with digitalization.
Although there is power imbalance between the actors in favor of the big
actors, increased alternative channels and increased independence of each of
the actors with digitalization challenges this imbalance by necessitating a
more balanced structure in power.

Power balance exists within certain actor groups like the record companies,
digital distributors, and performers.

Big record companies were found to have reward power and together with
the indies they have also coercive power stemming from their network and
since the interactions in this old boys’ network are not formal and visible,
they have potential to harm visibility.

Governmental authorities, collecting societies, and big actors who have
binding contracts with the other parties have legal legitimate power and this
type of power is formal, its effect on visibility is positive in the structure.
Big record companies as well as other big actors who were the pioneers at

the beginning of the digitalization (the founders of digital distributors and
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platforms) have expert power while the performers have referent power. Big
actors’ having expert power paves the way for collaboration ofthem with
other actors who need that expert power like it is the in case inthe
collaboration between the big record companies and indies, which will then
have potential to increasetrust in these relationships. Similarly, since
performers have referent power, other actors in the chain want to work with
these qualified performers. This contributes to the increase inthe quality of

the work produced in the end.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this thesis, the new emerging Turkish digital music industry supply chain was
analyzed from a supply chain complexity perspective by utilizing an in-depth single-
case study approach together with the interviews conducted with interviewees of
executive level positions from the main actors in the extant supply chain as well as
the secondary sources of data. The principal aim was to understand the effect of
digitalization on supply chain complexity of the Turkish music industry supply
chain. The other research aim was to grasp the association of power with complexity
to be able to better understand the relationships between actors. Using single-case

approach was suitable considering the exploratory nature of the study (Yin, 1994).

Based on the data collection efforts, specific results have been obtained in relation
to detail and dynamic complexity, power, and the interaction of these concepts. The

main findings and discussions regarding key concepts are provided below.

The general conclusion drawn is that digitalization increases supply chain
complexity in the Turkish music industry considering the increase in detail and
dynamic complexity. A dramatic increase in the number of actors in total brings
increased intensity of interaction between them and also a further increase in
dynamic complexity in the structure. To be able to grasp this complexity better,
combining the information obtained from the interviewees, the structure of the
Turkish traditional as well as digital supply chain were tried to be drawn in Figure
10 and Figure 11, where the rectangles were used for the main actors and the arrows
were used for the interaction channels between the actors where the flow of

information and materials occur.
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From the figures drawn, it was found that in the structure of Turkish digital music
industry supply chain, the relationships are not as linear as the relationships in the
structure of Turkish traditional music industry supply chain, which indicates that the
activities are not serially dependent like in traditional supply chains. Therefore, these
results were in parallel with the findings of Graham (2006) for global music industry
supply chains. There were increased number of actors and increased number of
linkages among the actors as is the situation in the global music industry supply chain
(Renard et al., 2013). This means an increase in size considering the three new actors
in the digital structure who are the digital distributors, digital platforms, and social
media and increased intensity of interactions with new ties emerged with the
existence of these new actors. The increase in the number of actors on the digital side
together with the decrease in the number of actors on the physical side triggers the
increased volume of digital production where digitalization decreases the number of

processes in critical functions with its ease and comfort.

A linkage with size and variety can be conducted in terms of products and processes.
The increase in the volume of production and increase in the number of actors on the
digital side leads to the increase in the variety of the products. At the same time, it
also results in the decrease in the variety of the processes since expansion of
digitalization makes the processes simpler, easier and less costly than ever by not
rendering any actor as privileged or by making the actors having same opportunities
in terms of technical background. That is why organizational differences are not
much material although cultural and geographical diversification still matter between
the actors. Other than social media, the two new digital actors (digital distributors
and digital platforms) only replace the function of the past actors (physical
distributors and retailers). However, power dynamics play the role as one of the main
drivers of the variety between the actors respecting their diversification by size. Since
the big actors like the big record companies, digital distributors, and digital platforms
are powerful and govern the structure, there is significant power asymmetry between
these actors and the rest, which is also the reason of variety in the size or scale of the

main actors. This interaction of power and variety was deemed as a problem by most
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of the respondents and they correlate this power asymmetry with the trend of

monopolization.

The findings of this thesis illustrate that the concepts of interaction and power are
highly related. Although the focus on determining interaction was on the type of
exchange (i.e., cooperation vs. competition) and intensity, power dynamics have
strong effects on both of these aspects. More specifically, when there is a power
balance between the actors, it paves the way for competition while power
asymmetries forces actors more into obligatory partnerships where one powerful
actor exerts power over the other and becomes more advantageous. Different power
types like reward power, coercive power, or legal legitimate power cause the variety

in these asymmetric power-type of relationships.

It seems that competition stimulates a more productive supply chain in the sense that
increased competition indicates increased size and variety in the products produced.
It is clear that increased volume of production increases the intensity of the
interaction between the actors, which will then create a network where trust and
communication is fostered more. Increased intensity of the interactions paves the
way for new linkages between different actors, which then yields new formations,

unbundling of the structure more with alternative ties emerging.

Apart from these, there is a strong linkage between dynamic complexity and power
as well as the dimensions of detail complexity. The relationships with power
asymmetries could be problematic since they increase the uncertainties for the less
powerful party. The relationship between the big record companies, indies, and
digital distributors as well as the relationship between the collecting societies and the
record companies are the most frequently mentioned examples. There is lack of
transparency regarding the group of actors which consists of the big record
companies, digital distributors, and collecting societies where they are assumed to
hide the critical information from the less powerful parties with whom they work.

The existence of uncertainties such as unfair competition, lack of visibility, lack of
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fair distribution of revenues enlarges the gap of power between the actors, increasing

further the intensity of the power asymmetry.

Dynamic complexity affects the size dimension of detail complexity in the sense that
volatility in the demand of the consumers or the difficulty in forecasting the demand
before the production causes the increased volume of production. The producers and
performers want to be sure that they get popularity in the end by trying large number
of alternatives in production. Also, the number of actors is not fixed, it is changing
all the time due to the volatile nature of the digital structure. It is easy for the new
actors to enter the structure with decreased costs. Likewise, size may increase
dynamic complexity since the increased volume of production adds uncertainties.
Dynamic complexity affects the variety dimension of detail complexity in some
directions. Since there is not a standard pricing mechanism applied between the
actors in the transformation of products, there is increased variety in pricing. As
mentioned before, the uncertainty about the popularity of the work produced causes
different alternatives or genres tried by the producers and performers in production,
which increases the variety of products as well as the number. This association with
variety may be in the opposite direction as well. An increased number and variety of
products causes a short-run minded consumer type. In a similar vein, there is an
interaction between the interaction dimension of detail complexity and dynamic
complexity. Due to the short-run mindset which can be generalized to all actors and
caused by the uncertainties in the structure, the relationships between the actors do
not last long or they are not based on long-term projects in the new digital structure.
The interaction between the actors shaped by power asymmetries makes increase
dynamic complexity for the less powerful actors. Similarly, the increased intensity
of relationships especially via social media has the potential to cause sudden changes
in trends on the side of the consumers, which is reflected on the main actors’
business. As for type of the relationships, although cooperative type of relationships
are better for increasing trust (Sahay, 2003), there are still uncertainties regarding the
relationships based on partnerships in the Turkish music supply chain due to the lack
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of visibility. Competition, on the other hand, can decrease dynamic complexity if

fairness and visibility ensured in this structure.

As the above discussions illustrate, some associations were found between the
dimensions of detail complexity, power, and dynamic complexity, suggesting that
supply chain complexity is also a complicated matter with several dimensions related
to each after the results were examined. Thus, they are not separate items from each

other.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In the digital era, the music industry is in a transformation process economically and
geographically in macro terms and organizationally in micro terms (Leyshon, 2001),
both in global and local industries (Sanchez, 2016). These overall changes are
reflected in the music industry supply chain as a whole (Nakano and Fleury, 2017).
The actors and the activities as well as the relationships between the actors are
reshaped in this emerging digital music industry supply chain (Graham et al., 2004;
Graham, 2006). The new structure is not like the linear chain of the past, but it is
more like a network with increased number of actors and links between them
(Renard, 2010; Renard et al. 2012; Bellamy and Basole, 2013; Renard et al. 2013).
Various studies examined the global music industry or global music industry supply
chain (Premkumar, 2003; Goodrich, Renard, and Rossiter, 2011; Renard et al., 2013)
while some others focused on the local context in the music industry (Poel and
Rutten, 2005; Sander, 2013). In this study, however, the supply chain was taken as
the sample unit and the focus was on Turkey. The effect of digitalization on the
supply chain complexity of the Turkish music industry supply chain was investigated
together with the association of power with complexity dimensions. Where possible,
comparisons were made between the traditional and digital music supply chain
regarding the investigated concepts. An in depth, single-case study approach was
utilized with interviews conducted with key persons at executive level positions from
the main actors in the chain, combined withsecondary sources of data. It can be
concluded that digitalization increased complexity in the Turkish digital music
supply chain taking into account the increase in the dimensions of size and
interaction (which is also shaped by power dynamics and types) as well as the

increase in dynamic complexity. It was found that digitalization increased the
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number of actors on the digital side while it decreased the number of actors on the
physical side. In the same line, there is less need for employees on the physical side
while the employees who are skilled at digital work are demanded more.
Digitalization also increased the volume of production while it decreased the number
of processes. Although the actors were not found to be diverseorganizationally
considering their capabilities, practices, and the key resources, the variety was
significant for their geography (physical location in the country) and culturein the
Turkish music supply chain. The cultures of the indies were found to be diverse more
evidently. Most of the actor groups like record companies, digital distributors, and
performance venues were not found as diverse in terms of their function. However,
the big record companies were found to be diverse by size. Moreover, digitalization
made products diversified while it made processes less diversified. Parallel with
these, it was found that the ease and comfort of digitalization paves the way for the
increase in the volume of production, which then increases the intensity of the
relationships between the actors. Cooperative type of relationships were found to be
based on the agreements between the record companies, digital distributors, and
digital platforms. The most likely collaboration was found to be between the big
record companies and indies. For competitive type of relationships, it was found that
there should be a power balance between the actors. In this line, the most likely
competition was found to be between the big record companies as well as between
the digital distributors. Although it cannot be concluded that digitalization eliminated
competition completely, it was found that the intensity of the competition is not as
fierce as before. Both competitive and cooperative relationships were found to be
valid for the same type of record companies and their related performers who came
together for joint projects though they are rivals. Given dynamic complexity, it was
found that invisible and unfair sharing of the revenues and royalties between the
actors was the main reason of uncertainty in the Turkish music supply chain.
Powerful actors’ (such as the big record companies) abusing their power to act
opportunistically was found to increase the uncertainty in the structure. It was also
found that the structure is open to fraud and it is volatile, with sudden changes

triggered by changing trends, fashions, or events on social media, which is reflected
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as changing demand on the consumers’ side. In this dynamic structure, power was
found to be imbalanced in favor of the big actors like the record companies, digital
distributors, and performers although it tends to be more balanced for all actors
considering the increased indepence of each of the actors with digitalization. For
power types, the network of the big record companies was found to lead to their
exerting reward power over other actors. Likewise, it was found that the big record
companies together with the indies exert coercive power depending on their network.
Furthermore, the big record companies, as well as the founders of digital distributors
and platforms were found to exert expert power since they accumulated expertise
and knowledge since the beginning of digitalization. While the governmental
authorities, collecting societies, big record companies, digital distributors, and digital
platforms which have binding legal contracts with other parties were found to exert
legal legitimate power, performers were found to have referent power as they are
admired by the most of actors for their expertise and qualifications in the Turkish

music supply chain.

In parallel with the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer, 1972), it was found that
increased interaction of the actors with digitalization paves the way for increased
exchange of resources between the actors with proliferation of alternative channels
and increased freedom for each actor. This then reduces the power imbalance in the
structure considering all actors. In addition, the exchange of resources between the
actors contributes to the exertion of power by one party over the other. It also
determines the power types (i.e., mediated or non-mediated). Reseource dependence
theory (Pfeffer, 1972) posits that this structure is not stable, but dynamic, making all
actors vulnerable to sudden changes. However, it was found that the exchange of
resources of the actors with increased interactions is not sufficient to reduce
uncertainty. Ensuring visibility was found to be critical to reduce uncertainty in the
Turkish music supply chain. Taking into account power types, it was found that
unique and valuable resources which cannot be substituted provide competitive
advantage for the actors in the structure, which is in line with the resource-based

view perspective (Vanpoucke et al., 2014). The power types which stem from these
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distinctive resources which cannot be replicated were found to be non-mediated
power types (i.e., expert and referent power) in the Turkish music supply chain.
Therefore, pioneers such as the big record companies, the founders of digital
distributors and digital platforms which have expert power, and the performers which
have referent power were found to have competitive advantage over others in the
structure since their resources arise from their distinctive expertise, knowledge, and

qualifications.

Furthermore, it was found that supply chain complexity (i.e., detail complexity and
dynamic complexity), its dimensions, and power’s association with supply chain

complexity cannot be analyzed separately since they interact with each other.

The increase in supply chain complexity in the music industry hasdifferent
implications for different actors. Increased complexity may imply benefits or
efficiencies for some actors while it may imply disadvantages or inefficiencies for
the others. As it can be seen from Figure 11, three actors, which are digital
distributors, digital platforms and social media have emerged with digitalization.
Since the volume of production is increasing on the digital side, these new actors are
becoming more important in production. Although the digital distributors are not
diversified by function, there is huge potential for the digital platforms and social
media to differentiate themselves to reach more consumers. They may offer
distinctive services to the consumers such as engaging in servitization-related
services. Digital distributors, on the other hand, may arrange their pricing strategy
such that an environment suitable for competition could be constituted. They may
differentiate themselves by offering promotion services for the record companies as
well. Between the record companies, it was found that the importance of the indies
is increasing. Although the indies are good at niche genres, they should seek ways to
produce in more large-scale to compete with the big record companies. Likewise, the
traditional record companies should aim at adapting themselves to digitalization well
to increase their profits. They may utilize transforming their old but rich repertoire

to the digital platforms. Big record companies, on the other hand, may leadthe
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formation of trust-based networks or collaborations with other actors by exerting
their reward and expert power since the partnerships of the big record companies
which are based on obligatory agreements were not found efficient. By that way,
they may gain their control power again in this structure with increased complexity.
All types of record companies should try to produce high quality and long-lasting
work to ensure sustainability against the fast consumption of music by the consumers

which then causes increase in dynamic complexity.

Moreover, new performance venues could be opened with digital background to
better meet the needs of current digital listeners or the existent performance venues
could modify themselves in this direction.For governmental authorities, they should
exert their legal legitimate power over the collecting societies, big record companies,
digital distributors, as well as digital platforms by imposing legal acts or
arrangements to decrease uncertainty stemming from the lack of visibility in the
structure. Regarding the performers, like the big record companies, they may be the
pioneers of the formation of social networks based on trust since they are the critical
actors in coopetitive type of relationships with referent power. They do not have to
depend on the record companies. They may produce independently and contribute to
a structure where there is more power symmetry between the actors. Other than these,
studio musicians and management agents should develop their capabilities to adap
to the digital settings. They may receive training for that purpose. In a similar vein,
radio and TV channels should interact more with new digital actors (especially the
social media and digital platforms) in order not to lose their viewers/listeners. Hence,
each actor should take the necessary strategic steps accordingly for a better

functioning supply chain on the whole.

All in all, the study contributes to the literature theoretically and managerially by
examining supply chain complexity in the service industry and country-specific
context focusing on Turkey as one of the developing countries which is still at the

beginning of its digitalization process in the music industry and provides rich insights
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about how digitalization increased the supply chain complexity of the Turkish music

industry.

6.1. Limitations

There are several limitations regarding this study. First of all, it is a single-case study
where the information is derived mostly from the interviews conducted with the key
respondents of the key actors in the new digital music industry supplychain in
Turkey. Although similar approaches have been adopted in previous studies to
examine music supply chains (e.g., Graham et al., 2004; Graham, 2006), there are
some biases related to conducting interviews such as subjectivity and limited
knowledge of the interviewees. This issue was tried to be overcome by trying to
indentifying interviewees from actors according to their market shares and
importance in the industry. However, not all actors referred as the main actors in this
study were included in the interviews. For instance, although the performers, music
owners, as well as the social media and the consumers were included in the structure,
interviews were not conducted with these actors. Therefore, their information about
the effects on digitalization on them were not taken directly from these parties, but

were based on other actors’ knowledge and assessment.

In total, twenty three interviews were conducted with eighteen actors. For two of the
actors, the interviewees were conducted with more than one interviewee to be able
to see different angles from the same actor. However, this was not possible for all of
the actors. To overcome this problem, a second round of interviews were conducted
which revealed more insights about the topic, enabling to complement the answers
from the first round. Moreover, reaching the executives, especially from big record
companies, was difficult. Therefore, the interviews with the actors from the big
record companies were included in the study in limited numbers. Similarly, since

most of the digital platforms were not operating in Turkey or had closed their offices
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in Turkey, only one interview could be conducted as an actor of the
digitalplatforms.The interviews could have been supported by the surveys applied to
the respondents as well to get more information benefiting from distinctive methods

or quantitative analyses.

6.2. Suggestions for Future Research

Given the limitations of this study, there are some suggestions for future research.
Because not all the actors defined as the main actors in the Turkish music industry
supply chain were included in the data collection, further research on this topic could
include them in the analysis with a more holistic approach. In the same way, the
number of interviewees could be increased more by ensuring to get answers from
multiple respondents from the same actor. These interviewees may be in different
positions from different departments to be able to increase generalizability of the
research or focus groups could be formed to get more insights and interesting ideas

about the topic searched for in a case study context (Baskarada, 2014).

For further in the Turkish music industry supply chain, it would be better to choose
a longer time period to collect data in more detail. By that way, more information
can be taken from the actors that were difficult to reach in a short period of time due
to their busy work pace. In this case, the major difficulty was reaching out the big
record companies and digital platforms.More importantly, in further research the
effect of digitalization on supply chain complexity of the Turkish music supply chain
can be analyzed with quantitative analysis with software used like in the study of
Renard (2010) for global music industry supply chain. A social quantitative social
network analysis could be conducted in relation with complexity (Waldrop,1992).
Different methods can be combined such that the interviews could be supported by
surveys in further studies about this topic. Thus, both quantitative and qualitative

analyses can be utilized while studying the Turkish music industry supply chain.
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Lastly, performance effects of complexity on the Turkish music supply chain could
be analyzed or comparative studies of the complexity of the music industry supply
chains by comparing the structure in Turkey and the other countries between the

global and local context could be done in the future in this field.

This thesis makes a first attempt to examine the impact of digitalization on the music
supply chain complexity. Considering the scarcity of literature on the topic,
exploratory insights generated in this thesis can aid future studies in developing more

theory-building and theory-testing approaches.
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B. THE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Instructions

My name is Deniz TURK. First of all, thank you for your acceptance to this
interview. The interview consists of open-ended questions in two parts. These parts
are allocated according to the topics. The first part is Supply Chain Complexity and
Power. In this part, | am asking questions to you about the supply chain
complexitydimensions of the Turkish music industry as well as power characteristics
of the relationships between actors to get insight about these. The second part is
Music Industry and Digitalization. In this part, | am asking questions to you about
current trends and market shares in the industry as well as digitalization’s overall
effect in the Turkish music supply chain. I will explain the supply chain related

concepts appearing in the first part to you before | ask these questions.

You do not have to answer all of the questions asked if you think that there is
sensitive or secret knowledge that you do not want to share with me or if you do not
have any information regarding the related question. Also, if you want, you can skip
some questions and we can go back to these questions at the end of the interview.
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Instructions about Recording

If it is not problem for you, I will be recording the conversation during the interview.
It is because | amable to get the insight from your answers in a detailed and
elaborative manner. Whenever you want to stop the recording, you can state that. |
can give you confidence that your answers to the interview questions will not be
shared with third parties and they will be used only for academic purposes. Further,
your name and the name of your company will be denoted as anonymous if you do

not allow the mentioning of them.
Now, please look at the questions in a few minutes before we start the interview.
(The transcripts of all of the interviews conducted were provided separately by

the consent of the interviewees and the approval of the Ethics Committee of

Middle East Technical University was added into the Appendix as well.)
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

2018’de elde edilen dijital gelirler diisliniildiigiinde miizik endiistrisi 19.1 milyar
dolar biiyiikligiinde bir is alamidir (IFPI, 2019). Bu gelirler iginde, miisterilere
abonelik bazinda hizmet veren streaming hizmetleri neredeyse gelirlerin yarisini
olusturmakta ve tarihte ilk kez dijital miizikten elde edilen gelirler toplam gelirlerin
yarisindan fazlasini olusturmaktadir (Abu Seman ve Putri, 2018; IFPI, 2018). Bu
rakamlar glinlimiizde miizikte dijitallesmenin 6nemini gozler Oniine sermektedir.
Bugiin miizik endiistrisinde farkli is modelleri ile ¢ok sayida dijital platform ve
hizmet sirketi bulunmaktadir (Lin, Shih, Tzeng, ve Yu, 2016). Miizik tedarik zinciri
bir biitiin olarak diisiildiiglinde, dijital platformlar; yapim sirketleri, dijital
distribiitorler, tliketiciler ve sarkicilar gibi tiim aktorleri etkileyebilmektedir
(Leenders, Farrell, Zwaan ve ter Bogt, 2015; Lee, Choi, Cho ve Lee, 2016; Puerta,
2017).

Tedarik zinciri, bilgi ve malzeme akisinin saglandigi baglarla tiim aktorlerin
birbirine baglandig1 bir yapidir (Graham, Burnes, Lewis ve Langer, 2004). Diinyada
teknolojik degismeler ve gelismeler yoniinde artan bir trend oldugu igin literatiirde
tedarik zincirini ele alan gesitli ¢alismalar mevcuttur (Quinn, 2017). Literatiirdeki
caligmalarin ¢ogu imalat endiistrisinde tedarik zincirine odaklanirken hizmet
sektorii, kar amaci gilitmeyen 1§ alanlar1 ve sanat gibi ekonomik alanlarda az sayida
calisma bulunmaktadir (Handal, 2017; Mashiloane, Mafini ve Pooe, 2018; Duong,
Wood, Wang ve Wang, 2017). Ancak tedarik zinciri yonetiminin hizmet sektoriinde
de 6nemli rol oynadigi goriilmektedir (Tseng, Lim, Wong, Chen ve Zhan, 2018). Bu
noktada az incelenen alanlardan biri miizik tedarik zincirleridir. Bu alandaki sinirh
sayida olan ¢alismalar i¢inde bazi caligmalar miizik endiistrisi ve tedarik zincirine

global olarak yaklasirken (Graham ve Hardaker, 2003; Graham, 2006) bazi
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caligmalar aktorler ve aktorlerle ilgili konular olmak iizere tedarik zincirinin daha
spesifik taraflar1 tizerinde durmustur (Renard, Goodrich ve Fellman, 2012). Benzer
sekilde, bazi ¢alismalar dijitallesme 6ncesi donemi bazi ¢alismalar ise MP3 donemi
ile birlikte dijitallesme ile baslayan donemi kapsamaktadir (Shemel ve Krasilovsky,
1985; Premkumar, 2003; Yang, Jingjing ve Xu, 2011).

Son ¢alismlar diisiiniildiigiinde odak noktas1 degismektedir. Ornegin bazi calismalar
dijitallesme doneminde korsana odaklanmaktadir (Jeong, Khouja ve Zhao, 2018);
Ote yandan, bazi caligmalar yalnizca dijital platformlar ve dagitim kanallaria
odaklanirken bazilar1 global miizik tedarik zincirinin bir biitiin olarak yeniden
sekillenisi tizerinde durmaktadir (Premkumar, 2003; Nakano ve Fleury, 2017). Ayni
zamanda miizik tedarik zincirine dair hizmetlestirme gibi farkli konseptler iizerinde

de calismalar yapilmistir (Bustinza, Parry ve Vendrell-Herrero, 2013).

Bu calisma birka¢ sebepten dolayr ge¢mis calismalardan farklidir. Oncelikle,
bugiiniin miizik endiistrisinde artan sayidaki dijital kanallar ve bu kanallar gelir
yaratmadaki 6nemi diisiiniildiiglinde, bu tez temel olarak dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik
tedarik zinciri yapisina etkisi tizerinde durmaktadir. Karmasiklik kavrami hem
yapisal karmagiklik hem de dinamik karmagsiklig1 kapsadigi i¢in bu ¢caligmada tedarik
zincirinde karmagsiklik perspektifi benimsenmistir. Simdiye dek, miizik tedarik
zincirlerini tedarik zincirinde karmasiklik perspektifini benimseyerek ele alanbir
caligma olmalistir. Literatiir bu konuda eksik oldugundan gelismekte olan bir iilke,
Tiirkiye, {lzerinde durularak tekli vaka c¢alismast ile kesfedici yaklagim

benimsenmistir.

Dijitallesme miizik tedarik zincirlerini global ve lokal olarak etkilemektedir
(Graham, 2006). Ancak bu tez gelismekte olan bir iilke, Tiirkiye, baglamnda analiz
yapabilmek icin iilkeye oOzgiidiir. Son zamanlarda, Tiirkiye miizik endiistrisi
gelenekselden dijitale bir gecis siireci icerisindedir ve son on yildaki Pazar paylar
dikkate alindiginda diinyanin en biiylik yirmi miizik endiistrisi arasinda degildir

(IFPI, 2018). Tiirkiye’de son bes yil icinde artan dijital satislar ile birlikte
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dijitallesmenin 6nemi artmistir (“MU-YAP/Tiirkiye”, 2018). Tedarik zincirinin
bagimsiz boliimlerine ve aktorlerine odaklanmak yerine, bu tez iilkeye 0zgii
baglamda tiim tedarik zincirini analiz birimi olarak ele almakta ve tedarik zincirinde
karmagiklik perspektifinden dijitallesmenin etkilerini incelemektedir. Bu agidan
aktorler arasi iliskileri ve karmasiklik Olgiileri arasindaki etkilesimi daha iyi

anlayabilmek i¢in alt konu gii¢ kavramu ile ilgilidir.

1.1. Arastirmanin Amaci ve Sorulari

Bu ¢alismanin ana amaci dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmagikliga
etkisini aragtirmaktir. Tedarik zinciri genis bir kavram oldugu icin “tedarik
zincirinde karmasiklik” perspektifi benimsenmistir. Tedarik zincirleri, aktorlerin
sayist ve c¢esitliligndeki artig, artan globallesme ve tiiketici isteklerindeki degisim
hiz1 ile birlikte giderek daha karmasik hale gelmektedir (Bozarth, Warsing, Flynn ve
Flynn, 2009; De Leeuw, Grotenhuis ve van Goor, 2013). Simdiye dek, hizmet tedarik
zincirleri yerine imalat sektorii tizerinde durulmustur. Artan dijitallesme ile biiyiik
bir degisim geciren miizik enddistrisi tedarik zincirlerinin hizla degistigi bir bagka
alandir. Hizmet tedarik zincirlrine yonelik literatiirdeki eksiklik diistiniildiiginde bu

tezde amag agagidaki arastirma sorularii cevaplandirmaktir.

“Dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmasikliga etkisi nedir? ”

Tedarik zincirinde karmasiklik iki alt konu ile ele alintyor (Bozarth vd., 2009; Lu ve
Shang, 2017). Yapisal karmagiklik aktorlerin sayisi, gesitliligi ve birbirleriyle
etkilesimi olarak ayrilmaktadir. Aktorler arasi iliskileri daha iy1 kavrayabilmek adina
gii¢ tipleri ve dengeleri de ele alinmistir. Kurumlararasi iligkiler bir¢ok iligki 6zelligi
ile incelenebiliyor olsa da dnceki ¢alismalar gii¢ 6zelliklerinin aktorlerin birbirleriyle
etkilesimi, iirlin/hizmet ve bilgi paylasimini etkileyen en 6nemli 6zelliklerinden biri
oldugunu gésteriyor (Takashima ve Kim, 2016; Malik, Ngo ve Kingshott, 2018). Bu
nedenle, aktorler arasi iligkileri daha iyi inceleyebilmek icin asagidaki alt konu

sorusu olusturulmustur.
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“Dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik endiistrisi gii¢ ozelliklerine etkisi nedir?”

1.2. Arastirma Stratejisi

Bu ¢alismada kesifsel arastirmaya uygun olan tekli vaka ¢aligsmasi arastirma stratejisi
olarak benimsenmistir. Arastirma amaci ve sorularma bagli olarak, calisma
Tiirkiye’de yapilmistir. Analiz birimi genel olarak Tiirk dijital miizik endiistrisinde

tedarik zinciridir.

Analiz birimindeki aktorlerin yoneticileriyle goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir ve
goriigme sonuglari, miimkiin olan yerlerde, ikincil verilerle (ge¢is yillara ait satis
figiirleri ve grafikler) ile birlikte degerlendirilmistir. ikincil veriler hakkindaki
detaylar Metodolojik Yaklasim bdliimiinde verilmistir. Arastirma sorularinin
kesifsel yapis1 nedeniyle, niceliksel analiz yerine niteliksel analizin daha uygun

olacag diistiniilmiistiir.

2. Tedarik Zincirinde Karmasikhk

Karmagiklik ¢esitli disiplinlerde ele alinmis ve karmasikligin gesitli tanimlar
yapilmistir (Choi, Dooley ve Rungtusanatham, 2001; Bozarth vd., 2009). Genel
anlamda unsurlarin ¢okluklari, ¢esitlilikleri ve birbirleriyle olan etkilesimleri ile
ortaya ¢ikan bir durum olarak tanimlanabilir (Jacobs ve Swink, 2013). Diger tanimlar
ayrica belirsizlik ve anlasilmazlik gibi 6zellikleri de igermektedir (Jacobs, 2013).
Karmagiklik bilesik (kompoze) bir kavramdi, bu nedenle karmasiklik 6l¢iilerinden

herhangi birindeki artis karmasiklikta artis anlamina gelmektedir.

Daha onceki ¢aligmalarin cogu ana yapi olarak tedarik zinciri karmagiklig tizerinde
durdugu i¢in (Aitken, Bozarth ve Garn, 2016; Birkie, Trucco ve Campos, 2017;
Turner, Aitken ve Bozarth, 2018), bu tezde analiz seviyesinde tedarik zinciri

benimsenmistir. Bu aym1 zamanda merkez firmaya (yapim sirketleri)
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odaklanilmasimna ve tiim endistrideki karmasikligi incelemek yerine yapim

firmalarindaki karmasiklik tizerinde durulmasina imkan vermektedir.

Tedarik zincirinde karmagsikligin farkli tanimlari bulunmaktadir (De Leeuw,
Grotenhuis ve van Goor, 2013; Serdarasan, 2013); ancak ¢alismalarin gogunda Choi
ve Krause (2006) tarafindan belirtilen dl¢iiler baz alinmaktadir. Bu agidan Bozarth
vd. (2009) tedarik zincirinde karmasiklig iirlinler, siiregler ve iliskiler bakimindan
yvapisal karmagsiklik ve dinamik karmasiklik olarak Karakterize etmistir. Yapisal
karmasiklik bir sistemi olusturan c¢esitli unsurlart ve bunlarin birbirleriyle
etkilesimlerine tekabiil etmektedir ve dinamik karmagsiklik genel anlamda bu

sistemin tahmin edilemezligi ile ilgilidir.

2.1. Yapisal Karmasikhik

Yapisal karmagiklik tanimlarinin ¢ogunda gegen iic genel ol¢ii say:, ¢esitlilik ve
etkilesim olarak isimlendirilebilir (Choi ve Krause, 2006; Bozarth vd., 2009;
Serdarasan, 2013; Jacobs, 2013; Ates, Wynstra ve van Raaij, 2015).

2.1.1. Say1

Yapisal karmasiklik kapsaminda sayi, tedarikcilerin sayisi ya da tedarik agindaki
aktorlerin sayis1 (eger tedarik ag1 gevresi ile etkilesim i¢inde olan karmasik bir yap1
olarak degerlendirilirse) gibi spesifik bir unsurun sayisina isaret etmektedir (Choi,
Dooley, and Rungtusanatham, 2001; Choi ve Krause, 2006). Ancak daha kapsaml
bir agidan say1 tedarik zincirinde birbiriyle etkilesim i¢inde olan unsurlarin volumii
olarak tanimlanabilir (Cheng, Chen, and Chen, 2014). Aslinda, karmasik yapilar
birbirine lineer olmayan sekilde bagl essiz unsurlardan olusmaktadir ve bir unsurun
isleyisini anlamak biitlin olarak karmasik bir sistemin anlamak anlamina
gelmemektedir (Perona ve Miragliotta, 2004). Bu anlamda unsurlar ¢ok cesitli
olabilmektedir.Bu unsurlar tedarikg¢iler disinda miisteriler ve tedarik zincirinin is

linitesinde bulunan iriinler de olabilmektedir (Aitken, Bozarth ve Gam, 2016).
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Bilginin voliimiine isaret eden tedarik zincirinde is siirecleri ve fonksiyonlarinin
say1s1 da say1 Olgiisii kapsaminda degerlendirilebilir (Serdarasan, 2013). Calisan
sayis1 ya da markalarin, tiretim hatlarinin ve iiretim tesislerinin sayis1 da sayi
Ol¢iisiinii olusturabilmektedir (Birkie, Trucco ve Campos, 2017). Benzer agidan, bir
tedarik ag1 dislintildiglinde, agdaki tiim katilimcilar sayr olgiisii kapsaminda

degerlendirilebiir (Tachizawa ve Wong, 2015).

Ayrica, say1 karmasikligin farkli siniflandirmalart altinda ¢esitlendirilebilir. Yatay
karmagiklik dogrudan merkez firmaya tedarikte bulunan tedarikgilerin sayisina igaret
ederken dikey karmasiklik ikmal iissiindeki katmanlarin sayisina isaret etmektedir
(Lu ve Shang, 2017). Benzer sekilde, bir tedarik aginda, hiyerarsik olarak
katmanlarin sayist ve her bir katmandaki tedarik¢ilerin sayr bakimindan farkli

olgeklerdir (Giannoccaro, Nair ve Choi, 2018).

Genel olarak say1 6lciisii i¢, dis ve arz/talep faktorleri bakimindan ele alinabilir ve
tedarik zinciri katmanlarindaki ve aktorlerindeki artis artan bilgi ve fiziksel malzeme
akis1 ile birlikte karmagsikligi arttirmaktadir (Serdarasan, 2013; Brandon-Jones,
Squireve Van Rossenberg, 2015). Bu bakimdan, aktorlerin, miisterilerin ve
caligsanlarin sayisi ile birlikte iirlinlerin ve siireclerin voliimii de miizik tedarik

zincirinde say1 dl¢iisiine tekabiil etmektedir.

2.1.2. Cesitlilik

Cesitlik tedarik zincirindeki unsurlarin farkliligin1 yansitmaktadir (Jacobs, 2013).
Yoneticiler tarafindan  farkli  kiiltiirler, uygulamalar ve teknolojiler
benimsendiginden cesitlilik; tedarikgiler, miisteriler, iiretim hatlari, siirecler,
hizmetler ve markalardaki farkliliklar1 kapsamaktadir (Birkie et al., 2017; Leeuw,
Grotenhuis ve van Goor, 2013). Uriinlere odaklanildiginda gesitlilik, iiriin portfoy
karmasikliginin temel oOlgiilerinden biridir (Kavilal, Venkatesan ve Sanket, 2018).

Tedarik zincirinde yukariya doniik karmasiklik ele alindiginda, tedarikgilerdeki
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cesitlilik; onlarin teknoloji, cografya, organizasyon ve say1 (biiyiikliik) bakimindan

farklilagsmasi olarak tanimlanabilir (Ates, Wynstra ve Raaij, 2015).

Cesitlilige isaret eden spesifik alt konular ayrica incelenebilir. Ornegin, uzaklik
cesitlilik ile ilgili olan 6zel bir konsepttir (Awayesh ve Klassen, 2010). Cografik
uzaklik ya da unsurlarin cografik olarak birbirinden uzaklasmasi gesitliligi etkiyen
bir factor olarak degerlendirilebilir (Brandon-Jones, Squire ve Van Rossenberg,
2015). Unsurlar arasindaki uzaklik ne kadar ¢ok olursa farkli bolgelerin birbirine
benzemeyen kiiltiirleri ve uygulamalari nedeniyle bu unsurlarin yonetimi o kadar zor
olmaktadir ve sonug olarak karmasiklik artmaktadir (Choy ve Lee, 2003). Buna ek
olarak Awayesh ve Klassen (2010), uzakligin kiiltiirel ve organizasyonel
olabildigini; kiiltiirel uzakliginaktorlerin toplumlarindaki kiiltiirel farklarla ilgili
oldugunu ve organizasyonel uzakligin tedarik zincirinde merkez firmanin

tedarik¢ilerden veya miisterilerden ayrilmasi ile ilgili oldugunu 6ne siiriiyor.

Ana nokta, tedarik zincirinde ne kadargok ¢esitli unsur bulunursa yap1 daha fazla
potansiyel kombinasyonla birlikte o kadar karmasik hale gelecektir (Cheng vs.,
2014). Artan cesitlilik firmalar1 ve yoneticileri farkli uygulamalar benimsemeye ve
gerekli nlemleri almaya zorlamaktadir. Ornegin, system tasariminda kisisellestirme
ve sadelestirme alternatifleri ¢esitliligi yonetmek amaciyla firmalar tarafindan
uygulanmaktadir (Perona ve Miragliotta, 2004; Hamta, Shirazi, Behdad ve Ghomi,
2018). Bunlara paralel olarak miizik tedarik zincirinde g¢esitlilik aktorlerin farkli
organizasyonel uygulamalari, becerileri ve kiiltiirleri ile onlarin boyut (biiytiikliik) ve

cografya bakimindan farklilagsmalarina tekabiil etmektedir.

2.1.3. Etkilesim

Etkilesim tedarik zincirinde birbirini etkileyen iliskiler veya unsurlarin baglantisi
anlamina gelmektedir (Jacobs, 2013). Bu etkilesim insanlar ya da gorevler arasinda
olabilmektedir, ki bu da bu unsurlarin birbirine bagliliginin 6niinii agmaktadir

(Turner, Aitken ve Bozarth, 2018). Genellikle yapisal karmagikligin ana 6lgiilerinden
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biri olarak incelenen etkilesim, sinirli sayida calismada dinamik karmasikligin

Olciisii olarak ele alinmistir (Giannoccaro vd., 2018).

Unsurlar genellikle birbirlerine kaynak, materyal ve beceriler bakimindan bagli olan
tedarikgiler ya da firmalara isaret etmektedir (Awayesh ve Klassen, 2010). Bu
bakimdan her ne kadar daha ¢ok alici ile tedarik¢i arasindaki iliskilerde etkilesim
gbzlemlenmekte olsa ve literatiirdeki ¢alismalar da siklikla bu tiir iliskileri ele alsa
da etkilesim bir ¢esit tedarikgi-tedarikgi iliskisidir (Helper, 1991; Wu ve Choi, 2005).
Bu noktada, iligskinin tipi ve iliskinin yogunlugu etkilesimle ilintili olarak 6ne ¢ikan
iki 6nemli boyuttur (Choi ve Krause, 2006). iliskinin tipi rekabetci ya da isbirlikgi
olabilmektedir (Choi vd., 2001; Ates vd., 2015). isbirligi aciklik ve dayanigsmaya
isaret ederken rekabet paylagilmayan Dbilgiyi ve iliskilerdeki uzakliga
vurgulamaktadir (Wu ve Choi, 2015) iliskilerin yogunlugu bakimidan ise islemlerin
sikligr unsurlar arasinda hem fiziksel iriinlerin hem de bilginin paylagimini
yansitmaktadir (Choi ve Krause, 2006). Isbirlikgi iliskilerde bilgi daha zengin igerikli
oldugundan islem maliyetleri daha ¢ok azaltilmakta, bu da isleme 6zgii varliklara
daha fazla yatirnm yapilmasina Onciilik etmektedir ve isleme 6zgii varliklarin
degistokus edilmesi islemlerin sikligini ve iligkide baglilig1 arttirmaktadir (Dwyer,
Schurr ve Oh, 1987; Carr ve Pearson, 1999).

Ozetle, etkilesimin iki ana 6zelligi tipi (rekabetci ya da isbirlik¢i) ve yogunlugudur.
Karmagiklig1 nicel bir 6l¢iit olarak ele alan ¢aligsmalar tarafindan da desteklendigi
gibi etkilesim iligkileri sekillendirmesi ile karmasiklik seviyesini belirleyen dnemli
oOlglilerden biridir (Jacobs, 2013; Cheng vd., 2014). Bu goriisler temelinde,
etkilesimdeki artis karmasiklikta artis olarak yansimaktadir. Miizik tedarik zincirleri
bakimindan, en iyi sanat¢ilarla caligma ¢abalar diisiintildiiglinde rekabet bu zamana
dek yapim firmalar1 arasindaydi (Belinfante ve Johnson, 1982). Ancak bugiin miizik
tedarik zinciri dijitallesme ile aktorlerin birbirine bagimli oldugu gelismekte olan bir
ekosistem gibidir ve aktorler arasindaki karsilikli etkilesimden dolay1 aktorler
birbirleriyle hem rekabet edebilmekte hem de isbirligi iginde olabilmektedir
(Huygens, Baden-Fuller, Van Den Bosch, ve Volberda, 2002; Nakano ve Fleury,
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2017). Bu nedenle, bu gelismekte olan miizik tedarik zinciri yapisinda aktorler
arasindaki iligkilerin tipine karar verebilmek zordur ve bu iliskileri inceleyen

caligmalar sinirhi sayidadir.

2.2. Dinamik Karmasikhk

Dinamik ya da operasyonel karmasiklik en genis anlamda tedarik zincirindeki
belirsizlik ve rastlantisallik ile ilgilidir (Dittfeld, Scholten ve Van Donk, 2018). Bu,
tedairk zincirinin dinamik yapist dolayisiyla aktorlerin eylemlerinin ya da aktiviteler
ve siireclerin kolaylikla tahmin edilemedigi anlamina gelmektedir. Dolayisiyla,
degiskenlik dinamik karmasiklik ile ilgili bir konudur ¢iinkii tedarik zincirinde
performansi biiyiik Olgiide etkileyebilecek beklenmedik degisikliler her zaman
meydana gelebilir (De Leeuw vd., 2013).

Dinamik karmagsiklik tedarik zincirinin yukariya ya da asa8iya yonelik her
boliimiinde gdzlemlenebilmektedir (Milgate, 2001). Ornegin, yukartya yonelik
boliimde kalitesiz parcalarin tedarigi ile birlikte tedarikgilerin kotii performansi
belirsizlige neden olabilirken asagiya yonelik boliimde miisterilerin degisen
beklentileri yiiziinden talep tahminini yapabilmek belirsizlige neden olarak dinamik
karmagiklig1 tetikleyebilmektedir (Davis, 1993; Fisher, Hammond, Obermeyer ve
Raman, 1997; Manuj ve Sahin, 2011). Bunlar hiz ve giivenilirligin dinamik

karmasiklikla ilgili olan birtakim 6zellikler oldugunu gostermektedir.

Dinamik karmasiklik bir tedarik zincirinin her zaman static bir sistemolmadigini,
bunun yerine beklenmedik, spontane degisikliklere acik olan canli bir organizma gibi
oldugunu gostermektedir. Belirsizlik ve rastlantisallik ne kadar fazla olursa dinamik
karmasiklik da o kadar fazla olmaktadir. Miizik tedarik zincirini dinamik karmasiklik
bakimindan ele almak yerindedir ¢linkii tiim endiistri dijitallesme ile birlikte bir
doniisiim siireci icerisindedir. Dijitallesmenin getirdigi hiz ve kolaylik miisterilerin
isteklerini degistirmekte ve bu aymi zamanda aktérlerde de dijitallesmeyi

benimsemeleri ya da reddetmeleri bakimindan bir degisiklik gerektirmektedir
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(Pinna, 2017). Ancak belirsizlik konular1 ve bdylesine dinamik bir endiistride
devamliligin nasil saglanacag simdiye dek arastirilmamistir. Benzer sekilde, miizik
tedarik zinciri i¢in ne tip dinamik karmasikli§in yararli ya da zararli olacagi

noktasinda net bir goriis bulunmamaktadir.

2.3. Kurumlararasi ilisliler: Gii¢/Bagimlihk Yaklasimi

Tedarik zincirleri materyal, bilgi ve karar akisinin kapsamaktadir ve tedarik
zincirlerini yonetirken bu akislarin etkililigi ve verimliligi disiiniildiiglinde
kurumlari¢i ve kurumlararasi iligkiler onem kazanmaktadir (Wang, Childerhouse,

Kang, Huo ve Mathrani, 2016).

Kurumlararasi iligkilerdegiiven ve baglilik gibi diger Olciiler arasindagii¢ dnemli bir
Ol¢ii olarak one ¢ikmaktadir (Gulati ve Sytch, 2007; Nyaga, Lynch, Marshall ve
Ambrose, 2013; Cao, Huo, Li ve Zhao, 2015; Cuevas, Julkunen ve Gabrielsson,
2015; Golgeci, Murphy ve Johnston, 2018). Giig, birbirlerine olan bagliliklar1 baz
alinarak bir tarafin diger tarafa olan {stiinligi seklinde tanimlanabilir (Emerson,
1962). Be nedenle, bagimlilik giig ile ilgili olan 6nemli bir kavramdir, iliskilerarasi
perspektifte bagimlilik taraflar arasindadir ve bu agidan birbirine baglilik olarak da

isimlendirilebilir (Gulati ve Sytch, 2007).

Daha onceki calismalarda, birbirine baglilik taraflarin sahip oldugu kaynaklar ile
iliskilendirilmistir (Turnbull, Ford ve Cunningham, 1996; Ford ve Mcdowell, 1999).
Kaynaklardan kasit, firmalar tarafindan sahip olunan ve onlara gii¢ ya da zayiflik
verebilen somut ve soyut varliklardir (Caves, 1980; Wernerfelt, 1984). Kaynak
Bagimlilig1 Teorisi’ne gore (Pfeffer, 1972), taraflarin sistemdeki varlig1 kaynaklarin

goniillii paylasimina baglidir.

Buna paralel olarak Kaynak Bazli Perspektif (Vanpoucke, Vereecke, and Wetzels,

2014), rekabetci avantaj elde etmenin yolunun ikame edilemeyecek ayirt edici ve
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degerli kaynaklara sahip olmak oldugunu &ne siirmektedir. Ozetle, somut ve soyut

kavramlar giiciin ana belirleyicileri olarak goriilmektedir.

2.3.1. Gii¢ Dengesi

Tedarik zincirinde aktorler arasindaki gii¢ dengesi kaynaklara sahip olma durumuna
gore degisebilmektedir. Tipik bir tedarik zincirinde aktorlerin farklilagmasi
diistintildiigiinde aktorler arasinda gii¢ asimetrileri beklenmektedir (Belaya,
Gagalyuk ve Hanf, 2009). Zayif aktoriin korunmasiz oldugu ve gii¢lii aktoriin
firsatgiligina maruz kaldigi disiiniilmektedir (Shervani, Frazier ve Challagalla,
2007). Bu nedenle, asimetrik gii¢ aktorler arasindaki azalan giivene isaret ederken,
simetrik gii¢ taraflarin birbirleri hakkinda olumlu goriislere sahip olmasiyla artan
giivene isaret etmektir (Anderson ve Weitz, 1989; McEvily, Perrone ve Zaheer,
2003).

Ancak yakin zamandaki ¢alismalarinda Cuevas vd. (2015), boylesine basit bir sonug
cikarmanin kolay olmadigim1i ve aktorler arasinda hedef uyumunun giiveni
gelistirmede 6nemli bir factor oldugunu gostermistir. Bu nedenle, asimetrik giig iliski
kalitesi bakimindan zararli goriilse de giiciin asimetrik ya da simetrik olusunu
onemsiz kilan birtakim araci faktorler iligkiye yon veren ana etmenler olarak one
cikmaktadir. Taraflarin ortak bir hedefe sahip olmasi, giiveni ve iliskilerin kalitesini
arttiran bu etmenlerden biridir (Cuevas vd., 2015). Ortak bagiml iligkiler giiveni ve

iliskilerde kaliteyi arttirmada daha avantajli gériilmektedir (Lawler ve Yoon, 1996).

Gili¢, kurumlararas: iligkilerin en 6nemli 6zelliklerinden biri olsa da giic ve
bagimliligin kurumlararas1 iliskileri sekillendirmedeki ve performanstaki rolii
literatiirde kesin sonuclara varmamustir (Cuevas vd., 2015). Oncelikle giic tipleri

degerlendirilmelidir.
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2.3.2. Gii¢ Tipi

French ve Raven (1959) bes tip gii¢ tipi tanimlamistir: uzman giicii, referans giicii,
odiil giicii, baskici gii¢c ve yasal gii¢. Bu giic tipleri iki grupta siiflandirilmistir:
aracil1 ve aracisiz (Zhao, Huo, Flynn ve Yeung, 2008). Aracisiz giig tipleri daha i¢ten
ve olumludur (Benton ve Maloni, 2015). Uzman giicii Ve referans giicii aracisiz iki
gii¢ tipidir (Chae, Choi ve Hur, 2017). Uzman giicii bir taraf ya da firma digerinden
daha fazla digerinden daha fazla uzmanlik ve bilgiye sahip oldugunda mevcuttur
(Palmatier, Dant, Grewal ve Evans, 2006; Nyaga, Lynch, Marshall ve Ambrose,
2013). Referans giicli bir taraf diger tarafin kendisinden daha iyi performans
sergiledigini diisiindiigiinde kendisini ve kendi degerlerini diger distiin taraf ile
ozdeslestirdiginde olusmaktadir (French ve Raven, 1959). Onceki ¢alismalar uzman
ve referans giiciiniin giiven ve baglilig1 gelistiren bir ortam sagladigini dogrulamistir
(Crook ve Combs, 2007).

Diger ana gii¢ tipi siniflandirmasi aracili gii¢ tipleridir. Bu giic tipleri, giiciin ortaya
cikabilmesi i¢in hedefin i¢ motivasyonuna dayanan aracisiz gii¢ tiplerinin aksine
giicli tarafin hedefi istenilen yonde davranmaya zorladigi dis motivasyonu
gerektirmektedir (Brown, Lusch ve Nicholson, 1995; Benton ve Maloni, 2005).
Aracili gii¢ tipleri odiil giicii, baskici gii¢ Ve yasal giicii igermektedir (Nyaga vd.,
2013). Odiil giicii giiclii tarafin hedefi etkilemek amaciyla ona 6diil sunmasiyla
olusmaktadir (French ve Raven, 1959). Baskici gii¢ giiglii tarafin hedefi etkilemek
amagcli onu cezalandirmasai durumunda olusmaktadir (Molm, 1988). Yasal giig ise

yasal anlagmalara dayanarak bir tarafin digerini etkileme ¢abalari ile ilgilidir (Nyaga

vd., 2013).

Aracili ve aracisiz gii¢ tiplerinin iligkiler {lizeirndeki etkisi farklidir (Benton ve
Maloni, 2005). Bu bakimdan, 6diil giicii, yasal gii¢ ve baskici gii¢ gibi aracili giig
tipleri performans iizerindeki etkisi olumsuzken uzman ve referans giicii gibi aracisiz
gii¢ tiplerinin igbirligini tesvik ederek performans iizerinde olumlu etkileri oldugu

bulunmustur (Maloni ve Benton, 2000; Jonsson ve Zineldin; 2003, Zhao vd., 2008).
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Miizik endiistrisinde kurumlararas iliskiler, aktorlerin miizigin gelecegi hakkinda
bilgi sahibi olmalari, giiven sahibi olamalar1 ve miizigin ve sanat¢ilarin gelisimde
becerilere sahip olmalar1 temelinde sekillenmektedir (Gander ve Rieple, 2004).
Gander ve Rieple’a gore (2004), biiylik yapim sirketleri ve kiigiik dlgekli bagimsiz
yapim sirketleri miizik endiistrisini sekillendiren iki tip aktordiir. Dolayisiyla, bu
aktorlerin kaynaklar diisiiniildiigiinde bu aktorler farkli giic tiplerine sahip olabilir

ve bu aktorler arasindaki bagimliliklar da farkl gii¢ tiplerinin bir sonucudur.

3. Yontem

Bu tez gelisen Tiirk dijital miizik endiistrisinde tedarik zinciri karmasikligini ele
almak amaciyla tekli vaka galigmasini benimsemistir. Dijitallesmenin Tirk miizik
tedarik zincirinde karmasikliga ve kurumlararasi iligkilere etkisi ile ilgili kesif¢i
yapidaki arastirma sorular diisiiniildiiglinde vaka ¢aligmasinin diger metotlara gore

daha uygun oldugu goriilmektedir (Yin, 1994).

IFPI tarafindan yayimlanan rakamlara gore miizikte dijitallesmede hala doniisiim
asamasinda olan iilkelerden biri olarak arasgtirma baglaminda Tiirkiye secilmistir
(IFPI, 2018). Ayrica, tedarik zinciri karmasikligini incelemek ana aktorlerin iliski
ozelliklerini aragtirmay1 gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu nedenle, bu tez asagidaki arastirma

sorularini cevaplamay1 amaclamaktadir.

“Dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmasikliga etkisi nedir?”

“Dijitallesmenin Tiirk miizik endiistrisi gii¢ ozelliklerine etkisi nedir?”

Calismanin 6rneklem birimi, tiim Tiirk dijital miizik endiistrisi tedarik zinciridir. Bu
tekli vaka calismasinda, ana very toplama kaynagi biiyiik yapim sirketleri, ‘indie’
denilen kiiciik olcekli yapim sirketleri, dijittal distributor sirketleri, dijital

platformlar ve meslek birliklerinin iist diizey yoneticileri ile gerceklestirilen yari
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yapilandirilmis  goriismelerdir. Toplamda, ilk turda Istanbul ve Ankara’daki
yoneticiler ile 20 yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme gergeklestirilmistir. ilk turdaki

goriismelerin siireleri 45-85 dakika arasinda degismektedir.

[k tur gériismelerin Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmasiklig1 irdelemede yeterli
olmadig1 goriildiigiinden 2019’da Mayis-Haziran aras1 ikinci tur goriismeler
gergeklestirilmistir. Ikinci turda Ankara’da bulunan 3 indie yapim firmasiyla datayli
goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir. ikinci tur gériismeler karmasiklik bakimindan daha
detaylidir ve bu goriismerin siireleri 60-105 dakika arasinda degismektedir.
Toplamda 23 goriisme yapilmistir. 23 goriisme yapilmasinin sebebi 6zellikle detayli
ikinci tur goriismelerden sonra yoneticilerden ilk tur goriismelerdeki cevaplara
parallel benzer cevaplarin gelmis olmasidir. Bu noktada, dada fazla goriisme

yapimasina gerek olmadigi diislintilerek goriismeler sonlandirilmistir.

Goriisme sorulari farkli konularda iki boliimdedir. Bu boliimler su sekildedir.

I.  Tedarik Zincirinde Karmasiklik & Giig
Il.  Miizik Endiistrisi & Dijitallegsme

Sorular tedarik zincirinde karmasiklik, miizik tedarik zincirleri ile gii¢ ve dijitallesme

ile ilgili makaleler baz alinarak olusturulmustur.

Veri analizinde arastirillan ana Olgiiler/yapilar igin bir kodlama sablonu
olusturulmustur. Bu sablonda ana yapilarin tanimi yapilmis ve anahtar kelimeler
hazirlanmistir. Daha sonra tedarik zinciri yonetimi alaninda nitel veri analizinde
olduk¢a benimsenen bir uygulama olarak bu kodlama sablonu baz alinip
goriismecilerin alintilar1 kodlanmustir. (Foerstl, Azadegan, Leppelt ve Hartmann,
2015; Busse, Meinlschmidt ve Foerstl, 2017). Bu uygulama gergeklestirilen tiim 23
goriisme i¢in benimsenmistir. Son olarak goériisme kodlamalar1 arastrilan her ana
yapl igin ayrica toplanmistir, bu da arastirmacinin bulgular1 toplamasina ve
goriismeler arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklart tespit edebilmesine olanak

saglamistir.
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4. Bulgular

Gergeklestirilen 23 goriisme baz alinarak ana bulgular goriismecilerin tedarik
zincirinde karmagsiklik Olgiileri ve gilic hakkindaki temsili ciimlelerinden
cikarilmistir. Buna gore say1 dlgiistinde, aktorler i¢in artan dijital alternatif kanallar
ile birlikte dijital taraftaki aktorlerin sayisinda artis bulunmustur. Fiziksel tiretim
hacminin diisiisii ile birlikte fiziksel taraftaki aktorlerin sayisinda azalis bulunmustur.
Dijital tarafta tirctimin hacmindeki yiiksek artistan kaynakli toplam tiretim hacminde
artis bulunmustur. Dijitallesmenin getirdigi konfor ve kolaylik bir¢ok siireci ortadan
kaldrdig1 icin tedarik zincirinde kritik fonksiyonlardaki siireclerin sayisinda da

azalma bulunmustur.

Cesitlilik 6l¢iisiinde, aktorler arasinda organizasyonel farkliliklardan ziyade cografik
ve kiiltiirel farkliliklarin 6nemli oldugu bulunmustur. Miizik janri diistiniildiiglinde
indie yapim sirketlerinde c¢esitlilik daha fazla bulunmustur. Aktorlerin boyut
(biiyiikliik) bakimindan farklilismasi en ¢ok biiyiik yapim sirketlerinde bulunmustur.
Yapim sirketleri, dijital distribiitdrler ve sahne mekanlarinin fonksiyonlari
bakimindan ¢esitli olmadigi bulunmustur. Uriinlerin gesitli oldugu siireclerin ise

daha az ¢esitli oldugu bulunmustur.

Etkilesim Ol¢iislinde, dijitallesme ile bilgi ve materyal paylasiminin kolay olmasinin
iligkilerin sikligimi arttirdigr ve bunun da tiretim hacmini arttirdigl ya da tiretim
hacminin artmasmin iligkilerin sikligim  arttirdign  bulunmustur.  Iliskilerin
yogunlugunun dijitallesme Oncesi doneme gore daha fazla oldugu bulunmustur.
Biiytik yapim sirketleri ve indie yapim sirketleri arasindaki ya da yapim sirketleri,
dijital distribiitorler ve platformlar arasindaki isbirlik¢i iliskinin zorunluluktan
kaynaklanior olabilecegi bulunmustur. En olasi isbirlik¢i iliski biiylik yapim
sirketleri ile indie yapim sirketleri arasinda bulunmustur; ¢iinkii bu iliski her iki
tarafinda kazancli ¢ikt181 bir kazan-kazan iliskisidir. Ote yandan, aktdrler arasindaki
rekabetin siddetinin eskiye nazaran daha az oldugu ve rekabetin olusabilmesi i¢in

aktorler arasinda giic dengesi olmas1 gerektigi bulunmustur. Ayrica, biiylik yapim
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sirketlerinin ve sarkicilarin kendi aralarindaki iliskilerin hem isbirlik¢i hem rekabetei

oldugu bulunmustur.

Dinamik karmagiklikta, aktorler arasinda gelir paylasiminda ve meslek birlikleri
tarafindan Odenen teliflerde belirsizlikler ve seffaflik hakkinda endiseler oldugu
bulunmustur. Yasal otoriteler tarafindan seffaf ve adil olmayan gelir ve telif
paylasimi hususunda gerekli yasal adimlarin atilmadigi bulunmustur. Meslek
birlikleri diisiiniilmediginde, seffaflik saglandiginda dijital yapida aktorler arasinda
belirsizlik olmadigr bulunmustur. Biiyilik aktorlerin kritik bilgileri diger aktorlerle
paylasmayarak firsatc1 davranip giiclerini kendi lehlerine kullanmalariin seffafliga
zarar verme riskinin oldugu bulunmustur. YouTube’da izlenme rakamlarinin satin
alinmasma dair hile spekiilasyonlarinin oldugu bululnmustur. Dijital yapinin
tiiketicilerin taleplerindeki degisiklikler ve sosyal medyadaki degisebilen trendler ile
ani degisikliklere agik oldugu, bunun da siirdiiriilebilirlige zarar verdigi

bulunmustur.

Gli¢ bakimindan, her ne kadar aktorler arasinda biiyiikk aktdrler lehine bir gii¢
esitsizligi olsa da dijitallesme ile artan 6zgiirliik ile birlikte giic dinamiklerinin daha
dengeli bir hal aldig1 bulunmustur. Yapim sirketleri, dijital distribiitorler ve sarkicilar
gibi belli aktdr gruplar1 icerisinde giic dengesi bulunmustur. Biiyiik yapim
sirketlerinin odiil giliciine sahip oldugu ve resmi ve seffaf olmayan ahbap-cavus
iligkilerinin gegerli oldugu tedarik aglarina dayanarak indie yapim sirketleri ile
birlikte baskic1 gii¢ uygulayip seffafliga zarar verdikleri bulunmugstur. Diger aktorler
ile baglayicy yasal anlagmalar1 olan resmi otoriteler, biiyiik aktdrler ve meslek
birliklerinin yasa gii¢ sahibi olduklar1 ve bu giiciin seffaflik iizerinde olumlu etkisi
oldugu bulunmustur. Dijitallesme siirecinde 6ncii olan biiyiik yapim sirketleri, dijital
distribiitorler ve dijital platformlar gibi biiyiik aktorlerin uzman giici oldugu
sarkicilarin ise referans giicli oldugu bulunmustur. Bu uzman ve referans giiciin ise

iligkiler iizerinde olumlu etkileri oldugu bulunmustur.
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5. Tartisma

Bu calismadan ¢ikarilan genel sonug, yapisal ve dinamik karmasikliktaki artis goz
online alindiginda dijitallesmeninTiirk miizik endiistrisinde tedarik zinciri
karmagikligini arttirdigidir. Toplamda aktorlerin sayisindaki dnemli artis onlarin
etkilesim yogunlugunu ve yapmin dinamik karmasikligin1 arttirmaktadir.
Bukarmasikligi daha i1yi anlayabilmek ic¢in yapisal karmasiklik oSlgiileri, glic ve

dinamik karmasiklik arasindaki baglantilar1 da irdelemek gerekmektedir.

Say1 ve c¢esitlilik Olgiileri diisiiniildiiglinde, iiretim hacmindeki ve aktorlerin
sayisindaki artigin iirlinlerin cesitliligini arttirdig1 goriilmektedir. Ayni zamanda bu,
stireclerdeki cesitliligi azaltmaktadir. Ayrica gli¢c dinamikleri de aktorler arasindaki
cesitlilikte denmli rol oynamaktadir. Ozelikle aktorlerin biiyiikliik bakimindan

farklilagmalarinin sebebi aktorler arasindaki gii¢ asimetrileridir.

Bulgular etkilesim 0lgiisii ve giiclin de birbiriyle oldukca ilgili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu agidan, gii¢ dengesinin aktorleri rekabete tesvik ettigi ve giic
asimetrisinin aktorleri daha ¢ok igbirligine tesvik ettigi goriillmektedir. Rekabetin ise
tedarik zincirini artan iirlin sayis1 ve cesitlilik ile tedarik zincirini daha verimli hale
getirdigi goriilmektedir. Bu sekilde iligkilerin yopunlugu artmakta ve artan iletisim

ile birlikte gliven ortaminin 6nii agilmaktadir.

Benzer olarak dinamik karmasiklik ile gili¢ arasinda ve dinamik karmagiklik ile
yapisal karmagiklik Olciileri arasinda da gii¢lii baglantilar bulunmaktadir. Giig
asimetrilerinin zayif taraf i¢in belirsizliklere sebep oldugu goriilmektedir. Haksiz
rekabet, seffaflik eksikligi, gelirin adaletsiz boliisiimii gibi belirsizlikler aktorler
arasindaki gii¢c acigin1 daha da genisletmekte ya da gii¢ asimetrisinin yogunlugunu

arttirmaktadir.

Tiiketicilerin talebindeki degisiklikerin sebep oldugu belirsizlik yiiziinden iiretim

hacmi arttirilmaktadir, ki bu da dinamik karmasiklik ve yapisal karmasiklik 6l¢iisii
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say1 arasindaki baglantinin bir gostergesidir. Ayrica, aktorlerin sayisi sabit degildir.
Dijital yapinin degisken dogasi geregi aktorlerin sayisi degismektedir. Benzer
sekilde dinamik karmasiklik ve yapisal karmasikligin cesitlilik  ol¢iisi
diistintildiiglinde, tirtin fiyatlandirmasinda standart bir prosediir uygulanmadigi i¢in
fiyatlarda cesitlilik mevcuttur. Etkilesim 6l¢iisii ve dinamik karmasiklik bagina bir
ornek verilecek olursa dinamik karmasiklik ile birlikte gelen aktorlerdeki kisa vadeli

bakis acis1 aktorler arasinda uzun siireli iligskiler kurulamamasina sebep olmaktadir.

Genel olarak bulgular incelendikten sonra tedarik zincirinde karmasikligin birbiriyle
etkilesim icinde olan c¢esitli Olgiileriyle birlikte komplike bir olgu oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle, karmagiklik Olciileri birbirinden bagimsiz

degerlendirebilecek unsurlar degildir.

6. Sonuc

Dinamik karmagsiklik ve yapisal karmasiklik 6lciilerinden say1 ve etkilesimdeki
artislar géz Oniine alindiginda dijitallesmenin Tirk miizik tedarik zincirinde
karmagikligi arttirdigi goriilmektedir. Ana bulgulara ek olarak Kaynak Bagimlilik
Teorisi (Pfeffer, 1972) ile benzer sekilde aktorlerin artan etkilesiminin aktorler arasi
kaynaklarin artan degisimini sagladigi ve bunun da dijital yapidaki tiim aktorler
diisiiniildiglinde gii¢ esitsizligini azalttigi goriilmistiir. Ayrica kaynaklarin
degisiminin aktorler arasinda bir tarafin digerine giic uygulamasinin 6niinii agtig1 ve
ayn1 zamanda gii¢ tiplerini belirledigi goriilmiistiir Kaynak Bagimlilik Teorisi’ne
gore (Pfeffer, 1972), boylesine bir yap: tiim aktorleri ani degisikliklere maruz
birakacak sekilde dinamiktir. Ancak miizik tedarik zincirinde aktorler arasi kaynak
degisimi ile birlikte artan etkilesimlerin belirsizligi azaltmada yeterli olmadig:
goriilmiistiir. Seffaflig1 saglamanin Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde kritik dneme sahip
oldugu bulunmustur. Kaynak Bazli Goriis Perspektifi’ne uygun olarak (Vanpoucke
vd., 2014), gii¢ tipleri goz oniine alindiginda ikame edilemeyen essiz ve degerli
kaynaklarin aktorlere rekabet¢i avantaj sagladigi bulunmustur. Tiirk miizik tedarik

zincirinde bu kopyalanamayan, kendine 6zgili kaynaklara dayanan gii¢ tiplerinin
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aracisiz gii¢ tipleri oldugu bulunmustur. Dolayisiyla, dijitallesme siirecinde Oncii
olan uzman giicline sahip aktorler ile referans giiciine sahip sarkicilarin diger

aktorlere gore rekabetci avantaja sahip oldugu bulunmustur.

Bundan bagka, tedarik zincirinde karmasikligin (yapisal karmagsiklik ve dinamik
karmasiklik), karmasikligin Slgiilerinin ve giiciin tedarik zincirinde karmasiklikla

olan baglantisinin birbirinden bagimsiz olarak analiz edilemeyecegi goriilmektedir.

Miizik endiistrisinde tedarik zinciri karmasikligindaki artigin farkli aktorler iizerinde
farkl etkileri bulunmaktadir. Artan karmagiklik bazi aktorler i¢in fayda saglarken
bazilar1 i¢in zararh olabilmektedir. Dijital distribiitorler, dijital platformlar ve sosyal
medya dijitallesme ile birlikte ortaya ¢ikan yeni aktorlerdir. Dijital tarafta {iretim
hacmi artti@1 i¢in bu aktorlerin énemi de teadrik zincirinde artmaktadir. Dijital
distribiitorler fonksiyon olarak cesitli olmasa da dijital platformlar ve sosyal medya
icin daha fazla tiiketiciye ulagsmak adina kendilerini farklilagtirma alternatifleri
bulunmaktadir. Yapim sirketleri arasinda ise indie yapim sirketlerinin 6neminin
arttig1 goriilmektedir. Alternatif miizik tiirlerinde indie yapim sirketleri iyi olsa
biliylik yapim sirketleri ile rekabet edebilmeleri i¢in biiyiik ¢apli isler yapmanin
yollarin1 aramalilardir. Benzer sekilde, geleneksel yapim sirketleri karlarini
arttirabilmek i¢in is modellerini dijitallesme ile daha uyumlu hale getirmelilerdir.
Biiytik yapim sirketleri giiven temelli aglar ve igbirlikleri olusumunda 6diil ve uzman
giiclerini kullanarak oncii rol oynayabilirler. Bu sekilde, karmasikligin arttig1 yeni
yapida kontol giiclinii tekrar ellerine alabilirler. Dinamik karmasikliktan
kaynaklanan miizigin hizlh tiiketimine kars1 siirdiiriilebilirligi saglamak amaciyla

tiim yapim sirketleri kaliteli ve uzun vadeli isler iretmelidirler.

Dahasi, dijital altyapi ile uyumlu yeni sahne mekanlar1 agilabilir ya da var olan sahne
mekanlar1 kendilerini bu dogrultuda modifiye edebilir. Resmi otoriteler seffaflik
eksikliginden kaynaklanan belirsizligi azaltmak adina biiylik yapim sirketleri,
meslek birlikleri, dijital distribiitorler ve dijital platformlar tizerinde yasal giiglerini

devreye sokabilirler. Sarkicilar disiintildiigiinde, biiyiik yapim sirketleri gibi onlar
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da giliven bazli sosyal aglarin olusumunda oncii rol oynayabilirler. Bagimsiz
iiretimde bulunabilirler ve daha fazla gii¢ simetrisinin oldugu bir yapinin olusumuna
katkida bulunabilirler. Bunlar disinda, stiidyo miizisyenleri ve menajerler dijital
ortamlara uyum saglayabilmek icin becerilerini gelistirmelidirler. Ayn1 dogrultuda,
radyo ve televizyon kanallar1 da dinleyicilerini/izleyicilerini kaybetmemek adina
yeni dijital aktorler ile daha fazla etkilesimde bulunmalidirlar. Dolayisiyla, her aktor

daha verimli isleyen bir tedarik zinciri i¢in gerekli stratejik adimlar1 atmalidir.

Sonug olarak bu ¢alisma miizik endiistrisinde doniisiim siirecinde ve gelismekte olan
iilkelerden biri olan Tiirkiye’de hizmet sektoriinde tedarik zinciri karmagikligini
inceleyerek literatiire teorik ve yonetimsel katkida bulunmaktadir ve dijitallesmenin
Tiirk miizik tedarik zincirinde karmasiklig1 nasil arttirdigina dair bulgular1 gozler

Oniine sermektedir.
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