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Abstract 

 

“Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ values and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual 

property rights are analyzed in this thesis, with a focus on the conflict between property owners and non-

owners. The purpose of this MA thesis is to investigate the perception of file sharing and intellectual 

property rights on the Internet. The main research questions is: How do “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists perceive file sharing and intellectual property rights on the Internet?. For answering it, critical 

political economy and both qualitative and quantitative methods are used. Therefore, the paper consists of 

two major parts. In the first part, the theoretical framework is introduced. In the second part, empirical 

research is presented and the theoretical framework is applied to the analysis of the gathered data. Data 

were collected with the help of a survey. The main results of the study suggest that “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists tend to have left-wing values and a left-wing political agenda behind file sharing, 

and perceive culture, and information and knowledge as “public goods”. Furthermore, “heavy” file 

sharers and “heavy” activists tend to contribute to the Net gift economy and share their created content in 

a way that constitutes an alternative to intellectual property rights, which they see as out-of-date.  
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1. Introduction  

 

In contemporary society where the Internet, information and culture play a significant role in economic 

and social life, it is important to investigate file sharers’ and activists’ values and attitudes toward 

information, culture, and intellectual property rights, since they try to bring about a change in how 

information and culture should be treated on-line. Thorough knowledge about this phenomenon and the 

people participating in file sharing is necessary in order to understand the reasoning behind their actions 

and to be able to participate in a discussion about the present situation on the Net. The author of the thesis 

assumes that file sharers and activists generally contribute to the movement against information 

commodification and struggle for the freedom of the Net on different scales. Therefore, file sharers are 

divided into two groups: general and activists, and are investigated separately. Thus, file sharers and 

activists’ values and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights will be analysed in this 

MA thesis. In order to achieve this aim, it is necessary to provide some background about file sharing. 

Thus, file sharing will be presented both from a historical and a technological perspective. Furthermore, 

the portrayal of file sharing in the mass media will be briefly presented as well.   

 

1.1. Historical Background  

 

In this sub-chapter, the history of file sharing will be briefly introduced by presenting several existing 

file-sharing protocols and the main lawsuits that were filed against them. 

 

According to Gordon, sharing information through computer networks was first conducted by using a 

computerised bulletin board system created by Ward Christensen and Randy Seuss in the late 1970s 

(2005, 9). However, file-sharing technology became widely known to the general public when Napster 

began to operate (Gordon 2005, 7). “The program was released on the Internet in August 1999” (Burkart 

and McCourt 2006, 55). It was “created by Shawn Fanning, a nineteen-years-old college dropout” 

(Burkart and McCourt 2006, 55). All of the problems related to Napster started not so long after its 

release. The Recording Industry Association of America (RIAA) sued Napster on December 7, 1999 for 

contributing to copyright infringement (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 55). Furthermore, Napster was 

attacked not only by the industry, but by some artists as well. “In April 2000, the rock group Metallica 

charged that Napster […] violated copyrights laws by enabling users to swap digital music files, and 

sought $10 million in damages” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 56). Paradoxically, this band at the 

beginning of their career benefited from providing free content to their fans, which made them more 
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known and popular (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 56). However, not all artists opposed Napster. There 

were some bands that defended it, for example Limp Bizkit, The Offspring, and Public Enemy (Burkart 

and McCourt 2006, 57). “On June 12, 2000, RIAA filed a motion for an injunction against Napster” 

(Burkart and McCourt 2006, 56). In the summer of 2000, Napster and the Big Five (Universal, Sony, 

EMI, Warner and BMG) began the negotiation of a lawsuit (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 59). As a result, 

in June 2001, Napster II was launched (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 60). Napster II differed from its 

predecessor since its services had a fee and digital-rights management (DRM) technology was 

incorporated (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 60). DRM technology is used to assure the legitimate use of 

copyright-protected material. It allows “description (defining the content and its uses), identification 

(defining the user), and protection (ensuring ‘legitimate’ use by ‘legitimate’ users, as defined by the 

provider)” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 102). However, the business model did not work out and “on 

July 3, 2001, Napster blocked file transfers altogether and shut down its operations” (Burkart and 

McCourt 2006, 61). Furthermore, the company settled all existing lawsuits and “filed for bankruptcy on 

June 3, 2002” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 61-62). Despite the fact that Napster was shut down, other 

peer-to-peer services appeared and users just switched to other service providers.  

 

Aimster emerged in the summer of 2000 and allowed AOL Instant Messenger users “to search their 

‘buddies’ hard drives for text, audio, and video files” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 63). “Aimster 

integrated Napster protocols and enabled AIM users to set up file-swapping networks in which indexes 

of files existed only on the hard drives of AIM buddy-group members, thus essentially creating a system 

of closed communities, or ‘small-worlds’ networks” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 63). Media industries 

reacted quickly and in May 2001 brought a suit against Aimster (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 63). It 

“filed for bankruptcy in March 2002” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 64). 

 

The Gnutella code was written by Justin Frankel, who was a programmer at Nullsoft, which was owned 

by AOL Time Warner (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 64). AOL was very dissatisfied since one of their 

employees was developing a peer-to-peer programme while they were trying to bring down Napster. 

That is why the project was closed (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 64-65). However, later Gnutella 

development was picked up by volunteer programmers, who collaborated and finished the protocol 

(Burkart and McCourt 2006, 65). Therefore, “Gnutella is not owned by anyone; it is an open protocol for 

which anyone can write a client application” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 65). However, Gnutella 

experienced typical problems for a decentralised system. Due to its popularity the network became 

overloaded and faced “the tragedy of the Digital Commons” – that is, “freeloading and a lack of 

participation among users” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 65).   



 
 

13 

 

“FastTrack was founded in the Netherlands in April 2000 by a group of programmers from Sweden, 

Denmark and the Netherlands” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 66). The team leader was Nikola Zennstrom 

(Burkart and McCourt 2006, 66). Quickly FastTrack became “the most common model to peer-to-peer 

systems” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 66). It earned money from licensing software to KaZaA, 

Audiogalaxy, Morpheus, Grokster, and others (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 66). Since FastTrack was a 

hybrid of “a centralised system and a truly decentralised peer-to-peer system” it solved problems that 

existed earlier (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 66). “FastTrack and KaZaA’s founders were charged with 

copyright infringement shortly after KaZaA’s release, but in March 2002, a Dutch appeals court ruled 

that they were not liable for copyright infringement by users of FastTrack’s applications” (Burkart and 

McCourt 2006, 66-67). “On October 2, 2001 FastTrack services were suited by Big Five and several 

major Hollywood studios” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 67). On April 25, 2003 the court decided in 

favour of FastTrack by dismissing the suit on the basis that the company as not responsible for lawful or 

unlawful usage of technology (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 67).  

 

RIAA was not satisfied only with suing peer-to-peer technology developers and companies that owned 

protocols; it sued private users as well. “By September 2004, the RIAA had filed suit against 4.679 

people for distributing songs on peer-to-peer networks. 1.024 of these suits were settled forcing private 

users to pay RIAA an average of $ 5.000” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 71). In 2008 there were more 

than 30,000 individuals sued and the fine per shared music track reached $150.000 (Wired 2008). Thus, 

file sharers’ prosecution was continuing and adjudged damage was getting higher.   

 

1.2. Technological Background 

 

In this sub-chapter peer-to-peer technology and its development will be briefly presented by describing 

each generation’s features.  

 

To begin with, it is important to note that file sharing functions through peer-to-peer networks which 

enable computer users to share digital files (Spinello 2008, 554). Peer-to-peer software programs are 

easily found on the Internet. They are free and require only a few clicks to install. When a program is 

installed, the owner of the computer can ask other computers in the network if they have a certain digital 

file (Spinello 2008, 554). “That request is passed along from computer to computer within the network 

until the file is located and a copy is sent along to the requester’s system” (Spinello 2008, 554). Every 
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copy made by the peer-to-peer user by default becomes available to copy for others, so the more some 

digital files that are downloaded and copied, the more accessible they become (Spinello 2008, 554).  

  

In order to find digital files on a peer-to-peer network some indexing is necessary. There are three 

different methods of indexing: a centralised index system, a decentralised indexing system, and a 

supernode system (Spinello 2008, 554).  

 

In the centralised index system an index is located in the central server. Thus, the method “relies on 

servers to maintain an index of all the files available on the network” (Spinello 2008, 554). The 

centralised index system was adopted by Napster, which is a first generation peer-to-peer application 

(Vincents 2007, 272). “This software operated a p2p protocol that made MP3 music files stored on 

individual computer hard drives available for copying by other Napster users” (Vincents 2007, 272). 

Therefore, “Napster functioned as a music search engine that linked participants to a huge and 

constantly updated library of MP3s provided by users” (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 55). It worked as 

“an online database of song titles and performances, searchable by keyword” (Burkart and McCourt 

2006, 55). 

 

The decentralised indexing system works without a central server. “Each computer in such system can 

function as a server when it is serving or distributing information to others. Or it can take the role of a 

client when it is accessing information from another system” (Spinello 2008, 554). It meant that the 

crash of one computer did not bring any harm to information distribution because data remained 

available from other nodes (Spinello 2008, 554). Such decentralisation made the peer-to-peer network a 

more reliable kind of information distribution network. Decentralised peer-to-peer applications are 

thought to be second generation applications (Vincents 2007, 272). For example, Gnutella technology 

relies on this method, which gave a start to file sharing programs, such as LimeWire, BearShare, and 

others (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 64). 

 

The supernode system does not have a central server; it “relies on selected computers within the network 

with memory capacity; these index servers perform the searches and return the search results to the user” 

(Spinello 2008, 554-555). Furthermore, “the supernodes change periodically and a given computer may 

never realise that it is serving in this capacity” (Spinello 2008, 555). In the literature the supernode 

system is called a controlled decentralised network or a hybrid network as well. The supernode system 

has become most popular in recent years, “since it combines advantages of the first two methods” 

(Spinello 2008, 555). According to some researchers, (for example, Spinello, Burkart, McCourt) 
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FastTrack application is considered a third-generation application since it uses the supernode system. 

However, for other researchers, FastTrack technology is considered to be a form of second-generation 

technology since the only third-generation technology was claimed to be BitTorrent (Vincents 2007, 

273). The BitTorrent application counts for substantial Internet traffic today at what is estimated to be 

17.9% (Envisional 2011, 2). What is more, it is estimated that “63.7% of all BitTorrent traffic or 11.4% 

of all Internet traffic is non-pornographic copyrighted content shared illegitimately” (Envisional 2011, 

2).  

 

Despite the fact that the technology of peer-to-peer file sharing is constantly developing, it is caught in 

“fundamental contradictions between security issues,” since better security requires limited community, 

but peer-to-peer networking requires extensive community (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 65). Due to the 

lack of security, the users of peer-to-peer networking are threatened by viruses, worms, and other 

harmful programs (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 65). That is why nowadays peer-to-peer technologies, 

due to their infringing usage and threats, are a source of controversy, in spite of the fact that they are 

employed in legitimate services such as telephony traffic (Vincents 2007, 272).   

 

1.3. Media Background  

 

From the beginning of its rise, file sharing has received a lot of media attention and has become a topic 

for hot debate due to its controversy. In this sub-chapter the portrayal of file sharing in the mass media 

will be presented. However, since the thesis is not about file sharing representation in the mass media, 

nor it is a media content analysis, the overview of the phenomenon will be brief and will only be done in 

order to boost the reader’s interest in the topic and to show the topicality of the thesis. 

 

There are three main ways that file sharing is portrayed in the mass media. Some articles are published 

in favour of it, while others are against it. Of course, there are some neutral articles as well which 

provide information about current events related to file sharing and that do not discuss the impact of file 

sharing on the economy, culture, or politics. 

 

A few headlines of articles, which regard file sharing with favour or at least offer to reconsider the 

attitude towards it and on-line piracy, are listed below:  

 

File sharing? It’s a great business (The Guardian 2006) 

McCartney ‘does not mind’ illegal downloading (Express 2008)  
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Award winning singer/songwriter Dan Mangan backs file sharing (The Telegraph 2009) 

Did Napster, Torrents, File Sharing, Kill the Record Industry? Who Cares? (Forbes 2012) 

You Will Never Kill Piracy, and Piracy Will Never Kill You (Forbes 2012) 

When Stealing Isn’t Stealing (New York Times 2012) 

File sharing laws 'breach human rights' (The Telegraph 2011) 

 

As can be seen from the headlines above, different arguments have been used to support file sharing. 

Some articles advocating file sharing use famous musicians’ statements about the phenomenon. Articles 

published by researchers and other respectful members of society on the on-line newspapers’ opinion 

pages advocate file sharing by suggesting reconsidering criminalisation of it. Usually these articles are 

based on private judgement. Other articles focus on non-infringing use of technologies and emphasise 

that file sharing is beneficial for new artists since it helps to reach broader audiences. In addition to this, 

in the articles advocating file sharing, new legislations are criticized because of their restriction on 

human rights and freedom of speech. It is often argued that prohibition of file-sharing sites is the 

beginning of censorship. Furthermore, in advocatory articles it is emphasised that legal alternatives for 

file sharing do not exist.  

 

Is online piracy a good thing? (CNN 2009) 

File-sharing website closed down (Express 2012) 

UK file sharers arrested (The Guardian 2006) 

7 Charged as F.B.I. Closes a Top File-Sharing Site (New York Times 2012) 

ACS Law: Are you a middle-class pirate? This lawyer would like a word with you... (Telegraph 2009) 

Viewpoints: Anti-piracy efforts divide web users (BBC 2012) 

 

Usually neutral articles do not discuss the positive or negative sides of file sharing but rather provide 

objective news about the issue. Neutral articles discuss, for example, the shutdown of a websites or on-

going court trials and so on. Other types of neutral articles provide both advocates’ and sceptics’ 

arguments regarding the issue. In addition to this, some articles portray media industries and their 

lawyers as victims, but show their hypocrisy as well.  

 

Music, book industries to lose billions (CNN 2000) 

Hell awaits for illegal file sharers (The Guardian 2009) 

Cybercriminals will target file sharing sites in 2010, warn security experts (The Telegraph 2009) 

James Blunt joins Lily Allen to protest against illegal file sharing (The Telegraph 2009) 
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File sharing shouldn’t be allowed says Stereophonics singer (The Telegraph 2009) 

Internet service providers have the duty to stop illegal file sharing costing jobs (The Telegraph 2009) 

 

Articles portraying file sharing negatively focus on media business loss and the negative effect on the 

people that work in the industry. Furthermore, these types of articles look for musicians’ support as well. 

Thus, artists that are against file sharing express their opinion about the phenomenon. In addition to this, 

file sharers are frightened by the media concerning hackers and viruses on file-sharing websites.  

 

As is seen from the given newspaper headlines, file sharing in the mass media is portrayed differently. 

Due to the different representation and various existing opinions regarding file sharing, it is important to 

investigate the phenomenon more deeply and to examine the file sharers and activists’ values and 

attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights in order to understand their behaviour and 

reasoning.  

 

1.4. Research Questions and Hypotheses  

 

The main research question of this study is: How do “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists perceive 

file sharing and intellectual property rights on the Internet? The definitions of what is considered to be 

“heavy” and activism are provided in the Methodology chapter (see 3.1. Conceptualisation). This 

research question is empirical and therefore more theoretical questions are needed since the study is a 

combination of empirical and theoretical research. The theoretically-grounded research question is: 

How should information and culture be treated on-line? File sharers and activists struggle for their point 

of view, claiming that information and culture should be accessible for everyone, and meanwhile media 

conglomerates try to promote neoliberal values and to convince society that information and culture 

should be treated as commodities on the market. This theoretically-grounded research question becomes 

extremely important nowadays since people struggling against intellectual property rights on the Net and 

for file sharing from being simply a “criminal” activity have become a represented group in the political 

arena due to various social movements, organizations and Pirate Parties. Furthermore, no previous 

research has been carried out concerning file sharers’ and activists’ values and attitudes toward file 

sharing and intellectual property rights, and therefore it is necessary to fill the existing gap in the 

knowledge about this phenomenon; and by filling that gap, the empirical question of the study 

contributes to the understanding of the file-sharing phenomenon and the people behind it. Of course, 

some researchers have investigated file sharing before, however, from a different angle. An overview of 

the previous research done on file sharing is provided in the Conclusion chapter (see 6.4. Discussion). 
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The main research question can be answered in a couple of ways. Thus, in order to answer the main 

research question, two sub-questions were raised.  

 

The first sub-question is: What are the theoretical positions of authors regarding file sharing that can be 

found in the academic literature? When trying to answer this question, the views of the researchers that 

analyse intellectual property rights will be examined. In addition to this, it will be identified the political 

ideologies according to which the researchers justify or condemns file sharing.  

 

The second sub-question is: What are typical file sharers’ and activists’ values and attitudes and how do 

they justify file sharing? The literature concerning different users’ and activists’ motives for file sharing 

will be analysed here. Furthermore, the explanation of the main differences between information and 

tangible goods will be provided as well. 

 

In the empirical part of the thesis the validity of the theoretical assumptions will be tested by examining 

the collected data. Data collection was done on-line via survey, and the file sharers’ and activists’ 

responses were analysed using the critical political economy framework. 

 

In order to answer the main research question, seven hypotheses are raised on the basis of the theories 

provided in the Theory chapter and are tested in the paper. In general, a hypothesis is “a predicted answer 

to a research question” (Punch 1998, 39). 

 

Hypothesis 1 – File sharing is driven by thirst for knowledge and information, and interest and love for 

culture.  

 

With the help of the first hypothesis, file sharers’ and activists’ motivation for file sharing will be 

investigated. This is very important since researchers that argue against file sharing and media industries 

always emphasise that file sharing is nothing more than a desire to get “stuff” for free. Thus, according to 

them, file sharing is driven by superficial consumerist and entertainment reasoning and does not have any 

other hidden agenda (see May 2002, RIAA 2012). The approval or disproval of this hypothesis will 

demonstrate if the sceptics are right or wrong. In this hypothesis it is assumed that file sharers and 

activists file share since they want fast and easy access to information and because they love and enjoy 

culture. The hypothesis will be tested by analysing file sharers’ and activists’ responses to open-ended 

questions in the survey. 
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Hypothesis 2 – “Heavy” file sharers do not have any explicit political agenda behind file sharing.  

 

It is assumed that ordinary file sharers’ attitudes and values differ from those of activists; thus, two 

separate hypotheses are raised in order to investigate this issue. Hypothesis 2 allows for the investigation 

of the connection between political views and ordinary file sharers’ perception of file sharing and 

intellectual property rights. The disproval or approval of this hypothesis will show if sceptics are right or 

wrong by emphasizing the lack of political motivation and coordination, and stressing individualism as 

the main weakness of such behaviour (see May 2002, Burkart 2010, Wark 2006).  

 

Hypothesis 3 –“Heavy” activists see file sharing as a form of resistance and civil disobedience against 

capitalist property rights.  

 

This hypothesis is closely related to the previous one. It allows for the investigation of the connection 

between political views and activists’ perception of file sharing and intellectual property rights. It is 

assumed that activists are much more politically oriented than ordinary file sharers, since various activist 

organisations are struggling against intellectual property rights (see Dyer-Witheford 2002, Vaidhyanathan 

2004) or suggest that there exists an alternative system (see Barbrook 1998, 2000). Furthermore, in recent 

years Pirate Parties have flourished. Thus, it is believed that for activists, file sharing is a political 

manifestation. Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 will be verified by analysing the collected data, which will 

show respondents’ involvement in politics and their attitude toward file sharing.  

 

Hypothesis 4 –“Heavy” activists justify file sharing according to leftist world views and postulate 

socialistic values, such as community, cooperation, and equality. 

 

The testing of this hypothesis will provide more information about activists’ political views. It will help 

to investigate to which “wing” activists belong. Do they support “left-wing,” “centre,” or “right-wing” 

values? Usually researchers advocate file sharing on the basis of the political left (see Barbrook 2000, 

Söderberg 2008, Fuchs 2008). Thus, it is assumed that activists will share a socialistic ideology. By 

testing this hypothesis the focus of attention will be on activists’ political views.  

 

Hypothesis 5 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that existing intellectual property laws 

are unjust, and abusive of fair use and commons.  
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With this hypothesis file sharers’ and activists’ perception of existing intellectual property rights will be 

analysed. It is assumed that file sharing is so popular because it helps to access information easily; 

meanwhile intellectual property rights create constraints over that access. Furthermore, it is believed that 

intellectual property rights are seen as unbalanced and favouring intellectual property proprietors rather 

than society (see Benkler 2006, Hardt and Negri 2005, Lessig 2004), and for this reason a vast resistance 

occurs. Moreover, testing this hypothesis will help to identify the drawbacks of existing law regimes. 

 

Hypothesis 6 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not consider file sharing as theft since 

tangible and intangible goods differ in nature.   

 

In order to disprove or approve this hypothesis, file sharers’ and activists’ attitudes toward tangible and 

intangible goods will be examined. Whether file sharers and activists see a difference between physical 

and intellectual objects will be investigated. Therefore, it will be used Spinello and Tavani (2005) 

distinction between tangible and intangible goods. It is believed that the difference between information 

and physical goods is the main argument used by the file sharers and activists in order to justify their 

actions and not to perceive file sharing as theft.  

 

Hypothesis 7 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to the Net gift economy and share 

their created content on Creative Commons or copyleft terms. 

 

The disproval or approval of the last hypothesis will demonstrate if file sharers and activists are 

hypocrites. Do they share their created content on alternative terms than copyrights or maybe, on the 

contrary, do they use copyrights in order to protect their own creative work? It is assumed that file sharers 

and activists contribute to the Net gift economy by sharing their created content freely (see Barbrook 

1998, 2000).  

 

1.5. Purpose of the Study  

 

The purpose of the study is to describe the values and attitudes of file sharers’ and activists’ toward file 

sharing and intellectual property rights on the Internet. Furthermore, the study seeks to investigate the 

explicit agenda of such behaviour using a theoretical framework, and both quantitative and qualitative 

methods. The research will put forward a full economic, political, and ethical picture of file sharing 

phenomenon on the Internet.  
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According to WIPO, “intellectual property refers to creations of the mind used in commerce” (WIPO 

2012). It is divided into two categories:  industrial property and copyright (WIPO 2012). Industrial 

property includes inventions (patents), trademarks, industrial designs, and geographic indications of a 

source, whereas copyright includes literary and artistic works (WIPO 2012). It is necessary to note that 

copyright protects not ideas or facts but rather forms of expression (WIPO 2012).  

 

Copyright provides authors with a full package of exclusive rights, such as the right to produce and 

prepare “derivative” works, moral rights, the right of translation, reproduction, public performance, 

broadcasting, adaptation, distribution, circulation control, presentation and exhibition of works (WIPO 

Copyright Treaty 1996, Berne Convention 1979). In short, a copyright is a property right that helps 

creators or proprietors protect and control how their work/property is being used (Olson 2004, 196).  

 

In this study, intellectual property rights infringement is defined as a violation of the rights which are 

granted by intellectual property rights to the creator or proprietor upon his/her creations/property. Since 

the study deals with file sharing on the Internet, the main focus will be on such intellectual property 

right infringements as the access, copying and distribution of unauthorised copyright-protected material.  

 

File sharing is comprised of information distribution and exchange among peer-to-peer application users. 

It can be considered as an infringement when copyright-protected material is shared without permission 

and non-infringing when the shared material is in the public domain or when the material is allowed to 

be shared by the authors free of charge. 

 

1.6. Significance of the Study 

 

The topic is academically relevant because more and more discussions about intellectual property rights 

and copyright infringements on the Internet have arisen in the media and among researchers, both 

nationally and internationally. The tumult about copyright infringements on the Internet has been 

heightened by certain media industries, which portray file sharing as a “bad technology” and, in turn, 

construct “moral panics” around it. The media industries, at the same time, lobby for more strict 

regulations and laws. Despite the fact that media industries are really adept at lobbying and, as a result, 

draconian copyright regimes are on the way, file sharing on the Internet has not disappeared and the 

author of the thesis believes that it will not do so in the near future. 
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The popularity of file sharing shows that laws and harsh punishments are not able to suppress file 

sharing on the Internet; thus it is important to understand and analyse the attitudes of the file sharers and 

activists toward existing intellectual property rights and file sharing in order to comprehend the reasons 

for such behaviour. Furthermore, it is also important to investigate how file sharers and activists justify 

their actions, since this will provide deeper understanding of and, therefore, knowledge about the values 

of file sharers and activists. Moreover, most research concerning file sharing focuses on the impact on 

market relations and the criminalisation of the phenomenon, but does not seek to analyse the motives 

and beliefs of file sharers and activists themselves. 

 

1.7. Methodology  

 

The thesis consists of two major parts: theoretical and empirical. The theoretical part was prepared by 

collecting relevant literature and analysing it. First of all, the theoretical framework is presented. 

Secondly, books and articles dealing with intellectual property rights, file sharing, and activism are 

analysed. The most important works are those that describe, analyse, and justify intellectual property 

and explain the impact of intellectual property rights on political, economic, and cultural life.   

 

In the empirical part of the work the theoretical framework is applied in order to analyse file sharers’ 

and activists’ values and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights. The motivation to 

struggle against media industries, perception of information and culture, and political beliefs are the 

most important here. The data for the analysis were collected via on-line questionnaire.  

 

The empirical research was conducted to test the hypothesis and to answer the main research question. A 

more detailed description of the method used in the study will be given in the Chapter 3.    

 

2. Theory  

 

In the theory chapter the theoretical framework chosen for the study will be presented. In sub-chapter 

2.1 the approach to critical political economy will be explained. In addition to this, the main theoretical 

concepts, with the help of the literature, will be defined. The subject of the next sub-chapter is social 

change. Neoliberalist ideas and their influence on the rise of intellectual property rights will be 

explained. The drawbacks of neoliberal economic theory will be identified as well. In the following sub-

chapter (2.3) the main theories used to justify intellectual property will be presented. Furthermore, the 



 
 

23 

shortcomings of Lockean, Hegelian, and rule-utilitarian theories will be provided. Sub-chapter 2.4 will 

be dedicated to the typology of theoretical positions regarding file sharing. Firstly, the differences 

between tangible and intangible goods will be defined and then political views of file sharing will be 

presented. The section on theory will end with sub-chapter 2.5, where the reason why the idea of critical 

political economy was chosen for the thesis will be explained. It will also be shown how the chosen 

theory approach fits the study, how it differs from the approaches described in section 2.3, and why it is 

superior.  

 

2.1. Critical Political Economy  

 

Since the critical political economy approach will be used as a theory for this master’s thesis, in this sub-

chapter it will be presented and explained.  

 

In general, the approach of critical political economy criticizes capitalism and domination. It refers to 

“the study of the social relations, particularly the power relations, that mutually constitute the production, 

distribution, and consumption of resources” (Mosco 1996, 25). To be more precise, critical political 

economy “analyses how society is related to the process of oppression, exploitation and domination” 

(Fuchs 2011, 12). In addition to this, critical theory “struggles for a classless, non-dominative, co-

operative, participatory democracy” (Fuchs 2011, 15). Resistance towards the existing economic and 

social system is crucial for the theory. Critical political economy not only analyses the current situation, 

but also “seeks to examine how and why particular origins led to current manifestations” (May 2000, 

12). Hence, this theory allows one to look at the roots of the existing situation. Furthermore, critical 

political economy provides a possibility to analyse “shifting forms of control along the production, 

distribution, and consumption circuit” (Mosco 1996, 25). It investigates how media are produced under 

the influence of economic and political forces (Hardy 2010, 205). The central claim of the theory is that 

“different ways of organising and financing communications have implication for the range and nature 

of media content, the ways in which these are consumed and used” (Hardy 2010, 186). Murdock and 

Golding add that the way media is organized and financed also affects “the range of discourses, 

representations and communicative resources in the public domain and for the organisation of audience 

access and use” (Murdock and Golding 2005, 60).  

 

Critical political economy is different from other theories since it focuses on “the interplay between the 

symbolic and economic dimensions” of the media industries; meanwhile, other mainstream economics 

try to explain only one side of it (Murdock and Golding 2005, 60). Critical political economy takes into 
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account the idea that goods produced by media industries are both economic and cultural (Hardy 2010, 

186). It is characterized as holistic, historical, “concerned with the balance between capitalist enterprise 

and public intervention,” raising “moral questions about justice, equity and public good” (Murdock and 

Golding 2005, 61). Moreover, critical political economy considers the effect of the media and 

communication systems on wider forces and processes in the society (Hardy 2010, 186). 

 

There are three key areas of analysis of the critical political economy of communication: manufacture of 

cultural goods, political economy of texts, and political economy of cultural consumption (Murdock and 

Golding 2005, 66). The political economy of the manufacture of cultural goods focuses on “the impact 

of cultural production on the range of cultural consumption” (Murdock and Golding 2005, 66). It is 

concerned with how the power and ownership of the media industries affect the production of media 

goods (Murdock and Golding 2005, 74). Political economy of text analyses how the world is portrayed 

in the media products and how that portrayal is connected with the production and consumption of 

media (Murdock and Golding 2005, 66). It is concerned with explaining “how the economic dynamics 

of production structure public discourse by promoting certain cultural forms over others” (Murdock and 

Golding 2005, 75). The political economy of cultural consumption seeks to analyse the barriers to 

cultural consumption, both material and symbolic (Murdock and Golding 2005, 76). It is “especially 

concerned with material inequalities” and how they affect access to cultural goods (Murdock and 

Golding 2005, 79). In addition, theory is “interested in the ways in which social location regulates 

access to other relevant resources” as well (Murdock and Golding 2005, 79). In the case of this thesis, 

the political economy of cultural consumption is the most important domain since file sharing is seen as 

a struggle for access to information, culture, and knowledge and against enclosure of the Internet and 

exploitation of the commons.  

 

As we see, critical political economy can be applied to different areas of media and communication at 

different angles, since this theory is complex. In general, the critical political economy of 

communication consists of four important concepts which characterize the approach: social change and 

history, social totality, moral philosophy, and praxis (Mosco 1996, 27-38). These cornerstones of the 

critical political economy approach were drawn by Mosco with the help of the works written by Golding 

and Murdock among other researchers (Mosco 1996, 27). 

 

Social change and historical transformation are very important parts of critical political economy since 

they examine “the dynamic forces in capitalism responsible for its growth and change” (Mosco 1996, 

27). Hence, critical political economy looks for reasons for this change. The second characteristic of 
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critical political economy is social totality, which refers to “the relationship between the economic and 

the political as well as between these and the wider arena of socio-cultural institutions and practices” 

(Mosco 1996, 31). According to critical political economy, political, economical, socio-cultural parts of 

life are interconnected and influence each other. Moral philosophy is another concept of critical political 

economy, which refers to “social values (wants about wants) and to conceptions of appropriate social 

practices” (Mosco 1996, 34). The goal of moral philosophy is to “clarify and make explicit the moral 

positions of economic and political economic perspectives” (Mosco 1996, 34). The fourth characteristic 

of the critical political economy approach is social praxis, which refers to “human activity and 

specifically to the free and creative activity by which people produce and change the world and 

themselves” (Mosco 1996, 37).  Thus, the goal of social praxis is to create something, to act.  

 

All four of the presented ideas of critical political economy are significant for this paper since social 

change and historical transformation will help to explain the rise of intellectual property rights in the 

contemporary world. The role of history is central here. Social totality will indicate the relationships 

between politics, economy, and socio-culture and how they influence the understanding of intellectual 

property rights in the digital world and file sharing as a phenomenon. With the help of moral philosophy, 

researchers’ attitudes towards file sharing will be analysed. Social praxis will be used to explain file 

sharing as an act of civil disobedience, a form of resistance, and as social movement.  

 

In this thesis the connection between legal regulations (the increase of legal copyright restrictions), 

politics (the creation of a global copyright regime), economy (commodification of information, 

exploitation of commons), and social sphere (activism) are the key issues. In addition to this, an analysis 

of the power relations between property owners (media conglomerates) and non-owners (file sharers and 

activists) will be presented. Thus, it is necessary to analyze the general role of property conflicts in 

capitalism.  

 

2.1.1. Property Conflict and Capitalism 

 

According to Marx and Engels, “the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class 

struggles” (2000, 3). The researchers have claimed that society is split into two classes – those that own 

the means of productions and those that do not. It is believed that the progress of history is shaped by the 

struggle between the classes over the means of production and wealth distribution in society. Marx and 

Engels see the struggle as a political one, where all the capital and property are concentrated in a few 

hands and the propertyless are exploited. Moreover, throughout history, property owners have benefited 
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from the propertyless since they were over-presented in the political arena. According to Marx and 

Engels, the aim of the struggle is to improve the conditions of every member of society and this can be 

done only by revolutionary movements against the existing social and political order. Hence, the 

purpose of a class struggle is to restructure society.  

 

With the embodiment of intellectual property rights in the legal system, a new class conflict between 

property owners and non-property owners has emerged. According to Wark, a new productive class and 

a new exploiting class have occurred as well. He calls the new ruling class a vectoralist class because 

“they control vectors along which information circulates” (Wark 2006, 172). The power of the 

vectoralist class lies in “monopolizing intellectual property” and “the means of reproducing their value – 

the vectors of communication” (Wark 2006, 172). The privatization of information becomes crucial for 

the vectoralist class in order to generate capital. The productive class is called a hacker class, which 

“includes anyone who creates new information, in any medium” (Wark 2006, 173). The main difference 

between the hacker class and the vectoralist class is that the hacker class produces “new knowledge, new 

culture, new science – but does not own the means of realizing the value of what it creates.” Meanwhile, 

the vectoralist class does not produce anything new but only commodifies the new (Wark 2006, 173). 

Thus, intellectual property rights are not created to protect the rights of the hacker class (the producers) 

but rather are a tool to maintain the rights of the vectoralist class (the owners of information).  

 

Žižek agrees with the idea that a new class antagonism on the Net has emerged, which is the struggle 

between “netocrats” and “consumtariat.” However, he sees classes and relationships between them more 

complex than just the juxtaposition of property owners versus non-owners, as Wark does. “Netocracy” is 

a dual class divided into “procapitalists” and those that advocate “a postcapitalist utopia” (Žižek 2004, 

194). Therefore, “netocrats” relate to capitalism differently. Their perspective can mean “a more open 

‘democratic’ system or the emergence of new hierarchy, a kind of information/biogenetic neofeudalism” 

(Žižek 2004, 194). “Procapitalist netocrats,” with the help of intellectual property laws, offer and sell 

information on the market as a commodity; meanwhile “postcapitalist netocrats” “exchange information 

beyond the property relations characterizing capitalism” (Žižek 2004, 194, emphasis in the original). 

Furthermore, it is important to add that for “netocrats,” money does not play significant role; their power 

and social status depend on “the access to key pieces of information” (Žižek 2004, 192). “Consumtariat” 

are those that are “condemned to consume the information prepared and manipulated by the netocratic 

elite” (Žižek 2004, 192). Thus, in this case general file sharers can be indicated as “consumtariat” and 

activists as “postcapitalist netocrats.” The help of “postcapitalist netocrats” is necessary for the 

successful struggle of the “consumtariat” for information access and against “procapitalist netocrats” 
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(Žižek 2004, 194). However, society is not strictly divided into these classes. There is no stable and 

long-term hierarchy any longer, and power relations fluctuate (Žižek 2004, 192). Individuals are 

“constantly reinventing themselves; adopting different roles; society itself is no longer a hierarchic 

Whole but a complex, open network of networks” (Žižek 2004, 192). Thus, individuals can change 

classes depending on the situation.  

 

2.1.2. Political Economy of Intellectual Property 

 

Since the thesis deals with the struggle for intellectual property, it is important to define the role of 

intellectual property in the critical political economy. According to May, “intellectual property seeks to 

link its conceptualisation (legal and philosophical) and its actual use (technological and economic) in the 

global political economy” (2000, 42). Furthermore, he claims that “the political economy of intellectual 

property is subject to significant political conflict, is the source of economic effects and is also a site for 

the mobilization of power resources” (May 2000, 42). “Information, knowledge, culture are central to 

human freedom and development,” and the way they are “produced and exchanged in our society 

critically affects the way we see the state of the world as it is and might be” (Benkler 2006, 1). Thus, it 

is possible to draw a conclusion that intellectual property plays a significant role in the critical political 

economy because it is multi-layered and connects economic, political, and socio-cultural spheres. 

 

Since critical political economy as a theory and its key areas of analysis are presented, it is important to 

define the main theoretical concepts. This will be done with the help of the literature in the following 

sub-chapter.  

  

2.1.3. The Main Concepts of Critical Political Economy  

 

Some theoretical concepts that are relevant and used in the study will be defined here.  

 

Capitalism – a political, economical, social system which is “characterized by four sets of institutional 

and behavioural arrangement: market-oriented commodity production, private ownership of the means 

of production, a large segment of the population that cannot exist unless it sells its labour power in the 

market and individualistic, acquisitive, maximizing behaviour by most individuals within the economic 

system” (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 4) 
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Capital is “a value that expands through processes of production and exchange” (Mosco 1996, 142) and 

“money that is permanently increasing because of the exploitation of surplus value” (Fuchs 2011, 139).  

 

Surplus value – a value generated by unpaid labour (Fuchs 2011, 139). It occurs when workers do not 

receive anything in return for their input into production, which becomes the property of the owner of 

means of production, who is a capitalist (Mandel 1970, 24). Surplus value is the difference between a 

capitalist’s invested money and the received money after a commodity is sold (Hunt and Lautzenheises 

2011, 212). Thus, surplus value occurs in the process of production (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 232). 

 

Value is the quantity of skilled labour which is socially necessary to produce a commodity (Mandel 

1970, 20). The phrase “socially necessary” means “the quantity of labour necessary under the average 

conditions of labour productivity existing in a given country at a given time” (Mandel 1970, 18).  

 

Exchange values help to compare commodities “directly and quantitatively” (Hunt and Lautzenheises 

2011, 207). Marx has expressed exchange value in the equation: x commodity A=y commodity B1. This 

equation can be illustrated with an example: 5 apples can be exchanged for 4 oranges, or 5 apples can be 

exchanged for 1 € since money is a commodity as well.   

 

Surplus profit – the greater than average profit which occurs in the difference between commodity cost 

and selling price (Mandel 1970, 23). 

 

Commodity – a mass production which was created in order to be sold (Mandel 1970, 10). It has two 

essential characteristics: use value and exchange value (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 206). Commodity 

can be created only by human labour (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 207).  

 

Commodification – the process which “describes the way capitalism carries out its objective of 

accumulating capital or realizing value through the transformation of use values into exchange values” 

(Mosco 1996, 140). In the context of media and information commodification it is a treatment of social 

relations as if they had material existence and were commodities (Fuchs 2011, 87). In addition to this, 

“commodification presumes the existence of property rights over processes, things, and social relations, 

that a price can be put on them, and they be traded subject to legal contract” (Harvey 2005, 165).  

 

                                                 
1 http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch01.htm 
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Spatialization – “the process of the overcoming the constraints of space and time in social life” (Mosco 

2006, 173). Communication and technologies are central parts of the specialization process because they 

enable it (Mosco 2006, 173). Due to spatialization, space and time constrains for the capital have 

decreased.  

 

Structuration – a process by which “structures are constituted out of human agency, even as they 

provide the very ‘medium’ of that constitution” (Mosco 2006, 212). Structuration explains how ongoing 

patterns of social life are interconnected.  

  

Accumulation of capital – an action when “a capitalist buys power and means of production (raw 

materials, technologies, etc.) to produce new commodities that are sold with the expectation to make 

money profit that is partly reinvested” (Fuchs 2011, 138). Accumulation of capital is the sale of surplus-

value and the capitalisation of it (Mandel 1970, 43). The consequences of perpetual accumulation of 

capital are: “economic concentration, the tendency for the rate of profit to fall, sectoral imbalances and 

crises, and the alienation and increasing misery of the proletariat (working class)” (Hunt and 

Lautzenheises 2011, 235). 

 

Economic exploitation – “the existence of an exploiting class that deprives at least one exploited class of 

its resources, excludes it from ownership, and appropriates recourses produced by exploited” (Fuchs 

2011, 279). Exploitation is the “idea that some person or group in a society is able to acquire something 

in return for nothing.” (O’Hara 2001, 310). The source of capitalist exploitation is surplus value.  

 

Exploiting class (capitalist class, property-owning class, bourgeoisie) – individuals that own and control 

the means of production (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 128).  

 

Exploited class (working-class, proletariat) – individuals that are separated from means of production 

and do not have any other resources except for their labour, which they sell to those that control the 

means of production (capitalists) (Mandel 1970, 31). 

 

Private property – a kind of power which allows controlling access of the owned object (O’Hara 2001, 

929). It defines the basic classes in a society: the propertied versus the propertyless (O’Hara 2001, 930). 

Private property is a source of capitalist power (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 234). 
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In the sub-chapter above, the critical political economy approach was presented and the main theory 

concepts were explained and defined. In the following sub-chapter, contemporary social values and 

current economic ideology will be discussed  

 

2.2. Society Today  

 

In this sub-chapter changes in the society, neoliberalism ideas, and their influence on the rise of 

intellectual property rights will be analysed. In addition to this, the negative consequences of 

neoliberalism will be described in order to obtain a broader understanding of the ruling economic system.    

 

To begin with, neoliberalism is a political economic theory which declares that “human well-being can 

best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills with in an industrial 

framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade” (Harvey 2005a, 

2). Furthermore, neoliberalism is an approach which favours “supply-side innovation and 

competitiveness; decentralization, devolution, and attrition of political governance” (Leitner et al. 2007, 

1). The main role of the state in neoliberalism is to create and preserve an appropriate environment for 

business (Harvey 2005a, 2). The state must guarantee the integrity of money, the functioning of markets, 

and secure private property (Harvey 2005a, 2). If certain markets do not exist, the state must create them. 

However, its intervention should be minimal because “the state cannot possibly possess enough 

information to second-guess market signals (prices) and because powerful interest groups will be 

inevitably distort and bias state interventions (particularly in democracy) for their own benefit” (Harvey 

2005a, 2).  

 

Neoliberals believe that elimination of poverty can be done only by securing free market and free trades; 

hence, the lack of privatization and weak private property rights are seen as the main obstacles to 

economic development. In addition to this, neoliberals claim that privatisation is necessary and good 

since it will prevent the “tragedy of commons” (Harvey 2005a, 65). “Tragedy of commons” means 

overexploitation of common resources (see Hardin 1968). In a neo-liberalist sense “freedom in 

commons brings ruin to all” (Hardin 1968, 1244).  

 

Furthermore, neoliberals praise spatialisation since due to it capital can flow freely in time and space. It 

is believed that “free mobility of capital between sectors, regions and countries” will increase the well-

being of the whole society since international competition improves efficiency and productivity, which 

results in lower prices (Harvey 2005a, 66). In addition to this, neoliberalism seeks to eliminative social 
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constrains. Standards of social wages and of the welfare system, which were created in order to secure 

tranquillity and peace in the state by creating a compromise between the classes are another target for 

neoliberal reforms (Harvey 2005a, 10). Fortunately, the withdrawal of the state for many social 

provisions can be done only in a limited way since neoliberalism needs to retain social legitimacy 

(Leitner et al. 2007, 10). Since the neoliberal state does not play a significant role in taking care of its 

citizens, advocatory groups – NGOs (non-governmental organisations) – have flourished under 

neoliberalism. Harvey criticizes NGOs, claiming that they “rather control their clientele than represent 

it” (Harvey 2005b, 39). According to him, NGOs just give “the illusion that opposition mobilized 

outside of the state apparatus and within some separate entity called ‘civil society’ is the powerhouse of 

oppositional politics and social transformation” (Harvey 2005b, 20). Furthermore, under neo-liberalism 

public-private partnership is favoured. However, in such a partnership private capital always “reaps all 

the profit” and the public “bears […] all the risks” (Harvey 2005b, 19).  

 

Neoliberalist ideas have not only changed the economic system, and destroyed prior institutional 

frameworks and powers, but also have intervened in the social aspects of life. Actually, it has changed 

society a lot. According to Harvey, neoliberalism has changed “the division of labour, social relations, 

welfare provisions, technological mixes, ways of life and thought, reproductive activities, attachment to 

the land and habits of the heart” (2005a, 3). Neoliberalism encourages individuals to make self-

interested choices, to be responsible for their own education and well-being, successes, and failures, 

weakens reliance on the state, and sets people free from bureaucracy, but not from their wants (Leitner 

et al. 2007, 4). In neoliberalism work became an obligation to benefit self and society, but not one's 

rights; personal and social responsibility became a part of self-esteem (Leitner et al. 2007, 4). Since the 

role of the state in individuals’ life became weaker, it lost moral authority to intervene in peoples’ lives, 

to enforce ethical norms, and to regulate their decisions. In neoliberal state citizens began to be treated 

as consumers and clients (Leitner et al. 2007, 2). Thus, neoliberalism replaced previously-existing 

ethical beliefs with the main idea – to deal with relations and human actions in the domain of the market 

(Harvey 2005a, 3). In neoliberalism consumerism became a central a way to express one’s identity: “I 

shop therefore I am” (Munck 2005, 65). Consumerism is a social ethos which is based on the belief that 

more income and consumption mean more happiness (Hunt and Lautzenheises 2011, 7). 

  

Moreover, neoliberalism has given rise to urbanism (Leitner et al. 2007, 4). Cities became crucial for 

economic development, investment, innovation, and success. Since liberalism's main values are 

individualism, private property, and personal responsibility, it attacked all forms of social solidarity, 

which resulted in, for example, weak labour unions (Harvey 2005b, 13). However, the rise of 
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individualism not only resulted in such negative consequences as alimentation but it has also encouraged 

individual rights activism. Nevertheless, to “fight” the system/state is time consuming and costly 

(Harvey 2005b, 38-39). The role of information technologies in neoliberalism was also crucial in 

liberating capital. What is more, information technologies have also encouraged the emergence of a new 

kind of “information society” and “globalisation” (Harvey 2005a, 2-4). 

 

Neoliberalism has been criticised a great deal since it represents and promotes the interests of private 

property owners, businesses, multinational corporations, and financial capital (Harvey 2005a, 7). That, 

according to Harvey, has resulted in the restoration of classes, the extraordinary concentration of wealth 

and power, increased social inequality, re-establishment of conditions for capital accumulation, and the 

emergence of a new economic elite. Harvey concludes that the market, which was supposed to 

encourage competition and innovation, has failed and appeared to be a tool for consolidation of 

monopolistic power. That resulted in lower wages, increasing job insecurity, and loss of benefits and 

labour exploitation. Furthermore, the neoliberal state is anti-democratic since “in the neoliberal view, 

mass democracy is equated with ‘mob rule’” (Harvey 2005b, 20). Such magnificent words like “freedom, 

liberty, choice and rights” are used in neoliberalism to “hide the grim realities” (Harvey 2005a, 119). In 

addition to this, neoliberalism has affected education since it was left with “little scope for critical 

thoughts” (Hill and Kumar 2009, 18).  

 

Neoliberal ideas, information technologies, the expansion of private property rights, and the suppression 

of rights to the commons played a significant role in the rise of cultural industries and intellectual 

property rights under neoliberalism. The state provided strong intellectual proprietary rights to secure 

business investments in the cultural sphere. The commodification of intellectual creativity and 

information, together with cultural exploitation, has emerged because capitalists wanted to increase their 

profits. The commodification of information and culture allowed “putting a price on things that were 

never actually produced as commodities” (Harvey 2005a, 166). In order to secure and implement 

intellectual property rights worldwide, neoliberal states with strong copyright property regimes as in the 

U.S. and the EU, sought to create international organisations and agreements in order to standardise 

intellectual property laws. As a result, TRIPS (Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights) in 

WTO (World Trade Organisation) was created and came into effect in the beginning of 1995 (WTO 

2012). The agreement set out minimum standards of intellectual property rights protection for WTO 

members (WTO 2012). Thus, developing countries that want to join WTO and benefit from liberal trade 

must implement TRIPS as well (WTO 2012). This universalism of intellectual property rights is 

enforced by developed counties despite the fact that developing countries have different attitudes and 
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ethical norms, rooted in their culture, towards intellectual property rights (see Ess 2009). Developing 

countries claim that technological and cultural information should flow freely and be accessible to 

everyone since it is a common heritage of all mankind (Drahos and Braithwaite 2000, 76). Furthermore, 

according to Shiva, “the globalization of western-style intellectual property rights, in a world of deep 

inequalities, is a direct assault on the economic rights of the poor” (2001, 39). Shiva also states that 

sharing is caring. Of course, developed countries do not agree with this position and keep pushing 

intellectual property rights regimes in order to protect their businesses and the ruling classes.  

 

However, voices against intellectual property rights, the way they are now, have emerged, and not only 

in developing countries. Some parts of Western society do not accept such vast commodification of 

culture and information which neoliberalism has brought. File sharers, activists, and hackers keep 

struggling “around the ways in which commodification affects the web of life” (Harvey 2005b, 87). In 

this thesis this kind of struggle is analysed.  

 

Now that the neoliberalist ideas have been presented and it has been explained how they are connected 

with the rise in intellectual property, it is time to look at the theories that are commonly used to justify 

intellectual property as such.  

 

2.3. A Typology of Theoretical Positions on Intellectual Property  

 

The main theories regarding intellectual property legitimisation will be presented in this sub-chapter. 

Furthermore, the shortcomings of the theories will be explained.  

 

First of all, it is necessary to define intellectual property. According to Moor, “intellectual property is 

generally characterized as nonphysical property that is the product of cognitive processes and whose 

value is based upon some idea or collection of ideas” (2008, 105-106).  

 

In the literature three main theories are found which are used to justify intellectual property: personality-

based, Lockean, and rule-utilitarian (Moore 2008, 108-113). Personality-based theory has its roots in 

famous philosopher Georg W. F. Hegel’s works. Lockean theory is based on John Locke’s philosophy, 

while influential contributors to rule-utilitarian theory are Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. 

Personality-based and Lockean views are based on ethical concerns. There, intellectual property rights 

are seen as natural rights. Meanwhile, the rule-utilitarian theory is based on economic reasoning. 
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Let us begin with the explanation of the personality-based theory. Researchers that favour this theory 

claim that “intellectual property is an extension of individual personality,” an expression of self and self-

actualisation; hence, “individuals have moral claims over their own talents, feelings, character traits, and 

experiences” (Moore 2008, 108). Thus, intellectual property has a relationship with personhood 

(Spinello and Tavani 2005, 10). For individuals it is crucial to have control over their created objects 

because “by expanding our self outward beyond our own minds and mixing with tangible and intangible 

items – we both define ourselves and obtain control over our goals and projects” (Moore 2008, 108). To 

sum up, according to personality-based theory, intellectual property is a part of individual identity; it 

comes from the individual self; hence an individual has a natural proprietary right over what he or she 

creates. Moreover, an individual has a right to do with his or her creation (possession) whatever he or 

she wants. Furthermore, it is claimed that individuals need property in order to express themselves since 

property provides freedom. “Without property there can be no self-expression and without self-

expression there can be no freedom” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 11). The same personality-based 

approach, May, in his book A Global Political Economy of Intellectual Property Rights, calls a self-

development schema. According to May, “property is central element in the construction and definition 

of self” (2000, 92). He argues that in the logic of this theory “property is not the reward for efforts” but 

is a tool to protect individuals from the state and from other individuals in the society (May 2000, 92). 

Thus, intellectual property rights are seen as “fundamental elements of an individual’s free existence” 

(May 2000, 92).  

 

However, personality-based theory has serious shortcomings. Moore claims that there are at least four 

problems with it. First of all, he questions if we really “own our feelings, character traits, and 

experiences” (Moore 2008, 109). Secondly, even if we assumed that “individuals own or have moral 

claims to their personality it does not automatically follow that such claims are expanded when 

personalities become infused in a tangible or intangible work” (Moore 2008, 109). While arguing 

against personality-based theory, he goes even further and says that rather than establishing property 

claims over intellectual creations we should view them “as an abandonment of personality – similar to 

the sloughing off of hair and skin cells” (Moore 2008, 109). The third shortcoming of the theory, 

according to Moore, is a lack of argument in favour of intellectual property rights. He states that 

personality-based justification would be enough only for “prohibition against alteration” of intellectual 

property. Lastly, he notes that “there are many intellectual innovations in which there is no evidence of 

the creator’s personality” (Moore 2008, 109). So, how can intellectual property rights be justified in 

relation to such creations? Spinello and Tavani contribute to the criticism of personality-based theory by 

questioning how to define and quantify self-expression. Furthermore, it is important to note that creators 
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and innovators are born, live, and interact in the society; they are not isolated in time or space, and they 

gain knowledge from their surroundings. Thus, the notion of an individual creator is “a myth,” just like 

it is “a myth” that knowledge is “isolated in a time and space” without any connection to any “social 

fabric and contributions from the past” (Shiva 2001, 21). Innovation and knowledge are social collective 

phenomena which are “based on the exchange within a community,” and Shiva raises the question of 

why the benefit should only go to the last person that contributed to it (2001, 21). 

 

The second theory, which is widely used to justify intellectual property, is Lockean. The advocates of 

this theory justify intellectual property since they see it as a result of labour and merit (Spinello and 

Tavani 2005, 8). For them proprietary rights are a reward for labour, from which eventually all of the 

society benefits. In addition to this, Lockeans see “labouring, producing, thinking, and persevering, as 

voluntary actions;” thus, “individuals who engage in these activities are entitled to what they produce” 

(Moore 2008, 119). Furthermore, it is believed that creative activities are unpleasant and exhausting. 

Therefore, a creator deserves a reward, which comes in a form of property rights, respect, and autonomy 

(Moore 2008, 121). A very important part of Lockean theory is the Lockean proviso. Its main purpose is 

to limit the amount of property and to preserve the commons (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 8). According 

to Locke, individuals can benefit from the commons if they mix them with labour; however, only until 

“there is enough, and as good left for others” (Locke 1952 cited in Spinello and Tavani 2005, 8). Moore 

concludes that “the underlying rationale of Locke’s proviso is that if no one’s situation is worsened, then 

no one can complain about another individual appropriating a part of the commons” (Moore 2008, 122). 

The Lockean proviso can be applied to intellectual property by not allowing “the propertisation of 

abstract ideas” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 9). May calls Lockeans’ intellectual property justification 

theory an instrumental schema where a reward for labour is the most important thing encouraging 

individuals to create (2000, 24-25). 

 

According to Moore, Lockean intellectual property justification might be criticised by questioning 

whether an individual would create if there were no property rights granted for his creations. He asks if 

only a monetary reward can encourage individuals to create, under which circumstances it is acceptable 

to use commons, and when and how to know that someone is worsened or bettered (Moore 2008, 124). 

Other critics go even further and question the emphasis on labour itself: “labour is either too 

indeterminate or too incomplete a basis on which to base justification of property” (Drahos 1996 cited in 

Spinello and Tavani 2005, 9). Furthermore, determining intellectual labour itself is problematic. Spinello 

and Tavani ask whether intellectual labour should be considered as the time and energy used to produce 

goods and what should be done with those intellectual goods that can be created with a minimal amount 
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of labour or without any at all (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 10). Lastly, it is important to note that usually 

it is not the creators or inventors that hold proprietary rights over the results of their labour, but 

corporations. Media industries exploit the creators and benefit “at the expense of society” due to existing 

intellectual property right laws (Burkart and McCourt 2006, 11).  

 

The third theory which will be explained here is rule-utilitarian. Nowadays in an era of neoliberalism it 

is the most popular theory used to justify intellectual property rights. This theory focuses on the 

economic outcomes of proprietary rights. Rule-utilitarian advocates argue that intellectual property 

rights “lead to an optimal amount on intellectual works being produced and a corresponding optimal 

amount of social utility” (Moore 2008, 110). Thus, rule-utilitarian justification of intellectual property 

rights lies in promoting social progress. Rule-utilitarians share the same argument with Lockeans by 

claiming that, if there were no intellectual property rights, authors and inventors would not be interested 

in the production of intellectual objects because they would not benefit from them. However, there is 

one main difference between these two theories. According to rule-utilitarians, “the rights are granted to 

the authors or inventors not because they deserve such rights or have mixed their labour in an 

appropriate way, but because this is the only way to ensure that an optimal amount of intellectual 

products will be available for society” (Moore 2008, 111). Thus, intellectual property rights for rule-

utilitarians are not natural rights. In addition to this, Spinello and Tavani claim that the rule-utilitarian 

argument for property rights is based on “the premise that people need to acquire, possess and use things 

in order to achieve some degree of happiness and fulfilment” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 13). To sum up, 

according to rule-utilitarians and neoliberals, intellectual property rights are necessary for economic 

development.  

 

The criticism of the rule-utilitarian theory lies in questioning the necessity of granting exclusive 

proprietary rights for authors and inventors over their works in order to secure innovations. Moore 

suggests establishing “equally powerful incentives for the production of intellectual property that does 

not also require initial restricted use guaranteed by rights” (Moore 2008, 113). Spinello and Tavani 

criticize the main rule-utilitarian argument by emphasizing that there is a lack of empirical data to 

confirm that proprietary rights stimulate productivity. On the contrary, due to strong intellectual rights 

innovations slightly decrease (Benkler 2006, 39).  

 

May’s identified economic schema justifying intellectual property is not really the same as the rule-

utilitarian approach, despite the fact that it emphasises social utility as well. The justification of the 

economic schema of property is based on “the efficient allocations of recourses” (May 2000, 92). 
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According to this schema, property within the market structure is owned by those that value it most and 

are able to “utilize it more efficiently to produce further economic goods” and “maximize the return on 

an investment” (May 2000, 92). Economic schema does not use moral reasoning for justification of 

intellectual property rights but is based on “the increase in overall social utility through the promotion of 

efficient and productive activities” (May 2000, 93). 

 

In this sub-chapter, three main theories used to justify the institution of intellectual property were 

presented, together with their criticism. In the following sub-chapter, attitudes toward file sharing will 

be analysed. 

 

2.4. A Typology of Theoretical Positions on File Sharing 

 

The typology of theoretical positions on file sharing will be provided here. The views of researchers will 

be grouped according to the advocacy of ideas. These ideas are divided into three political ideologies: 

liberalism (cyber-liberalism), social democracy, and socialism. Liberalism and socialism are “classical” 

ideological traditions standing for different visions of the society (Heywood 2007, 16). However, 

“ideologies inevitably tend to merge into and become confused with ‘values’” (Heywood 2007, 12). 

What results that ideologies “overlap with other ideologies and shade into one another” (Heywood 2007, 

14). Such a hybrid form of ideology is social democracy, since it shares both “right” and “left” values by 

“utilising both state and market in a governing partnership, emphasising rights and responsibilities in 

citizenship, individual and community as the basis of social order” (Bastow and Martin 2003, 3; 

emphasis in the original). A hybrid form of ideology is the idea of the Third Way, which rejects the 

antagonism between “right” and “left” and rather mixes both ideologies’ values (see Bastow and Martin 

2003).  

 

However, the sub-chapter begins with an explanation of the differences between tangible and intangible 

goods since they are commonly used by file sharers to justify their actions.  

 

2.4.1. Differences Between Tangible and Intangible Goods 

 

Spinello and Tavani, in the article Intellectual Property Rights: From Theory to Practical 

Implementation, explained how intellectual objects (intangible goods) differ from psychical objects 

(tangible goods). Their arguments are based on the claim that “intellectual objects are public goods” 

(Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). They are distinguished by three essential differences.  
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First, they claim that intellectual objects differ from tangible goods since they are non-rivalrous and non-

exclusive. Non-rivalry means that if someone uses an object, the same amount of it is left for others to 

consume and non-exclusivity means that it is impossible to exclude someone from consuming goods 

(Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). To illustrate the claim Spinello and Tavani give an example of a 

computer and software. If someone owns a computer, which is a physical object, others cannot own it. 

Of course, it is possible to steal a computer, in which case the primary owner of the computer will not 

have it any more. However, the situation is completely different if someone owns software. It is possible 

to make a copy of the software as perfect as the original one and share it. In this case, two individuals 

would own the same software at the same time and would not affect each other’s ability to use it. 

 

However, here occurs the problem of free riding. Spinello and Tavani illustrate the problem with the 

example of taxes. Some people pay taxes, and all without exception can benefit from services which are 

financed by the tax money, for example police, roads, education, healthcare, and so on (Spinello and 

Tavani 2005, 5).  

 

The second difference between tangible and non-tangible goods is scarcity. This feature exclusively 

characterises physical objects. To illustrate their argument researchers use the example of owning land. 

There are natural, practical, and political limitations for this kind of ownership; thus land is a scarce 

resource. However, the situation is completely different with intellectual objects since “most kinds of 

intellectual objects are easily reproducible and shareable” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). As an 

illustration of the argument Spinello and Tavani give the example of Microsoft Word program. It is 

possible to reproduce countless digital copies of it and to distribute it at zero cost. Thus, intellectual 

objects are not scarce. 

 

The third difference between intellectual objects and physical objects is vagueness. Spinello and Tavani 

ask: “[w]hat exactly it is that one can legally claim to own” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). The authors 

say that “it is impossible to ‘own’ abstract idea or concept, at least in the same (legal) sense that one can 

own a physical object” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). Hence, the difference between tangible and non-

tangible goods lies in the impossibility to exclude people from using ideas once they are revealed as it is 

possible to exclude people from using physical objects (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). Since protecting 

ideas is complicated, ownership and legal protection are granted “only to the tangible expression of an 

idea that is creative or original” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5; emphasis in the original). Therefore, the 
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idea or creative work (intangible good) “must be expressed or (‘fixed’) in some tangible medium in 

order to be protected” (Spinello and Tavani 2005, 5). Such a tangible medium can be paper, CD, etc. 

 

Even though an intellectual object, according to the intellectual property rights, can “belong” to the 

author or proprietor, Spinello and Tavani in the end of the article, ask whether it is proper to describe 

that belonging as a “property.”  

 

Now that the differences between tangible and intangible goods have been explained, political views 

will be discussed which will be used as a basis to group researchers and practitioner attitudes toward file 

sharing.   

 

2.4.2. Presentation of Political Views   

 

In this sub-chapter, liberalism, socialism, and social democracy will be presented, as well as the main 

values and ideas of those ideologies.  

 

Liberalism is a political theory of modernity which does not have a “single unchanging nature or 

essence” but consists of four distinctive features: individualism, egalitarianism, universalism, and 

meliorism (Gray 1995, xi-xii). This political theory emphasises the individuality and person rather than 

society and collectivity. It is believed that all the people are equal and have the same moral status. It is 

also claimed that the well-being of a society depends on individuals’ efforts (Gray 1995, xii). Liberalism 

praises the value of choice and autonomy. The idea of freedom in liberalism is dual. It consists of “non-

interference and independence on one hand,” and the right “to participate in a collective decision-

making on the other hand” (Gray 1995, 56). In liberalists’ eyes individual liberty is the most important 

thing. It is established by the institution of private property and free markets, which become central in 

the theory. The liberalists’ sense of having private property means to be a free man and to have “the 

disposition over your own talents, abilities and labour” (Gray 1995, 61). Liberalists claim that a shift 

“from private property to communal or collective institutions” will result in a decrease “of the practical 

knowledge available to the society” (Gray 1995, 63). Moreover, according to liberalists, collectively-

owned assets deny personal independence and individuality, which are necessary for individual 

happiness. Thus, the privatization of commons is a very distinct characteristic of liberalism. In liberal 

states the government’s power is limited since its main role is to protect rights (Gray 1995, 70). 

Additionally, social welfare in liberal states is weak.  
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Socialists criticize the institution of strong private property in liberalism because they see it as a 

“constraint upon liberty” itself (Gray 1995, 61). They emphasise that the allocation of resources in 

liberalism is unjust (Gray 1995, 83). Socialists propose abolishing the institution of private property and 

replacing it with common ownership. In other words, they suggest keeping a balance between the right 

to property and the interest of community (Heywood 2007, 110-111); in this way, inequality will be 

overcome. Furthermore, in order to reduce inequality, socialists suggest progressive taxation, welfare 

benefits, and established national minimums (Andrew 2010, 102). Socialists criticize capitalist industrial 

society since it favours individualism rather than the community. Furthermore, competition and isolation 

are seen as negative consequences of capitalism. The demand for equality is central to socialism; 

everyone must be treated in the same way (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 15). Any kind of equality is 

important: economic, political, or social (Andrew 2010, 102). Socialists believe that society can be 

“cooperative, free of the opportunity for greed and acquisitiveness, and yet efficient and free of 

oppression” (Geller 1993, xiii). The main aim of socialism is to create a society which is “based on the 

vales of solidarity and cooperation” (Newman 2005, 3). Liberty for socialism is important as well 

(Geoghegan 2003, 76). Socialists do not agree that an individual’s actions are motivated only by self-

interest and competition (Newman 2005, 3). Democracy plays an important role in socialism since “a 

democratic will is a communal will” (Geoghegan 2003, 78). Socialists promote education since it 

encourages the growth of free individuality (Geoghegan 2003, 78). Good health and welfare conditions 

are important for socialists as well. The role of a government is also significant. However, the critique of 

socialism is connected with the question of control since it is argued what kind and how much political 

control there should be in a society in order to avoid the possibility of dictatorship (Geller 1993, xiii-xiv).  

 

Social democracy is a political ideology whose main values are freedom, equality, solidarity, and 

democracy (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 9-29). Collectivity is important to the ideology as well since it 

is “a precondition for the freedom of movement for the individual and the opportunity to manage his 

own life” (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 12). Social democrats take into account the social order in 

which freedom operates, and they agree that it is necessary to limit the freedoms of the strong for the 

good of all the others (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 12-13). Social security, education, and welfare are 

central to social democrats in terms of equality. These services must be accessible for everyone despite 

their economic resources. Solidarity is another important value in social democracy, which not only 

represents collective self-interest, but also mutual responsibility (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 23). It is 

opposite to egoism, “which allows exploitation of others for personal advantage” (Carlsson and 

Lindgren 1998, 23). Democracy for social democrats represents the right to be involved and have some 

influence in decision making, and to respect the decisions that are already made (Carlsson and Lindgren 
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1998, 29). Social democrats emphasise not only rights but also responsibilities. They do accept 

capitalism and private ownership and profit motive as “a driving force in private production” (Carlsson 

and Lindgren 1998, 47). However, the profit motive is seen not as motivation for all kinds of activities. 

Social democrats stand for a “mixed economy” (Carlsson and Lindgren 1998, 48).  

  

2.4.3. Distribution of Positions in File Sharing Regarding Political Ideologies  

  

In this sub-chapter, researchers’ views will be classified according to their advocatory ideas and political 

ideologies. In the table below, the advantages and disadvantages regarding file sharing and activism are 

provided. 

Table 1 The distribution of positions in file sharing regarding political ideologies and attitudes 
  Advantages of  file 

sharing and activism 

Disadvantages of file 

sharing and activism  

Critical/socialism Main political 

value  

Community, cooperation,  

equality;  

Community, cooperation,  

equality; 

 

Main 

argument 

1. File sharing is an 

alternative creative 

community; 

2. Information is a 

common social 

construction, the heritage 

of all mankind, hence “a 

public good;” 

1. File sharing is not a 

political movement, it is 

apolitical;  

2. Intellectual property 

rights are central aspects 

of the economy of an 

information society; 

Outcome  1. File sharing prevents 

and struggles against  the 

exploitation of the 

commons; 

2. It provides greater 

access to information; 

3. It undermines social 

division;  

4. Due to file sharing 

individuals can benefit 

1. File sharing is used only 

for consumerist, 

entertainment purposes; 

2. File sharing is theft;  

3. It is more about taking/ 

receiving than 

contributing/giving to the 

Net and gift economy.  

4. It does not encourage 

collectivity or participation 
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more than in a market 

economy; 

5. File sharing creates a 

gift economy; 

6. It encourages 

collectivity, participation, 

and creativity; 

since file sharers’ actions 

are individualistic; 

Liberalism  

(cyber-liberalism) 

Main political 

value 

Individualism, freedom, 

equality;  

Individualism, freedom, 

equality; 

Main 

argument 

1. The freedom of the Net, 

the freedom of creativity 

and ideas, the freedom of 

speech; 

2. In the future file 

sharing can become a 

power-changing political 

agenda around intellectual 

property rights; 

3. media business needs to 

adjust to the new times 

1. File sharing constrains 

the freedom of business 

and authors/creators/ 

inventors from benefiting 

from their creative 

activities; 

2. File sharing is not a 

political movement. It is 

individualistic action; 

Outcome 1. File sharing provides 

equal opportunities to 

access information, 

knowledge, and culture; 

2. It encourages 

individuality and 

customisation; 

3. File sharing encourages 

e-business and 

participation in the 

market; 

4. It is changing 

established business 

1. File sharing hurts 

business and in the long 

run society’s interest; 

2. It discourages 

innovation and creativity;  
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practices; 

Social democracy Main political 

value 

Freedom, equality, 

solidarity, and democracy; 

Freedom, equality, 

solidarity, and 

democracy; 

Main 

argument  

1. Intellectual property 

rights are unjust, not 

balanced with the 

technologies of our time;  

2. Information and culture 

are “public goods” since 

they are created “on the 

shoulder of giants;”   

3. File sharing can 

become a movement 

shaping intellectual 

property rights;  

1. A dual economy is 

needed; 

2. Market relations are 

needed for the Net; 

Outcome  1. File sharing encourages 

creativity and freedom; 

2. It protects and struggles 

for fair use; 

3. It struggles for public 

domain existence and 

richness;  

4. It helps to maintain 

democracy since it allows 

for “more voices;”  

1. File sharing discourages 

the production of 

information and cultural 

goods; 

 

Let us begin with the socialist view. On the Net, a new alternative creative community has emerged 

which treats the Net as a place for a gift economy, where information is thought to be a gift (Barbrook 

2007). The Net gift economy means giving and receiving information without payment (Barbrook 1998). 

Changes on the Net as well as in the society and legal system are necessary since capitalism and the 

commodification of information restrict and limit technological and social advance (Barbrook 2007). 

Due to these limitations a gap between the classes has enlarged. Thus, it is necessary to make computer 

technologies, information, and culture accessible to everyone in order to undermine social divisions 
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(Söderberg 2008, 4). Furthermore, it is possible to create a “socialist utopia” on the Net since due to file 

sharing and the gift economy, individuals can benefit much more than they contribute (Barbrook 2007). 

For socialist equality, sharing and commons are the most important since this political ideology 

emphasises community and collectivity. Thus, intellectual property rights are seen as major obstacles to 

on-line collaboration, participation and creativity. Moreover, intellectual property rights favour 

capitalism, and create exclusive conditions for it by undermining society’s needs. Intellectual property 

rights create “a temporary monopoly on varying types of knowledge, allowing their owners to restrict, or 

even prevent, other from using that knowledge” (Pugatch 2004, 16). The inequality of the possibility to 

access knowledge and the concentration of power around information worry researchers the most. At 

this juncture file sharing is seen as resistance against Internet enclosure and corporate power, as well as 

the struggle for equality and freedom of information; it is a “public-spirited activity” (Dyer-Witheford 

2002, 136). Net activists believe that “information cannot and should not be owned” (Dyer-Witheford 

2002, 136). One of the reasons why file sharing has become so popular in the capitalist system is that the 

market has failed to satisfy individuals’ needs and they need to “step-out of the market relationships” 

(Söderberg 2008, 9). File sharers rebel against “inflexible price structure, limited consumer choices, 

irresponsible gatekeeping and technological oligopolies” (Vaidhyanathan 2004, 60). Piracy has emerged 

in opposition to e-commerce and e-capitalism. It has had an effect on and has changed established 

business practices (Dyer-Witheford 2002, 143-144). Media industries feel threatened by file sharing 

since they are afraid that they will lose their monopoly on marketing and distribution of digital cultural 

goods (Vaidhyanathan 2004). Furthermore, business wants to protect information as a commodity, speed 

up circulation, and limit users’ know-how (Söderberg 2008, 90) and are doing so in order to secure sales. 

Media industries are fighting against file sharing only because of capitalist reasoning. However, for file 

sharers the battle over peer-to-peer technologies lies in “values beyond commerce and crime” 

(Vaidhyanathan 2004, 60).  It is a struggle “for free speech, privacy, and intellectual freedom” 

(Vaidhyanathan 2004, 60). It is also a struggle for public space, which was created by hackers and can 

remain only if it stays open and accessible (Söderberg 2008, 49). Moreover, the struggle between media 

industries and file sharers represents a fundamental clash of ideologies – “anarchy versus oligarchy” 

(Vaidhyanathan 2004, 23). Thus, political relations of sharing and getting resources are becoming a 

major political challenge to capitalist society (Barbrook 2007). In order to deal with that challenge 

media industries use the notion of “moral panic” (Vaidhyanathan 2004). They portray file sharing as a 

crime connected to terrorist groups and neo-Nazis since in this way it is easier to convince society to 

fight against it (Drahos and Braithwaite 2002, 27). However, file sharers are not thieves, just individuals 

that “simply do not recognize the new enclosures of information within private property as legitimate” 

(Wark 2006, 175). However, despite all the attempts of the media industry to suppress file sharing, it is 
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believed that in the near future no company, court or technology will shut down file sharing; thus “the 

world of atoms would soon be governed by the rules of bits” (Vaidhyanathan 2004, 158). Moreover, 

capitalists and neo-liberalism emphasise individuality, personal independence, but individuals are 

collective creatures and they miss belonging to the community which a gift economy creates (Barbrook 

2007).  

 

However, not all researchers sharing socialistic views see file sharing as a form of resistance driven by 

political reasons. Of course, they do agree that rejection of proprietary rights to digital goods is a 

political act; however, May claims that Barbrook overestimated the importance of the gift economy with 

reference to file sharers. File sharing is more about receiving/taking than giving (May 2002, 102). File 

sharers’ actions are led only by a consumerist agenda – they file share copyright-protected material for 

entertainment purposes. As May states: their “thefts are only political acts by implication, not intent” 

(2002, 103). Moreover, file sharing is “a culture of individual wants being fulfilled without much 

concern for the effects” (May 2002, 102). Thus, hacktivism and piracy represent an individual resistance 

against cyber space enclosure but are not a social movement (Dyer-Witheford 2002). File sharing is “a 

social movement in all but name,” since it rarely declares itself as such (Wark 2006, 175). Furthermore, 

file sharing is a day-to-day activity and not the politics of today (May 2002, Wark 2006). However, at 

present this argument can be denied since in several countries Pirate Parties have emerged and political 

representation of file sharers has become stronger.  

 

Cyber-liberalism is a social movement whose main aim is to oppose “technological lockdowns on music, 

online surveillance, crackdowns on copy-protection research, restriction of fair use rights, and their 

chilling effect on free speech” (Burkart 2010, 2). The freedom of the Net is central in liberalist values. 

File sharing is seen as a tool to change the future of the music industry, which will help to bypass large 

conglomerates, their control of product distribution, and the exploitation of authors (Burkart and 

McCourt 2006). It is believed that activism in the future will become “a potential source of effective 

collective action of communication policy reforms, political power sharing and democratisation” 

(Burkart 2010, 89). Strong attacks against file sharing from media conglomerates confirm their fear of 

possible future influence on shaping intellectual property policy in cyberspace (Burkart 2010). The 

availability of free information benefits individuals since financing and social-transaction constraints are 

loosened and this results in equality of opportunity (Benkler 2006, 13-14). Furthermore, the ability to 

use information and knowledge allows individuals to participate in the production of information 

(Benkler 2006, 14). Moreover, weaker intellectual property rights are necessary for e-business practises 

(Stiernstedt and Jakobsson 2010). Strict intellectual property rights constrain it. Moreover, it is not 
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always obvious what is considered piracy on the Net since “the line between a pirate and a smaller but 

legitimate competitor becomes, at times, blurred” (Drahos and Braithwaite 2002, 181). Hence, big and 

powerful companies can use legal power against small ones in order to protect their interests. 

Furthermore, intellectual property rights create a monopolised trading environment and temporary 

monopolies (Pugatch 2004, 48). Such a situation is not beneficial for individuals since it results in 

decreased competition in the market and higher prices.  

 

However, it is possible to look at file sharing as a burden to the business. File sharing threatens media 

industries in terms of losing control of the means of production and a big part of revenues since 

transferring information is a very important part of the economic sector (McLeod 2001, 244). Lost 

revenues result in unpaid taxes, and lost jobs and wages (RIAA 2012). Thus, due to file sharing the 

entire economy is harmed, and intellectual property regulation must continue to enlarge in the future. 

Another problem caused by file sharing is free riding. Free riding discourages business and authors from 

innovation because they are not able to receive monetary rewards from their activities (Pugatch 2004, 

19). In liberalism, the justification of intellectual property rights is based on rule-utilitarian theory; thus 

strict intellectual property rights are necessary to benefit the creator/investor. File sharing as a 

movement is not strong enough to influence or not and change the legal system since industries have a 

significant advantage and have the ability “to bring the policing power of the state to bear upon 

infringers” (McLeod 2001, 247). In addition to this, file sharing “lacks institutionalisation, does not 

demonstrate a movement politics, and lacks self-conception and social agency” (Burkart 2010, 111). 

Furthermore, it will be difficult for an activist to change the existing situation in the intellectual property 

rights regimes since intellectual property owners have already obtained some rights and there will be 

more attempts from them to push the regime even further (Drahos and Braithwaite 2002). 

 

From the social democratic perspective the Internet has changed the power relations in culture since it 

provided individuals with the possibility of participating in its production (Lessig 2004, 9). Due to this 

change, media industries feel that they might lose control over “making and cultivating culture” (Lessig 

2004, 9). Thus, media industries have lobbied successfully for tighter intellectual property laws. 

However, a stricter regime does not support creativity but protects certain industries against competition 

and allows treating intellectual goods as physical (Lessig 2004, 19). Creative property should be treated 

differently than any other property since it is not the same (Lessig 2004, 118-119). Due to existing 

intellectual property rights, the property system on the Net has become unbalanced with the technologies 

of our time; thus a dual system is needed (Lessig 2004). In order to achieve justice on the Net, it must be 

governed by a combination of market actions and private and voluntary nonmarket actions (Benkler 
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2006, 21). Both institutions of commons and private property are needed since both of them “allow for a 

certain freedom of action and a certain degree of predictability of access to resources” (Benkler 2006, 

24). Furthermore, social democrats are concerned with democracy and justice. Lessig sees threatening 

tendencies that “a code becomes a law” (Lessig 2004, 160). Since intellectual property owners, with the 

help of technology, can completely decide what terms copyright protected material will be used by 

undermining fair use; thus “the code extends the law” (Lessig 2004, 160). Another thing which worries 

social democrats is a constant extension of the copyright duration. It has “tripled in the past thirty years” 

(Lessig 2004, 161). Furthermore, the scope of protection has increased as well (Lessig 2004, 161). 

Copyright terms should be shorter and removed where they limit the access and the spread of 

information (Lessig 2001, 249). Furthermore, existing intellectual property rights prevent new cultural 

and informational goods from passing to the public domain and suppress fair use. Thus, under these 

conditions it has become necessary to limit the freedom of the strong for the well-being of all the society. 

Social democrats seek to achieve a balance, both on the Net and between powers.  

 

However, Lessig claims that in general intellectual property rights are needed and commercial copying 

must be regulated. However, non-commercial copying and especially transformation (for example 

culture jamming, mash-ups) should not be restricted (Lessig 2004, 172). Extremely high penalties for 

file sharing are absurd (Lessig 2004, 185). At the moment copyright law is violated so often and by so 

many that it has become disrespected. It is time to change it since “the rule of law depends upon people 

obeying the law” (Lessig 2001, 203). One of main concerns of social democrats is democracy, because 

strict intellectual property rights suppress “voices” and this results in a lack of democracy (Lessing 

2004). File sharing is a “political countermovement” and a “direct opposition to proprietary claims” 

(Benkler 2006, 26).  It allows sharing on social terms, not on market relations (Benkler 2006, 26). Lessig 

believes that just as environmentalist movements have changed environmental policy, it is possible to 

free culture on the Internet via social movements as well. 

 

To sum up, all three political ideologies agree that information, knowledge, and culture are connected to 

human freedom and development and therefore access to them should be guaranteed for all. It is the 

basis for equality, justice, freedom, and welfare. However, each political ideology has its own arguments 

for and against file sharing.  

 

2.4.4. A Typology of File Sharers and Activists  
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According to Burkart, there are four types of activism on the Net. The first one is alternative-media 

activism (Creative Commons, Free Software Society). These activists promote an alternative copyright 

system. Their aim is to encourage creativity and to establish a creative commons (Burkart 2010, 44). 

The second type of activism is radical-media activism. The main difference between alternative-media 

activists and radical-media activists is that “alternative-media activist are frequently content to adapt to 

existing power structures, and may even personally or collectively benefit from them, radical-media 

activists want to subvert or overturn the conventional system” (Burkart 2010, 48). According to Burkart, 

alternative-media and radical-media activisms are politically-oriented activisms. The third type of 

activism is culture jamming. It is partly political and partly cultural since “culture jammers appropriate 

symbolic – and primarily pop-culture – resources from mainstream institutions and turn the resources 

against those institutions and their operating logics” (Burkart 2010, 48). Burkart claims that the spirit of 

anarchism, spontaneity, and experiments lay in culture-jammers practise; thus their “illegal art” is civil 

disobedience against intellectual property laws (Burkart 2010, 49). The fourth type of activism is 

hacktivism. The scholar claims that the hackers’ culture is “anarchistic and oriented to autonomy and 

independence” (Burkart 2010, 51). Their main aim is to struggle with existing information regimes 

which they see as “antidemocratic or imposed by bureaucrats or police” (Burkart 2010, 53).  

 

The author of the thesis believes that file sharing is an example of radical-media activism. However, it is 

complex. There are four types of file sharers, which are classified by Lessig according to the material 

they file share and download (2004, 68-69).  

 

Some file sharers download copyright-protected material since they do not want to buy it (type A). 

However, there are others who sample information, for example music, in order to purchase it later (type 

B). Lessig suggests looking at the B type of file sharing as a successful targeted advertising which leads 

to economic benefit for the media business. The third type of file sharers are those that share copyright-

protected material which is no longer available to obtain legitimately or which they would not have 

purchased because of pricing (type C). This type of file sharing is “the most rewarding for many,” 

despite the fact that it is “still technically a violation of copyright” (Lessig 2004, 68). Lessig claims that 

type C file sharing does not bring any harm to the copyright owner because material is not sold; hence 

they did not lose anything. The fourth, D type of file sharing, is completely legal file sharing since non-

copyrighted material or the material which copyright owners gave away freely to exchange is shared. 

Researcher concludes that only the A type of file sharing is economically harmful and only the D type is 

completely legal according to existing copyright laws. Type B is illegal but beneficial for business, and 

type C is illegal but beneficial for the society (Lessig 2004, 68-69). 
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Furthermore, file sharing has an ideology which is based on cultural assumptions: 

• “Culture is shared. 

• Obscurity mimics anonymity. 

• Private, individual transactions can’t harm large, powerful institutions.  

• Local behaviours and actions seem justifiable. 

• Large, widespread, uncoordinated actions can not be policed easily, precisely, or 

moderately” (Vaidhyanathan 2004, 20). 

 

The subject of the next sub-chapter is an explanation of how critical political economy fits the study 

case.  

 

2.5. Critical Political Economy, Intellectual Property Rights, and File Sharing 

 

Here it will be explained why critical political economy was chosen as an approach to the analysis of file 

sharing, and how it differs from the approaches described in the 2.3. sub-chapter (Lockean, Hegelian 

(self-development), and utilitarian theories), and why it is seen as superior. 

 

To begin with, it is important to note that the author of the thesis has chosen critical political economy as 

an approach because the theory focuses on power relationships and struggles between the classes 

(property owners versus non-owners). In the thesis case the conflict between media conglomerates and 

file sharers is analysed. Furthermore, critical political economy sees the double role of media and 

communication in modern society, “as an industry in their own right and as the major site of the 

representations and arenas of debate through which the overall system is imagined and argued over” 

(Wasko, Murdock and Sousa 2011, 2). This theory challenges “market fundamentalism” and defends the 

public good (Murdock 2011, 17). It analyses how cultural consumption depends on the relationship 

between material and cultural inequality (Murdock and Golding 2005, 66). Critical political economy is 

seen as superior since it goes “beyond situated action to show how particular micro contexts are shaped 

by general economic dynamics and the wider formation they sustain” (Murdock and Golding 2005, 62). 

The theory is “concerned with changing the world as well as with analysing it” (Murdock and Golding 

2005, 65). Furthermore, critical political economy of intellectual property questions if “the products of 

intellect can be considered property at all” (May 2000, 98). This theory allows for investigating how 
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intellectual property rights have influenced social, political, economic, and cultural life. It helps to track 

the change in commodification, structuralisation, and spatialisation of information.  

 

Personality-based, Lockean, and rule-utilitarian theories, which are commonly used to justify intellectual 

property rights, can be criticised from the critical political economy perspective on the basis of their 

general claim “for a workable analogy between owning things and ‘owning’ knowledge, or on the basis 

of their criteria; that for intellectual property the outcome is not what would be expected from their 

prescription” (May 2000, 93). As May states, “in this gap between words and deeds there is a space to 

develop an immanent critique” (2000, 93). Critical political economy claims that intellectual objects 

cannot be treated as physical ones because the reproduction of intellectual goods basically does not cost 

anything after they are created and because intellectual goods lack scarcity (May 2000, 42). Furthermore, 

information is “a public good” and due to its characteristics (zero marginal cost and non-rivalry) it 

should not be treated as market production (Benkler 2006, 36). Selling information is inefficient for 

society’s utility and it would be better if information were “given away for free” or “on the cost of 

communicating” (Benkler 2006, 37). Knowledge should be accessible to all but artificially-created 

scarcity of information goods allowed treating them as commodities in the market and the accessibility 

of information, knowledge, and culture came to depend on the individual’s economic resources. Thus, 

neoliberalism created market relationships around information, knowledge, and culture that hurt 

society’s utility, individual interests, and freedom and equality.   

 

Furthermore, in neoliberalism and the theories presented in the 2.3 sub-chapter, individual efforts to 

create and innovate are emphasised, but it was forgotten that “knowledge and information is produced 

not by individuals, but collectively in collaboration” (Hardt and Negri 2005, 187). Information is 

produced “on the shoulders of giants,” which means that to produce something new it is necessary to use 

contributions from the past (Benkler 2006, 37). Due to existing intellectual property rights, the last one 

that developed the idea is rewarded; meanwhile precursors are forgotten and the concept of knowledge 

as a social element is denied (May 2000, 95). Intellectual property laws undermine the commons and the 

social nature of production (Hardt and Negri 2005, 187). 

 

Moreover, in neo-liberalism it is assumed that everything that is valuable should be privately owned in 

order to use it effectively. However, “social life depends on commons,” and it functions because not 

everything in the world is privately owned (Hardt and Negri 2005, 188). It is forgotten that information 

and culture is the heritage of all human kind, which should be shared and available for everyone. 

Paradoxically, intellectual property rights were created in order to stimulate creativity and innovation, to 
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encourage the spread of knowledge, but the result is the opposite. Intellectual property rights limit 

access to information, knowledge, culture, individuals’ creativity, which is done in order to secure 

economic returns for business (Benkler 2006, 25). Furthermore, it negatively affects future innovations 

by limiting information and the knowledge consumptions of today (Benkler 2006, 38). Thus, free 

exchange of ideas and information is restrained for the higher profits in neoliberalism.   

 

Intellectual property rights do not benefit creators but intellectual property owners, the companies which 

abuse the market (Burkart 2010). It favours them and strengthens their power, which results in a wider 

gap between the classes. Due to power and information commodification, companies can put a price on 

information and culture but the price is always too high, especially having in mind that information is 

non-rivalry and its marginal cost is zero (Benkler 2006, 38). Furthermore, intellectual property rights 

limit and shape discussion and critique about intellectual property rights themselves (May 2000, 43). 

The power concentration around the knowledge and limited access to information worries critical 

political economy the most.  

 

It is believed that the critical political economy approach is superior to other presented theories since the 

theory is “interested in the general interplay between economic organisation and political, social and 

cultural life” (Murdock and Golding 2005, 62). Critical political economy allows for the exploration of 

how social groups promote and struggle for more just social order and helps to explore file sharers’ and 

activists’ values. The author of the thesis assumes that implementing a critical political approach a 

deeper understanding about file sharers' values will be reached since with the help of the theory it is 

possible to link the research to the demand that file sharers should not be criminalized and that property 

conflicts about digital information could be resolved in such a way that the “public good” is 

strengthened, which means that all people should have access to media and culture and could benefit 

from it. Murdock and Golding see the access to culture and information and their treatment as “a public 

good” as crucial for the political economy of the media since it allows for the full participation “in social 

life and [helps to] shape the forms it might take in future” (Murdock 1998, 8 cited in Murdock and 

Golding 2005, 65).  

 

2.6. Summary  

 

The emergence of the Internet and peer-to-peer technology has significantly changed the corporate 

media power in terms of controlling the means of production. Despite the fact that neoliberal states, with 

the help of intellectual property laws, try to secure the environment for the producers of cultural and 
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information goods on the Internet, they have failed to do so. File sharing as a form of civil disobedience, 

resistance, and social movement towards the commodification of information and control has emerged. 

Struggles over freedom and accessibility of information, and knowledge and culture between media 

industries and file sharers and activists, still continue.  

 

In the first sub-chapter, called Critical Political Economy, an explanation of the theory and its main 

concepts was provided. With the help of the literature, critical political economy was defined as a theory 

explaining power relations, and the struggles between the classes and the reasons for the existing 

situation. Furthermore, the property conflict between property owners and non-owners in capitalism was 

explained. It was concluded that a new class of property owners and non-owners on the Internet has 

emerged. The significance of intellectual property rights for political economy was identified as well.  

 

In the second sub-chapter, called Society Today, the ideas connected to the contemporary economic 

system were presented. It as stated that neoliberalism has come into power with the liberation of markets, 

privatisation, and stronger property regimes, which has resulted in the rise of intellectual property rights, 

commodification of information, and privatisation of commons. It was concluded that neoliberalism has 

brought a lot of changes (not necessarily good ones) in the economic, social, political, and cultural 

spheres of life. Furthermore, in neoliberalism, consumerism as a new social ethos has emerged, where 

consumption is central for an individual’s happiness.  

 

In the third sub-chapter, called A Typology of Theoretical Positions on Intellectual Property, Lockean, 

self-development (Hegelian) and rule-utilitarian theories were presented. These theories are commonly 

used to justify intellectual property as such. Lockean theory is based on the assumption that an 

individual is entitled to the fruits of labour. Self-development theory sees intellectual objects as an 

extension of an individual. Thus, a creator has proprietary rights regarding his or her creations. Rule-

utilitarian theory is based on economical reasoning. According to this theory, intellectual property rights 

are necessary to secure social utility and progress. Furthermore, the shortcomings of all the three 

theories were presented. It was concluded that in neoliberalism, the rule-utilitarian view is used to justify 

intellectual property rights. 

 

The fourth sub-chapter, called A Typology of Theoretical Positions on File sharing, began with an 

explanation of how tangible and intangible goods differ. Moreover, such terms as non-rivalry, non-

exclusivity, scarcity, and vagueness were presented. Following this, such political ideologies as 

liberalism, socialism, and social democracy were presented, and researchers’ arguments for and against 
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file sharing were classified according to their advocatory ideas. Furthermore, a typology of file sharing 

and activism was presented, together with their ideologies.  

 

In the fifth sub-chapter, called Critical Political Economy, Intellectual Property Rights and File sharing, 

an explanation of the decision to use critical political economy for the study case was provided. It was 

explained how the critical political economy approach differs from the Lockean, Hegelian, and 

utilitarian views, and why it is superior. It was concluded that the critical political economy approach 

suits the study case best since it allows for investigating the reasons for the existing situation and the 

relations between political, economic, and cultural life. 

 

The next chapter is empirical. The methodology of the empirical research, together with the limitations 

of the chosen method, will be explained there. 

 

3. Research Method 

 

As the paper is a combination of a theoretical and an empirical study, the purpose and the method of the 

empirical research will be described here. 

 

There are three common purposes of a study – exploration, description, and explanation (Babbie 1989, 

80). Explorative research is conducted to explore the topic, and to provide basic information about the 

phenomenon. This kind of research is usually used to examine a new interest or when the subject of the 

study is relatively new or unstudied (Babbie 1989, 80). According to Babbie, exploratory studies are 

conducted for three purposes: “1) to satisfy the researcher’s curiosity and desire for better understanding, 

2) to test the feasibility of undertaking a more careful study, and 3) to develop the methods to be 

employed in a more careful study” (1989, 80). He claims that exploratory studies are very important in 

social scientific research since they are “essential in breaking new grounds” and they can “yield new 

insights into a topic of research” (Babbie 1989, 81).  

 

The major purpose of descriptive social research is “to describe situation and events” (Babbie 1989, 81). 

There are two important aspects in a scientific description: the quality of descriptions and their 

generalisability (Babbie 1989, 81). The quality of descriptions consists of precision, accuracy, reliability, 

and validity (Babbie 1989, 81). However, the scientist pays special attention to reliability and validity 

since these characteristics are most important in constructing and evaluating measurements (Babbie 
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1989, 119). Reliability is “a matter of whether a particular technique, applied repeatedly to the same 

object, would yield the same result each time” (Babbie 1989, 121). There are several techniques used to 

create reliable measures depending on the research method. One of them is asking people for 

information about things they are likely to know about and about which they are able to answer 

questions (Babbie 1989, 122). This technique is used in this thesis case as well. A questionnaire 

investigating file sharers’ and activists’ attitudes and values toward file sharing and intellectual property 

rights was distributed to people that participate in file sharing and activities against existing intellectual 

property rights. The validity of the research refers to “the extent to which an empirical measure 

adequately reflects the real meaning of the concept under consideration” (Babbie 1989, 124). 

Generalisability shows if the research results can be applied to the “real” world (Babbie 1989, 225). In 

the thesis case, the results cannot be generalised to the population at large, since the sample used in the 

research is not a random, simple sample (probability sample), but a non-probable, convenience sample. 

A more detailed explanation about population and sampling is provided in sub-chapter 3.4.    

 

Explanatory research explains things, and it “focuses on why or how something is the case” (Punch 1998, 

15; emphasis in the original). Moreover, explanatory studies help to discover “the social dynamics 

operating within [a] population” (Babbie 1989, 83). Scientific research is usually a combination of all 

three types of research: explorative, descriptive, and explanative (Babbie 1989, 82); and this research is 

not an exception. The exploratory purpose of the study will serve to explore file sharers’ and activists’ 

attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights. The descriptive purpose will allow for the 

description of file sharers’ and activists’ perception of file sharing and intellectual property rights. The 

explanatory part of the study will reveal social dynamics within the sample of file sharers and activists.  

 

As the purpose of the research has been explained, it is time to present how the research project was 

designed. A research design is used to “situate the researcher in the empirical world and to connect the 

research questions to data” (Punch 1998, 66). Normally, empirical research has several stages. Babbie 

identifies the following stages: 1) conceptualisation, 2) choice of research method, 3) operationalisation, 

4) population and sampling, 5) observation (in the thesis this stage will be called data collection), 6) data 

processing, 7) analysis, and 8) application (1989, 95-98). Using all of these stages, the empirical 

research of the thesis will be presented below.   

 

3.1. Conceptualisation  
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Conceptualisation refers to the specification of the meaning of the concepts used in a study and sorting 

out observations and measurements appropriate for the research (Babbie 1989, 126). It allows for the 

avoidance of interpretation and prejudice against the terms used (Babbie 1989, 107-110). Since this 

thesis deals with file sharing, it is necessary to define the terms which are connected with the topic and 

that are widely used in the study.  

 

File sharing – “the sharing of computer data or space on a network, allowing multiple users to utilise the 

same file by being able to read, modify, copy, and/or print it” (Rutenbeck 2006, 103).  

 

File sharer – a person that participates in file sharing activities. 

 

“Heavy” file sharer – a person that participates in file sharing activities at least a few times a month 

(which means more often than once a month) and has been file sharing for at least 4 years and is not 

involved in any activism. In this thesis case only “heavy” file sharers’ attitudes and values towards file 

sharing and intellectual property rights are analysed.  

 

Activism – a policy or an action which aims is to bring about political or social change in the perception 

of file sharing and intellectual property rights. The definition of activism is constructed with the help of 

the Oxford English Dictionary.  

 

“Heavy” activist – a person that participates in file sharing activities at least a few times a month (which 

means more often than once a month) and has been file sharing for at least 4 years and who helps to 

administer a file sharing site or is a member of an organisation which is against intellectual property 

rights or promotes an alternative intellectual property rights system, or participates in on-line or off-line 

demonstrations against existing intellectual property laws.   

 

Since the conceptualisation connects the theoretical part of the present study with empirical research, the 

hypotheses are restated below: 

 

Hypothesis 1 – File sharing is driven by thirst for knowledge and information, and interest and love for 

culture.  

 

It is important to analyse file sharers’ and activists’ motivation for file sharing, since they are broadly 

accused by scholars and media industries for having only superficial consumerist and entertainment 
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reasoning behind their actions (see May 2002, RIAA 2012). The hypothesis will be tested by analysing 

file sharers’ and activists’ responses to the open-ended questions in the survey.    

 

Hypothesis 2 – “Heavy” file sharers do not have any explicit political agenda behind their file sharing.  

 

Disproving or approving this hypothesis will help to get a broader understanding of file sharers’ values 

and attitudes toward file sharing. This hypothesis allows for the examination of the connection between 

politics and general file sharers. Sceptics emphasise the lack of political motivation and coordination 

behind file sharing as the main weakness of such behaviour (see May 2002, Burkart 2010, Wark 2006, 

Dyer-Witheford 2002).  

 

Hypothesis 3 – “Heavy” activists see file sharing as a form of resistance and civil disobedience against 

capitalist property rights.  

 

This hypothesis is closely related to the previous one. With the help of this hypothesis, the difference in 

the perception of file sharing between regular file sharers and activists will be analysed. It is assumed that 

activists are much more politically oriented than general file sharers. Both hypotheses will be verified by 

analysing the collected data, which will show the respondents’ involvement in politics.   

 

Hypothesis 4 – “Heavy” activists justify file sharing according to leftist world views and postulate 

socialistic values such as community, cooperation , and equality. 

 

The testing of this hypothesis will provide more information about activists’ political views. Scholars 

advocate file sharing on the basis of political left values (see Barbrook 2007, Söderberg 2008). Thus, 

while testing this hypothesis focus will be made on showing the distribution of political views among 

activists.  

 

Hypothesis 5 – “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that existing intellectual property laws 

are unjust, and abusive to fair use and the commons.  

 

With this hypothesis, file sharers’ and activists’ perception of existing intellectual property rights will be 

analysed. It is important to identify the drawbacks of existing law regimes in order to be able to 

understand such a vast participation in file sharing.  
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Hypothesis 6 – “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not consider file sharing as theft since 

tangible and intangible goods differ by their nature.   

 

In order to disprove or approve this hypothesis, the justification of file sharing will be examined. How 

file sharers and activists distinguish information from tangible goods, and how they argue for file sharing, 

will be investigated. It is assumed that the difference between tangible and intangible goods is the main 

argument used by file sharers and activists to justify their actions. 

 

Hypothesis 7 – “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to the Net gift economy and share 

their created content on Creative Commons or copyleft terms. 

 

The disproval or approval of this hypothesis will show if file sharers and activists are hypocritical. Do 

they share their created content freely, in the way in which they want the media industries to share theirs, 

or do they want to protect their works with copyrights or trademarks?  

 

3.2. Choice of Method  

 

A survey was chosen as the most appropriate method to investigate file sharers’ and activists’ values and 

attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights, since it allows for investigating a 

population which is “too large to observe differently” (Babbie 1989, 237). Furthermore, “surveys are 

particularly well suited to the study of individuals’ attitudes” (Babbie 1989, 96). That is very important 

for the case in this thesis. There are three major methods for administering survey questionnaires: self-

administered questionnaires, surveys that are administered by staff in face-to-face encounters, or by 

telephone (Babbie 1989, 238). The survey data for the thesis research were collected using an 

anonymous, on-line, self-administered questionnaire; thus respondents completed the questionnaires on-

line by themselves.  

 

The questionnaire was split into three parts: file sharing, political views, and demography. The first part 

aimed at identifying file sharers’ and activists’ file sharing values and attitudes toward intellectual 

property rights and file sharing. The second part focuses on file sharers’ and activists’ political views. In 

the third part respondents provided basic information about themselves. In total there were 39 questions 

in the questionnaire. All questions in the file sharing part were constructed by the thesis author. The 

questions in the political views part were taken from the latest World Value Survey questionnaire (see 

World Value Survey 2012). The questions in the demography part were based on the same source as 
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well. The World Value Survey was chosen as a background for the questionnaire since it is an approved 

method and has been used and tested over a long time by Ingelhart, Welzer, Puranen, Foa, among other 

scholars. Furthermore, various countries’ governments, journalists, international organisations, and 

institutions such as the World Bank, United Nations, Unicef, Unesco, use World Value Survey collected 

data for their research as well.  

 

Thus, with the help of the constructed questionnaire, the main research question of the thesis will be 

answered and the hypotheses tested.  

 

3.3. Operationalisation  

 

Operationalisation refers to “the concrete steps or operations that will be used to measure specific 

concepts” (Babbie 1989, 97). Operationalisation choices consist of: 1) range of variation, 2) variations 

between the extremes, and 3) a note on dimensions (Babbie 1989, 128-132). Range of variation refers to 

the extent of attributes combination in fairly gross categories (Babbie 1989, 130). Variations between 

the extremes show “distinctions among the various possible attributes composing a given variable” 

(Babbie 1989, 131). A note on dimensions refers to the choice of dimensions of the interested variable 

(Babbie 1989, 131-132). All three operationalisation choices were thought through while constructing 

the questionnaire and a different range of variations, together with variations between the extremes, was 

chosen according to the particular question and its aim. The variables in the questionnaire were 

exhaustive. The problem of mutual exclusivity was solved by allowing multiple choices in the questions, 

where the variables were not mutually exclusive.  

 

The constructed questionnaire consists of four types of questions: close-ended, open-ended, scale, and 

Likert-type scale. With the help of the Likert scale, the respondents were able to express their agreement 

or disagreement with the statement. The scale allowed the respondents to indicate their views in 

comparison to two different statements. The open-ended questions provided qualitative data and the 

possibility for respondents to express their opinions and attitudes. The close-ended questions will 

provide quantitative data. Thus, according to Babbie’s distinction, the variables in the questionnaire are 

nominal measures, ordinal measures, and ratio measures.  

 

As mentioned before, the questions to measure political views were taken from the World Values 

Survey. All in all there were 8 questions. Each of the questions has a scale ranking from 1 to 10. The 

respondents  placed their views, 1 meaning  complete agreement  with  the  statement,  on  the  left, and 
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10  meaning  complete agreement  with  the statement  on  the  right;  and  if  the respondent’s  views  

fell  somewhere  in  between,  he or she could  choose any number in between. Thus, the scale was an 

ordinal measure variable. One of the questions asked the respondents directly to choose their own 

location on the political right or left. However, additional questions connected with political position 

were used as well, since it will help to obtain a broader picture of the respondents’ political beliefs. 

“Left” in the thesis was considered as points 1-4 on the scale. “Centre” was considered as points 5 to 6 

on the scale. “Right” was points 7 to 10 on the scale. Such a division of political views was chosen since 

this way was the preferred one by World Values Survey authors in their work (see Inglehart, Basañez, 

and Moreno 1998).  

 

Left-right self-placement in the thesis was measured by using the following equation: 

n

x
x

n

i
i∑

== 1  , where n is the number of questions about political beliefs, xi is the respondent’s chosen 

range of level on the scale from 1 to 10 for each question.  

 

The measurement of file sharers’ and activists’ political location was very important in the study since it 

was used to analyse how political beliefs are connected with activism, the perception of intellectual 

property rights, and file sharing. 

 

The questionnaire used for the data collection, together with a short introductory message, is provided in 

the appendix.   

 

3.4. Population and Sampling  

 

Population and sampling are a very important part of a study design. A population of a study is a group 

of people whose attitudes a researcher wants to analyse and draw conclusions from (Babbie 1989, 97). 

In the thesis case the population consisted of all of the file sharers and activists. However, it was 

impossible to study all of the members of the population worldwide; thus a sample was needed since it 

“gives an adequate reflection of the whole population that interests” a researcher (Babbie 1989, 97). 

Therefore, a sample provides data that might be collected and studied. In general there are two types of 

sampling methods: probability sampling and nonprobability sampling (Babbie 1989, 165). Schonlau, 

Fricker, and Elliott distinguish two types of samples used in Internet surveys: convenience samples and 

probability samples (2002, xv). In this thesis research nonprobability convenience sampling was used, 
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since probability sampling is nearly impossible to achieve because of the global scope of the study. A 

convenience sample “arises from uncontrolled instrument distribution or self-selection (that is, 

volunteering) into a survey” (Schonlau, Fricker and Elliott 2002, xv). The distribution of the survey was 

partly controlled since the link to the questionnaire was distributed to administrations of file-sharing 

sites and organisations which struggle against intellectual property rights or suggest alternative systems. 

The link to the questionnaire was also distributed to the editorial office of on-line magazines which deal 

with technologies’ affects on culture, politics’ and the economy. They were asked to participate in the 

survey and to send the link to the questionnaire to the members of the file-sharing site, organisation, or 

magazine subscribers. However, there was a possibility that the file sharers would distribute the link to 

the questionnaire further by themselves, for example, by posting it on other forums. In addition to this, 

participation in the survey was voluntary. Thus, the sample, which was used in the research, was a 

nonprobability convenience sample. The list of the file-sharing sites, organisations, and online 

magazines to which the questionnaire was distributed is provided in the following sub-chapter.  

 

3.5. Data Collection 

 

In the thesis case, data collection for the empirical research was done on-line. Data were collected 

throughout almost a four-week period, from 26th of March, 2012 to 21th of April, 2012. Such a period of 

time was chosen because it was believed that more file sharers and activist would notice the 

questionnaire and a higher rate of response would be achieved. The survey was created using Google 

Documents and was posted on-line.  

 

According to World Internet Usage and Population Statistics, there are 2,267,233,742 Internet users in 

the world; the statistics are from December 31, 2011 (Internet World Stats accessed 2nd April 2012). The 

estimated percentage of global Internet users that visit thepiratbay.org is 0.4528 in a 3-month period 

(Alexa accessed 2nd April 2012). Thus, there is a population of approximately 10,266,035 file sharers in 

the world. Such an assumption can be made since The Pirate Bay is the mostly often accessed file 

sharing platform on the globe. According to Alexa Traffic Rank, it takes 212th place among all other 

sites operating on the Net (Alexa accessed 2nd April 2012). Recently The Pirate Bay site domain moved 

from .org to .se due to legal matters (The Pirate Bay accessed 2nd April 2012). However, on the Alexa 

website it is still indicated as .org.  

 

Referring to Alexa data, a general The Pirate Bay user is a 18-24-year-old male having some college 

education, childless, and accesses the site at home (Alexa accessed 2nd April 2012). On charts 
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summarising the audience demographics of The Pirate Bay users, the green colour of the bars indicates 

over-representation of the cohort relative to the general Internet population; meanwhile a red colour 

indicates under-representation.   

 

Illustration 1 The Pirate Bay audience demographics 

 
Source: Alexa accessed 2nd April 2012. 

 

The sample size for the thesis research was calculated using the equation: 
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 , where z is z value 1.96 for 95% confidence level, m is margin of error 5 percentage 

points, p=0,5 since in order to choose the sample size it was necessary to make an estimate of the 

proportion. No information could be obtained in advance; that is why the worst case scenario was 

chosen. The calculated sample size for the research was 384 respondents. The sample size was corrected 

for the finite population by using the finite population correction factor. 

 

The equation for sample size determination using the finite population correction factor was: 
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n  , where n0 was sample size equal 384; N was population size equal 10,266,035. After 

the application of the finite population correction factor, the sample slightly increased. The newly-

calculated sample size was 385 respondents.  

 

In total 231 replies to the questionnaire were received during the data collection period.  

 

The collected data were filtered since only “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ attitudes and 

values towards intellectual property rights and file sharing were analysed. After data filtration, in total 

169 replies remained, which are analysed in chapter 5.  

 

A detailed description of the questionnaire is provided in the appendix.  

 

Data collection was a very complicated process and took more time than expected since the research is 

about illegal activities and due to this reason a lot of people refused to participate: 

 

“I am sorry but I find some of your questions too intrusive, + I would be filling out a form admitting to 

an illegal activity ” by drago6650, 03April 2012, 07:38 AM  (Demonoid forum) 

 

“You are an anonymous poster making a request on an international board where users live in a variety 

of countries where answering your questions would subject them to possible jail time” by 6pairofshoes, 

04 April 2012, 05:35 AM  (Demonoid forum) 

 

A lack of interest and willingness to contribute was a frequent excuse not to participate as well: 

 

“The responses you are getting may help your research. For me, no way.” by aelthric, 03 April 2012, 

09:30:15 PM (Demonoid forum) 

 

“ No chance” by mair.nl, 03 April  2012, 12:06 AM (The Pirate Bay forum) 

 

“You have to understand that we are virtually inundated with file sharing surveys here…” by 

godcanjudgeme, 03 April 2012, 12:06 AM (The Pirate Bay forum) 
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“Yes, enough with the surveys. I have done four in the past month here . . . you guys just need to get 

together and share data ” by WildcardSearxh, 04 April 2012, 18:03 PM (The Pirate Bay forum) 

 

“We have no interest in completing surveys at this time. Thanks.” by Pirate Party Australia, 03 April 

2012, 11:45 PM (e-mail message)  

 

On IsoHunt forum file sharers were very creative and the link on the posted message to the 

questionnaire was changed to a video on Youtube. Finally, the topic was locked and the author of the 

thesis could not change the link to the proper one. The main message in the video was: “Our survey 

said… Fail”. Video can be found at the address: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2_FmADVggCk 

 

Another reason why the response rate was so low was a lack of trust, since the author of the thesis was a 

new member in the community: 

 

“reminds the fbi and the university of michigan's little survey plot. upload a few torrents and you might 

get some feedback.” by stormium, 05 April 2012, 04:34 AM 

 

However, some interest from Pirate Parties (Germany and New Zealand) and a few file sharers was 

received.  The author was asked to share the thesis results.   

 

As it is seen form the messages given above, the “marketing” strategy of the survey was not successful. 

Only 65 responses from a desired 385 were received by the 10th of April, 2012, so the questionnaire 

distribution strategy was changed. Since, according to Alexa data, a general file sharer is a student, 

Uppsala University was contacted. The author asked them to send a mass message containing the link to 

the questionnaire to all the registered students. However, it was impossible to do such a thing and the 

message with the link to the questionnaire was sent only to the students of the Department of 

Informatics and Media (in total 205 students) and it did not result in many respondents. Thus, the link to 

the questionnaire was distributed further and posted on forums, various groups and sent to additional 

Pirate Parties (see appendix). 

 

After adjusting the distribution strategy, an additional 166 replies were received. The number was not 

the same as expected at the beginning (231 from 385, which is 60 percent). However, it was a 

reasonable amount of data for further analysis.  
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3.6. Data-Processing  

 

The data-processing phase of a survey “typically involves the classification (coding) of written-in 

answer and the transfer of all information to some computer format” (Babbie 1989, 97). Since in the 

thesis case data were collected on-line, the data processing phase was partly skipped. Due to the fact that 

the collected data already existed digitally, it was only necessary to download them from Google 

Documents and paste them into SPSS, where they were processed afterwards. However, it was needed to 

recode some of the variables into understandable SPSS “language,” which meant giving the answers in 

numerical values, for example, time of downloading/file sharing (less than a year – 1, 1-3 years – 2, 4-10 

years – 3, more than 10 years – 4), frequency of downloading/file sharing (everyday – 1, a few times a 

week – 2, once a week – 3, a few times a month – 4, once a month – 5, almost never – 6, never – 7), 

agreement with the statement (strongly agree – 1, agree – 2, neither agree nor disagree- 3, disagree- 4, 

strongly disagree – 5), answers to the questions yes/no were recoded as well (no – 0, yes - 1), and so on. 

Furthermore, coding refers to assigning given responses to the proper categories (Babbie 1989, 360). For 

example, responses to 39th question about incomes were coded into: low incomes, average incomes, and 

high incomes according to the standard of living in the countries of the respondents. The coding was 

done by the thesis author. 

 

3.7. Analysis  

 

The analysis was begun when the collected data were in a suitable form. The analysis refers to the 

interpretation of data “for the purpose of drawing conclusions that reflect the interest, ideas, and theories 

that initiate the inquiry” (Babbie 1989, 98). The data were analysed using quantitative and qualitative 

methods. Both methods were chosen for the thesis since this allowed the author to “capitalise the 

strengths of the two approaches, and to compensate for the weaknesses of each approach” (Punch 1998, 

246). The quantitative method was used to analyse the close-ended questions. The qualitative method 

was used to analyse the open-ended questions as well as to interpret the data. Data distributions were 

presented using descriptive statistics.  

 

Furthermore, in the data analysis the relationship between the two variables will be looked at; thus the 

correlation was calculated between them. The correlation measures “the direction and strength of the 

linear relationship between quantitative variables” (Moore, McCabe and Craig 2009, 102).  
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In the thesis case correlation was carried out using Spearman’s correlation coefficient since it allows for 

correlating the ranked (ordered) variables. In the analysis, the respondents’ left-right self-placement was 

correlated with the perception of intellectual property rights and file sharing. Responses to the 25th 

question could be ranked according to the strength of the respondents’ disagreement with the statements.  

   

Furthermore, the symbolic meaning of file-sharing for general file sharers and activists was analyzed. In 

addition, how “heavy” file sharers and activist argued for file sharing (Q10) and how they made a 

distinction between tangible and intangible goods (Q11) was looked at. It was also analysed whether the 

respondent’s arguments for and against file sharing differed depending on their political views. 

Moreover, the general users’ and activists’ responses to the questions about file sharing relation to theft 

(Q12 and Q13) were analyzed. Additionally, the extent to which the respondents’ perception of file 

sharing and intellectual property rights depended on political views was analyzed.  

 

Since this study is a hypothetic-deductive research, the theory behind the hypothesis was tested. In the 

table below the relationship of the hypothesis to the questions in the questionnaire is provided: 

 

Table 2 The relationship of the hypothesis to the questions in the questionnaire 

Nr.  Question: Hypothesis  

Q1 How did you first find out about file sharing? H1  

Q2 How was your first experience with file sharing? How did you feel? H1 

Q3 What was the reason for your decision to file share (download) for the first 

time? 

H1; H2; H3 

Q4 What does file sharing mean/symbolise for you? H1; H2; H3 

Q5 How long have you been file sharing? General 

information 

Q6 How often do you download/file share? General 

information 

Q7 What do you often download from the file sharing sites? H1 

Q8 Which type of copyright-protected material do you regularly download? General 

information 

Q9 On a scale from 1 indicating never and 10 indicating always, please specify 

how often you purchase what you download. 

General 

information 

Q10 From a moral and ethical standpoint, do you think there is anything wrong H6 
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with file sharing and downloading copyright-protected material? 

Q11 What do you think are the basic differences between a piece of 

information/cultural goods, such as music and film, and a physical good 

such as a car? 

H6 

Q12 What describes your opinion? (Question about file sharing relationship 

with theft) 

H2; H3; H6 

Q13 Can you please give an explanation of why you hold this opinion? 

(Question about file sharing relationship with theft) 

H2; H3; H6 

Q14 Are you aware of the possible legal consequences of file sharing copyright-

protected material? 

General 

information 

Q15 Do you upload information/cultural goods on file sharing sites? H7 

Q16 Do you produce information/knowledge/digital cultural goods and publish it 

on the Internet (for example blogging, citizen journalism, writing for 

Wikipedia, uploading your own created music, video, other art, software, 

etc.)?  

H7 

Q17 On a scale on which 1 indicates never and 10 indicates always, please 

specify the appropriate number concerning how often you upload and share 

your created content (music, video, software, art, written material, etc.). 

H7 

Q18 Do you usually indicate that your created and uploaded content is 

copyright protected? (Do you include © or a TM sign?) 

H7 

Q19 Do you usually upload your created content based on Creative Commons 

or copyleft terms? 

H7 

Q20 Do you help to administer or work for a file-sharing website? With the help 

of these 

questions 

general file 

sharers will 

be 

distinguished 

from the 

activists  

Q21 Are you a member of any movement which is against or promotes 

alternative intellectual property rights laws? 

Q22 Do you participate in demonstrations against existing intellectual property 

laws (ACTA, etc.) or those which are on the way (SOPA, PIPA, etc.)? 

Q23 How do you participate in activities against existing intellectual property 

laws? 

Q24 If you participate in these activities, describe them. 

Q25 For each of the following statements, can you tell how strongly you agree 

or disagree with each? Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly 

H2; H3; H5 
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disagree? (Likert-scale) 

Q26 How interested would you say you are in politics? H4 

Q27 On political matters, people talk of "the left" and "the right." How would 

you place your views on this scale, generally speaking? 

H4 

Q28 How would you place your views, 1 meaning  you  agree  completely  with  

the  statement  on  the  left,  10  meaning  you  agree  completely  with  the 

statement  on  the  right?  If  your  views  fall  somewhere  in  between,  you  

can  choose  any  number  in between: 

Incomes should be made more equal vs. we need larger income differences 

as incentives for individual effort.   

H4 

Q29 Private ownership of business and industry should be increased vs. 

government ownership of business and industry should be increased. 

H4 

Q30 Government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is 

provided for vs. people should take more responsibility to provide for 

themselves. 

H4 

Q31 Competition is good. It stimulates people to work hard and to develop new 

ideas vs. competition is harmful. It brings out the worst in people. 

H4 

Q32 In the long run, hard work usually brings a better life vs. hard work does not 

generally bring success – it’s more a matter of luck and connections. 

H4 

Q33 People can only get rich at the expense of others vs. wealth can grow so 

there’s enough for everyone.   

H4 

Q34 Can you specify your gender? Demographic 

information 

about the 

respondent  

Q35 What is your age? 

Q36 In which country do you live? 

Q37 What is the highest level of education that you have attained?  

Q38 What is your monthly income? 

 

The collected data are presented in chapter 4. Data analysis is provided in chapter 5.  

 

3.8. Application  

 

Application is the final stage of a research. It “involves the uses made of the conducted research and 

reached conclusions” (Babbie 1989, 98). In this part of the paper, suggestions are provided for the 
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further research on the subject as well as mistakes are declared (Babbie 1989, 98). In the case of this 

thesis, policy recommendations concerning intellectual property laws for policy makers are also 

suggested. Conclusions of the research are drawn in chapter 6.  

 

3.9. Limitations of the Research Method  

 

Since the survey was an on-line opinion pool and was based on a voluntary response sample, it was kept 

in mind that such a research method is particularly vulnerable to bias. A sample does not represent a 

population at large and individuals with strong opinions, especially negative, tend to participate in 

surveys like that more actively (Moore, McCabe and Craig 2009, 199-200). 

 

However, the author of the thesis believed that an on-line survey as the most suitable way to obtain data 

for the research since the questionnaire was directly distributed to the population of inference; that is, 

file sharers and activists. “The population of inference is the population about which the researcher 

ultimately intends to draw conclusions” (Schonlau, Fricker and Elliot 2002, 13). Furthermore, in the 

thesis case, an on-line questionnaire seemed to be the best way to collect data since the anonymity of the 

respondents was guaranteed. This was extremely important because file sharing, according to existing 

intellectual property laws, is an illegal activity. Moreover, an on-line survey was chosen due to the fact 

that the Internet is a “natural” and the most convenient environment for both file sharers and activist to 

participate in. Furthermore, it was believed that an on-line survey was the best way to receive a 

sufficient amount of data for further analysis.  

 

4. Presentation of Results  

 

In this chapter the results of the empirical research will be presented. Data presentation will be done by 

using descriptive statistics based on all samples (N=231 responses). Graphs and descriptions will be 

provided for those questions which in the methodology part are indicated as demographic and general. 

  

Let us begin by looking at how long respondents have been file sharing. Below, the provided chart 1 

shows that 88.32% of respondents, or 204 individuals, can be considered as “hard” file sharers according 

to the definition used in this thesis, which refers to the regular file sharing time of a user. Absolute 

beginners, that have been file sharing for less than a year, make up 3.9% of the sample. This is a total of 
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9 individuals. Seven point seventy-nine percent, or 18 individuals, have been participating in file sharing 

activities since 1 to 3 years. 

 

Chart 1 All respondents’ length of file sharing   

 
The frequency of downloading/file sharing among respondents varies. However, the even number of 

respondents has chosen the option “every day” or “a few times a week,” which is 58.88% of all people 

on the sample or 136 respondents in total. Seventy-eight point thirty-six percent of all people in the 

sample or 181 respondents fall into the definition of the “hard” file sharer, if one looks at the frequency 

of the activity. For more detailed distributions of how often respondents download/file share, see chart 2.  
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Chart 2 The frequency of all respondents’ file sharing    

 
In chart 3, the sum of the percentage is more than 100%, since respondents had the possibility of 

selecting more than one option. The most popular copyright-protected materials to download are music 

and video. Seventy-one point forty-three percent of all respondents, or 165 individuals, have stated that 

they regularly download music, and 71% or 164 respondents claim that they regularly download videos. 

Less than half of the respondents regularly download software or books and magazines. Ten point eighty-

two percent of all respondents or 25 individuals have indicated downloading “other material”. There was 

a possibility for the respondents to write down their own answer in the “other material” option, and the 

most common answers were: games, manga, photos, comics, and TV-series.    

  



 
 

71 

Chart 3 Type of copyright-protected material which is regularly downloaded by the respondents  

 
The information in chart 4 indicating how often respondents purchase what they have downloaded 

partially can be used to support the main media industries argument against file sharing, which is based 

on emphasizing the negative effect on the business of file sharing (see RIAA). However, it is important to 

note that downloaded, copyrighted material does not necessary mean lost sales, since individuals might 

download that material which they would never buy. Furthermore, to some extent people buy what they 

download. As Lessig states, “if every download were a lost sale […] then the industry would have 

suffered a 100 percent drop in sales” (Lessig 2004, 71). That did not happen, of course.  

 

As the collected data have shown, 24% of the sample or 56 respondents have indicated that they never 

buy what they have downloaded. Eighty-two point twenty-five percent of all respondents or 190 

individuals indicate that they more often do not buy than buy what they have downloaded. Meanwhile, 

17.75 % of the sample, or 41 individuals, claim that they more often buy than not buy what they have 

downloaded. Three respondents or 1.3% of the respondents in the sample have stated that they buy 

everything that they have downloaded. Two individuals or 0.87% buy almost everything that they have 

downloaded. Chart 4, which is provided below, presents a more detailed distribution of the answers.   
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Chart 4 Frequency of purchase of downloaded material by the respondents  

 
As chart 5 shows, the absolute majority – 87.45% of the respondents – know that file sharing of 

copyright-protected material is an illegal activity and that there are possible legal consequences due to it. 

Twelve point fifty-five percent, or 29 respondents, claimed that they were not aware of possible penalties.    

 

Chart 5 Respondents’ awareness of the possible legal consequences of file sharing or downloading 

copyright-protected material 
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Sixty-seven point ninety-seven percent, or 157 individuals, of all respondents are males. Thirty-two point 

zero three percent of respondents are females (see chart 6).   

 

Chart 6 Respondents’ gender 

 
Question about age did not bring any surprises either. Fifty-two point eighty-one percent, or 122 

respondents, fall into the 18-25 year age group. Thirty-eight point fifty-three percent, or 89 individuals, 

are between 26 and 35 years old. Other age groups share 8.66% of the responses (see chart 7).   

 

Chart 7 Respondents’ age 
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As is visible from chart 8, the respondents’ country of living varies significantly, since the survey scope 

is global and the questionnaire was distributed on international file-sharing platforms and Facebook pages. 

Furthermore, e-mails were sent to a number of organizations and Pirate Parties all over the globe. Thus, 

this is the reason why such a wide geographic distribution has occurred. However, the majority of 

respondents are from two countries: Lithuania and Sweden. Twenty-one point twenty-one percent, or 49 

respondents, have indicated that they live in Sweden. Nineteen point zero five percent, or 44 individuals, 

have stated that they live in Lithuania. This can be easily explained, since the questionnaire was 

distributed to all Department of Informatics and Media students at Uppsala University (205 individuals). 

Furthermore, the author of the thesis has asked her classmates to participate in the survey as well. A 

significant number of respondents from Lithuania can be explained in a couple of ways. Firstly, since the 

author of the thesis is from Lithuania and she has asked her friends to participate in the survey and to 

distribute the questionnaire further, they likely did so. Secondly, since the author of the thesis is a 

member of a private tracker, which is popular in the country, and has posted the questionnaire on the 

forum there, other members might have felt more confident and perhaps participated more willingly.  

 

Other larger groups of respondents are from the USA, Switzerland, New Zealand, and Canada. The 

number of responses from rest of the countries is very few. Three point zero three percent, or 7 people, 

did not indicate their country of living. 
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Chart 8 Respondents’ place of living  

 
Chart 9 presents the respondents’ level of education. A little bit more than half or 117 respondents have a 

university-level education, with a degree. Twenty-nine point forty-four percent, or 68 respondents, have 

some university-level education, without a degree. Eleven point sixty-five percent have completed 

secondary school. The rest, 8.26% of the sample, have lower than a secondary level education.  
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Chart 9 Respondents’ level of education  

 
Forty-six point thirty-two percent, or 107 respondents, are students. Thirty-three point thirty-three percent, 

or 77, stated that they are employees. Eight point twenty-three percent, or 19 respondents, are self-

employed. Other occupations received 12.12% of the responses. For a more detailed distribution of 

occupations see chart 10.    

 

Chart 10 Respondents’ occupation  

 
In the survey respondents were asked to choose their monthly income from the provided options or to 

choose option: “You don’t have any income.” When the data were recoded into SPSS, the level of 
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income was connected with country of living minimum and average wage. If the income was indicated as 

lower than minimum wage or approximately the same sum as minimum wage, it was recoded as “low.” If 

the indicated income was approximately equal to the average wage of the country, it was recoded as 

“average.” If the indicated income was 20% higher than the average wage of the country, it was recoded 

as “high.” Statistical information provided by Eurostat about minimum and average wages of Europe 

Union and other countries was used in the thesis (see Eurostat 2012). Furthermore, a number of other 

national statistic sources were used as well (see Human Recourses and Skills Development Canada 2012, 

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment New Zealand 2012, Australian Bureau of Statistics 

2012). For some non-European countries Average Salary Survey 2010-2012, wageindicator.org, 

minimum-wage.org together with other sites are used.  Conversion from national currency to euro was 

done from the 21st-22nd of April using www.xe.com.   

  

Seventeen point seventy-five percent, or 41 respondents, indicated that they do not receive any income. 

Forty-eight point zero five percent, or 111 respondents, receive a low income. The number of respondents 

receiving an average or high income is not so big. The average income is received by 18.18% of all 

respondents, and a high income is received by 14.72% respondents. The “Unknown” bar on chart 11 

represents the number of respondents that did not indicate their country of living; thus their income could 

not be recorded into “low,” “average” or “high.” Chart 8 shows that 3.03% of all respondents did not 

indicate their place of living, but the number of respondents in chart 11 is lower that did not indicate their 

place of living and reaches only 1,3%. This can be explained by the fact that some respondents that did 

not indicate their place of living chose the “You don’t have any income” option.  
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Chart 11 Respondents’ monthly income  

 
 

5. Data Analysis and Interpretation of Results 

 

In this chapter, the data collected with the help of a survey are analysed and interpreted. The main theory 

used to interpret the empirical results of the research is critical political economy. Supplementing theories 

and approaches will be used as well in order to explain the results at a deeper level. Collected responses 

were filtered and only those which satisfied the “heavy” file sharer and “heavy” activist definitions were 

taken into account since this is the focus of the study. The following is a reminder of the definitions:   

 

A “Heavy” file sharer is considered a person that participates in file sharing activities at least a few 

times a month (which means more often than once a month) and has been file sharing for at least 4 years 

and is not involved in any activism.  

 

A “Heavy” activist is considered a person that participates in file sharing activities at least a few times a 

month (which means more often than once a month) and has been file sharing for at least 4 years and 

who helps to administer a file-sharing site or is a member of an organisation that opposes intellectual 

property rights or promotes an alternative intellectual ownership system, or participates in on-line or off-

line demonstrations against existing intellectual property laws. 

 



 
 

79 

The definitions of “heavy” file sharer and “heavy” activist are mutually exclusive in order to avoid the 

same individual falling into both categories; otherwise it would be impossible to compare the two 

groups.   

 

After data filtration, 58 responses remained, which satisfied the “heavy” file sharer definition. One 

hundred eleven respondents satisfied the “heavy” activist definition. Thus, 62 responses were removed 

from further analysis. All quotes used in the thesis to illustrate respondents’ claims are cited from the 

data set that contains 231 respondents.  

 

In order to test hypothesis 1, hypothesis 5, hypothesis 6, and hypothesis 7, both “heavy” file sharers’ and 

“heavy” activists’ responses were analysed. While testing hypothesis 2, focus will be placed only on 

“heavy” file sharers’ answers. To test hypothesis 3 and hypothesis 4, only “heavy” activists’ responses 

will be taken into account.  

 

5.1. Testing Hypothesis 1. Analysis and Interpretation  

 

In sub-chapter 5.1., hypothesis 1 – file sharing is driven by thirst for knowledge and information, and 

interest and love for culture – will be tested by qualitatively analysing the open-ended questions Q1–Q4 

and quantitatively analysing the close-ended question Q7. Furthermore, the results will be interpreted in 

light of the theory.  

 

5.1.1. “Heavy” File Sharers’ and “Heavy” Activists’ Discovery of File Sharing 

 

First of all let us look at how “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have encountered file sharing. As 

the analyzed data have shown, there were a few most common ways for the respondents to find out about 

the phenomenon: from friends or at college or school. Thus, they have received information in the 

physical world through “word of mouth.” Other common answers were that the respondents found out 

about file sharing on forums, mIRC, Youtube, and from social networks. Thus, people on-line share 

information with others. There were few respondents that found out about file sharing by themselves 

while searching for the information, music, or videos on the Internet: 

 

“I found out about file sharing through almighty Google.” (Q1:114)  
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Family members were a source of information about file sharing as well. Siblings, parents or other 

relatives introduced some of the respondents to file sharing: 

 

“My father showed me.” (Q1:96) 

 

“From my sister when I was about 10 years old.” (Q1:93) 

 

“My brother showed me Pirate Bay.” (Q1:59) 

 

Paradoxically, the media industries which struggle so hard against file sharing have played a significant 

role in spreading the news about the phenomenon. Contrary to the media industry intent, the coverage of 

the phenomenon and attempts to construct “moral panics” around the phenomenon and to portray it as 

“bad technology” did not work out. Rather, it has served as advertisement for file sharing and has boosted 

interest among the people.  

 

“I actually think that Metallica played a big part in this, when they started their hassle with 

Napster. So, in a way Metallica won nothing with their lawsuit against Napster. In fact I think a lot 

more people (like me) discovered file sharing due to this.” (Q1:188) 

 

“That must have in the early days of Napster and especially the controversy surrounding the Napster 

trial and Metallica. The news coverage really took my interest.” (Q1:215) 

 

“I learn about [file sharing] after reading article that Björk is also using Napster in her parties to 

discover new song .” (Q1:85) 

 

Some respondents do not remember exactly how they found out about file sharing. For them, file sharing 

is as a natural part of the Internet. Thus, they do not give it prominence; do not see it as crime or as 

anything wrong. File sharing became a part of their everyday life, habit, and routine; however, due to its 

everyday usage, the activity cannot be underestimated, as May (2002) did by claiming that it does not 

have any impact on the broader scale of society or politics of today. On the contrary, file sharing has 

brought a shift in society’s values since it has been present for a long time. According to Lessig (2004), 

the laws should regard the changes in the society and regulations should be changed so that they can 

better serve society’s needs and not to be constraints to creativity, as is the case now. 
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“It came with the Internet; it’s intrinsic in the Internet.” (Q1:8) 

 

“I didn't really find out about it, it was always there somehow. I don't even think it's possible to use a 

computer to any greater degree without software piracy/file sharing. At least for me, those two were 

really inseparable.” (Q1:103) 

 

“Well, I could say that I grew up with it. I don’t remember day or year when I downloaded 

something for the first time; I’ve always taken it as a part of the Internet.” (Q1:174) 

  

To sum up, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have found out about file sharing via other people 

in the real world or in the cyber world. Some took initiative themselves and “googled” it, other got 

information from the media. Furthermore, file sharing is perceived as a normal part of the Internet, as one 

of the respondents wrote: “very natural and definitely not deviant” (Q2:160).  

 

5.1.2. “Heavy” File Sharers’ and “Heavy” Activists’ Experience Connected with File Sharing and 

Their Feelings Towards It 

 

When answering the question about experiences and feelings connected with file sharing, the respondents 

mainly indicated positive emotions. They have used worlds such as: good, awesome, great, happy, 

interested, excited, amazed, surprised, fantastic, and liberated in order to describe their feelings. Some 

respondents provided more detailed descriptions about how fascinated they felt:  

 

“I felt a whole world of new knowledge and culture open up to me. The ability to access global 

information at a whole new level was exhilarating.” (Q2:2) 

 

“Powerful. When I bought my first printer I used to think in Guttenberg. It’s incredible how from nothing 

you materialize a book... from the ether.” (Q2:8) 

 

“I came from a family where almost no cultural resources were [available]. I used to go to the library 

and it gave me the same excitement as in that place [file-sharing site], but I knew [now] that I had access 

to a much bigger thing.” (Q2:13) 
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“Awesome! Sat up through the night to watch an Iron Maiden album download (33.8 kbps connection...). 

Listened to each song at least a hundred times after that. I kept finding all these bands I'd never heard of 

before, so it really blew my mind.” (Q2:229) 

 

“It felt like stepping in a candy store, to have a virtually unlimited library of music at your hands.” 

(Q2:185) 

 

“I felt like someone gives me presents with nothing in exchange.” (Q2:74) 

 

A lot of respondents that have expressed strong positive emotions towards file sharing in their answers 

have emphasized that file sharing has brought broader access to culture, knowledge, and information by 

undermining financial and geographical limitations, which they had faced before: 

 

“Great! I suddenly had access to different cultures and sub-cultures, I could watch movies that I could 

never see at a local small-town cinema or rent, and I saw things I've never heard of and I was able to find 

my own interests, likes and dislikes, not depending on what people around me thought. Several culture-

shocks after discovering new things just expanded the horizons.” (Q2:28) 

 

“It [file sharing] was absolutely necessary, because in my country (Chile) there is a tax for books, music 

and movies, so reading, listening or watching any type of cultural expression is kind of expensive. At first 

time I felt like I could download the world and nothing bad can happen, but then I realized that I need to 

seed all these files, which I’ve downloaded  in order to [continue]  this information and culture flow, well, 

[…] that other people could […] enjoy the culture from the world. The feeling from that moment is 

incomparable, […] you realize that the world can be completely connected by the Internet, which is the 

only real democracy left in the world, the Internet listens to the voice of the people.” (Q2:109) 

 

Other respondents have emphasized that file sharing has helped to eliminate inequality. They felt positive 

emotions since they could keep up with other people:  

 

“I was happy because I could find out what everyone else was talking about.” (Q2:58) 

 

“Fantastic! Easy access to what my friends have seen.” (Q2:141) 

 



 
 

83 

A reason for the positive emotions towards file sharing was the possibility to choose media content, to 

customize media products, to collect them, and to try them out before buying as well: 

 

“Happy about being able to download individual songs, neutral otherwise.” (Q2:107) 

 

“Great. I found that I could finally get music easier and quicker than going to the music shop and back to 

get a CD with just 3 good tracks on it.” (Q2:51) 

 

“Good, that I could try something for free and then decide if I wanted to buy a physical copy.” (Q2:183) 

 

For some respondents file sharing has brought positive emotions since it helped to save a lot of time and 

money: 

 

“It was great that I had songs for free and could listen [them] on my mp3 player immediately.” (Q2:158) 

 

“It was nice; you could get content almost instantly even though it wasn't a modem with nice 

bandwidth.” (Q2:96) 

 

“It felt nice to get something fast! Instantly. But at the same time a bit criminal…” (Q2:95) 

 

In addition to this, “heavy” activists and “heavy” file sharers were amazed by the possibilities that file 

sharing can provide. The amount of data and culture, which is possible to access via file sharing, 

surprised them:  

 

“I was thrilled to be able to find almost anything I could think of.” (Q2:35) 

 

“It [file sharing] was fairly cool, because you started thinking about how much you can now watch/ 

listen/ read. Somehow it feels like you can access any information you need.” (Q2:91) 

 

However, not everyone was so charmed by file sharing. A few respondents indicated having neutral 

emotions towards it. They took file sharing as a “natural” thing, as one more way to use a computer: 

 

“It felt natural, no special feelings about it.” (Q2:21) 

 



 
 

84 

“One more thing you can do on the Internet.” (Q2:29) 

 

“Wait... what? No feelings, is no different to any other normal computer activity.” (Q2:223) 

 

Of course for some of the “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists, file sharing brought not only 

positive emotions and experiences – they remember the fears and troubles which came together with the 

activity. Some respondents were bored too, since it took ages to download a file: 

 

“I felt exited about my new Possibilities, but frustrated because of technical Problems.” (Q2:15) 

 

“First I was nervous, because I didn't yet understand how it worked and for fear of catching some 

worms.” (Q2:20) 

 

“It was good and bad [feeling] at the same time. It was good because I could get all games, movies and 

music for free. As a 13-year old in Lithuania I couldn't afford those things. The bad [thing] was the threat 

of viruses. Since I lacked experience I had contaminated my pc countless times.” (Q2:80) 

 

“It took me too much time to send/get the file. It felt boring.” (Q2:137) 

 

A few respondents claimed that they have faced a moral dilemma with file sharing and have changed 

their opinion towards the activity a couple of times. Some “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists 

where afraid of possible legal consequences as well:     

 

“It was devastating, resulting in a crash of the computer. About that I felt very stupid, but my feelings 

about the action […] I felt [that] I should play this [file sharing] close to my chest, not let many know 

about it, what if someone tells the police?” (Q2:217) 

 

“[I felt] like I was doing something illegal.” (Q2:179) 

 

“It was new at first and I was a hardcore cd/music collector at the time and I felt that downloading music 

was a form of stealing. In fact, it still is. However, charging 20 Euros for a new album is a form of 

(legalized) theft as well, so I resorted to downloading.” (Q2:215) 
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“I took it for granted that I could swap files (mostly games) with my friends. It was like getting a new toy 

- but the friend who gave it to me could keep theirs. […] Later on, as a teenager, I realized that violating 

copyrights was stealing, and I took a hard line against all copying of non-free software, music, and 

movies. I felt I had the righteous moral high ground. Later still, around 19 or 20, I realized that copying 

wasn't ever stealing (which is not to say that things shouldn't be paid for).” (Q2:55) 

 

Other respondents in their answers emphasized that they did not feel that they were doing anything wrong 

and did not face any moral dilemmas regarding file sharing: 

 

“My first experience was with Napster. It really didn't feel wrong at all.” (Q2:14) 

 

“It was unexpected for me to find out that I can get so many interesting and useful things by file sharing. 

I felt good, I never thought that I'm doing something wrong or I shouldn't do it.” (Q2:117) 

 

“It was new for me. Everything was very interesting. So many information and etc. Actually I don't 

remember how I felt, but I wasn't thinking that I’m doing something what is wrong or illegal.” (Q2:157) 

 

Of course there were some respondents that felt good about file sharing since it brought the possibility of 

obtaining copyright-protected material without buying it, to satisfy consumeristic needs, or to collect 

things. However, those kinds of answers were a minority:  

 

“I don't remember how I felt. I guess I was happy to get the stuff I wanted for free.” (Q2:46) 

 

“I remember that all the sudden I wanted to download everything I could get my hands on.” (Q2:76) 

 

There is a myth that file sharing is completely “free.” One of the respondents definitely would not agree 

with that: 

 

“I started downloading mp3s from audiogalaxy when it still was a p2p site. At the time I used to have a 

56k modem, so I needed around 30 minutes for downloading a song and it was quite expensive because I 

had to pay the telephone bill too.” (Q2:68) 

 

To sum up, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have expressed different emotions regarding the 

phenomenon; however, the majority of respondents were fascinated by file sharing and have stated 
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positive emotions regarding the issue. Most often respondents were amazed by the possibilities and 

accessibility which file sharing has brought: an enormous amount of books to read, music to listen to, and 

films to see. In addition to this, as the respondents have claimed, file sharing has erased the boundaries 

between the classes since it has provided the possibility to know what others have known, to listen to 

what others have listened to, and to see what others have seen. Therefore, file sharers have complex 

attitudes toward the issue and it is improper to generalise that file sharing and file sharers are superficial, 

as sceptics of the phenomenon do.  

 

5.1.3. “Heavy” File Sharers’ and “Heavy” Activists’ Reasons to Download Or to File Share 

 

It is interesting to see what kind of reasons have encouraged “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists to 

start downloading and file sharing. As the data analysis has shown, there were several different reasons 

which encouraged “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activist to do so. One of the most common reasons 

stated by many respondents was curiosity:  

 

“I just wanted to see how it works.” (Q3:26) 

 

“I guess it was just because I wanted to try something new, to experience new things (with downloaded 

content).” (Q3:73) 

 

“Just to try it out. Everything with the internet was so new and futuristic.” (Q3:112) 

 

“Curiosity. It's something you do when you discover new technology. And Internet was new at that time.” 

(Q3:154) 

 

Another reason which has occurred very often in the respondents’ answers was the necessity to obtain 

information and cultural goods: 

 

“The need for this file.” (Q3:65) 

 

“Necessity. It is the mother of all negotiation.” (Q3:39) 

 

Desire to access culture and media content which is difficult to access otherwise has played a significant 

role in the decision to download/file share for the first time as well:   
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“To find music, videos that I couldn't find in stores.” (Q3:176) 

 

“I wanted access to content that was not otherwise available to me.” (Q3:33) 

 

“[I] didn't have a possibility to buy it [cultural goods]. Money is not an issue. It's an infrastructure 

thing.” (Q3:84) 

 

There were respondents for whom the main reason to file share and download was the wish to experience 

culture, to satisfy cultural needs, and later to share obtained material with others: 

 

“Somebody had an mp3 file of Robert McNamara singing - I thought that was incredible and asked them 

to send it to me - took probably 6-12 hours to transfer.” (Q3:49) 

 

“[The reason was] to gather and store knowledge and items serving my personal interests. Then, to offer 

others this knowledge in the purpose of solidarity.” (Q3:63) 

 

“Exchange & discover new things.” (Q3:85) 

 

“[Reason was] near unlimited access to information and culture. It was freedom and solidarity.” 

(Q3:153) 

 

Of course for some respondents’ financial constrains were the main reason why they have started 

downloading. A lot of “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists indicated that they simply did not have 

enough money to buy the cultural goods which they wanted or needed: 

 

“I have started downloading music which I couldn't afford to buy, because as a student at school I didn't 

have much spare money. Later on, I realized that some music which I liked was not available in my 

country to purchase and for on-line shopping you must have a credit card... so the easiest and most 

convenient way was file sharing :)” (Q3:105) 

 

“I was a kid. I could enjoy music without paying. Also, there was no way I could've paid for music. I 

didn't make any money at all. My allowance was a dollar a day.” (Q3:76) 
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“I didn't have money for legal software, so I chose file sharing.” (Q3:162) 

 

The possibility to customise products, to choose only those cultural goods which you want and not to buy 

what you do not need, and to test before purchasing were the reasons that encouraged individuals to file 

share as well: 

  

“I think it's the universal reason – to watch, listen and play what you want.” (Q3:158) 

 

“I'd heard a song that I liked, but it was by an artist whom I didn't like. The only way to get it would be to 

buy the whole CD, which is undoubtedly full of songs I will not like. Plus I liked to listen to the songs on 

my computer which meant that I would have to rip my CD's […]. Downloading it just saved me that 

step.” (Q3:54) 

 

“[Reason was] to burn a CD with a bunch of different songs.” (Q3:189) 

 

“I am a huge music fan and buy hundreds of CDs, I download music to check how an album is and, if I 

like it, I then proceed to buy it.” (Q3:185) 

 

“I was going to take a chance on bands and didn't want to spend the $18/per CD to do so.  The signal to 

noise ratio was very low.  I would say 1 out of every 10 bands I checked out, had something I liked.  So to 

find those bands by purchasing, I would have had to spend $180 each go 'round.” (Q3:222) 

 

Some respondents have stated that the reason for their file sharing and downloading was a desire to 

overpass inequality, to minimize the gap between them and other people:  

 

“I was curious and I needed to have access to the same cultural goods as my friends.” (Q3:13) 

 

“I wanted to hear a new song that people were talking about.” (Q3:58) 

 

There were few “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists that have claimed that the reason they started 

file sharing and downloading was a desire to by-pass media companies. Respondents perceive media 

industries negatively because of unfair pricing and greediness:  
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“Today I don't want to waste my money on bad products - I download to see what’s good or what’s not. I 

also don't want big companies to get big bucks on the artist hard work. Over pricing CDs and the one 

who gets the least of bucks are the artists. Also the CD price was way up high before Napster - today the 

price is about 179 kronor - and the argument is that they have to charge it because of piracy - problem is 

that CD was the same price before the Internet. I like to pay the artists but not the greedy companies.” 

(Q3:182) 

 

“The mark-up a lot of products get simply for being in Australia seemed (and still does) unfair. We pay 

~100% more than we would in USD if we were buying things there.” (Q3:57) 

 

“A number of reasons. I always thought that […] companies, who sell content I wanted, are really greedy 

and overpricing their content thus "stealing" from me. It [file sharing] was a way to get back on them. 

Also a lot of things I wanted weren't available where I lived and content sharing made them readily 

available. And last but not least I was a student so I wasn't able to afford owning most the said content.” 

(Q3:159) 

 

Some of the respondents did not have any particular reason to start file sharing and downloading. For 

them it was natural thing to do on the Internet, like belonging to a community, being a human: 

 

“File sharing has always seemed natural to me. It has been a part of my life since I was old enough to 

play computer games.” (Q3:99) 

 

“No budget to buy games, the "sharing spirit". (Some people were smoking, I was "sharing with my 

club”)” (Q3:178) 

 

“It's a standard part of being human.” (Q3:224) 

 

Convenience was also stated as one of the reasons which encouraged respondents to file share: 

 

“I'd say simple convenience. If I actually had access to buy what I was looking for I'd probably say cost.” 

(Q3:48) 

 

“Quick, free and reliable. […]” (Q3:51) 
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“Probably the ability to watch content whenever I wanted too.” (Q3:72) 

 

“Ease-of-access plus a desire to be able to listen to music without having to put up with radio advertising 

and unknown playlists. I would hear something I liked and then be able to listen to it whenever I 

wanted.” (Q3:184) 

 

Of course for some of the respondents’ file sharing was a perfect way to satisfy their consumeristic and 

entertainment needs, to have access to free content. However, such types of answers were in a minority:   

 

“I wanted to play more computer games.” (Q3:92) 

 

“Mainly personal entertainment.” (Q3:150) 

 

“I wanted to listen to some new artists and wanted it right now.” (Q3:143) 

 

“I wanted to have films and music for free without going anywhere.” (Q3:156) 

 

 “Free of charge access to the files.” (Q3:53) 

 

“I just wanted to have a song for free, that's all.” (Q3:212) 

 

“Hey, I want this and I can get it for free here.” (Q3:126) 

 

Therefore, there was a mix of reasons why “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activist started to file share. 

In the respondents’ answers it is possible to find political reasoning, curiosity, desire for self-

development, and consumeristic reasoning.  

  

One of the close-ended questions in the questionnaire has asked “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activist 

to indicate the most common reason why they downloaded and file shared. The majority of the 

respondent, 26.63% or 45 individuals, claimed that they downloaded and file shared everything they liked 

since they “stockpiled.” Another option which was chosen basically as often as the previously-mentioned 

one was that respondents could not afford to buy the cultural goods or information which they needed or 

wanted to obtain. This answer was chosen by 23.08% or all respondents or 39 individuals. Twenty-one 

point thirty percent of the sample or 36 respondents claimed to download those cultural goods and 
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information which they do not want to buy. In addition to this, it is important to note that it was possible 

to choose only one of the listed options or to write text in text box indicated as “other.” Usually the 

respondents that chose this option have written that they download “all of the above,” meaning that every 

answer was applicable for them. For a more detailed distribution of the respondents’ answers see chart 12. 

 

Chart 12 Type of cultural goods and “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ reasons to 

download or file share  

 
To sum up, the majority of the respondents have started to file share and download because of curiosity 

and necessity to obtain cultural goods and information, since to obtain them otherwise was impossible 

due to financial, technological, or geographical constraints. The main urge to download and file share 

was the desire to have access to the same cultural resources as others and to satisfy personal cultural 

needs. Most often respondents download what they like and what they need but cannot obtain in a 

traditional way.  

 

5.1.4. Symbolic Meaning of File Sharing for “Heavy” File Sharers and “Heavy” Activists 

 

As the qualitative data analysis has shown, file sharing symbolises a lot for “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists. Usually respondents have used such words as: freedom, progress, love, possibilities, 

opportunities, access, availability, convenience, friendship, socialization, new things, exchange, helping 

people, community, solidarity, future, distribution, democracy, fair use, openness, collaboration, way of 
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communication, to describe what file sharing means to them. Thus, file sharing mainly symbolises 

positive things and high values for the respondents:  

 

“Freedom of speech, sharing of culture, social cultural equality.” (Q4:4) 

 

“Sharing, new values, revolution, post-scarcity.” (Q4:13) 

 

“Free circulation of culture. Making culture accessible for everyone without being exclusive.” (Q4:44) 

 

“The real freedom of the Net.” (Q4:74) 

 

“The end of the imaginary.” (Q4:8) 

 

“Helping others, being helped by others. Sharing is caring. Mocking the gatekeepers claiming their 

paying customers are thieves, and f*cking both artists and customers. Spreading culture. It is a deep 

feeling of doing good and I understand why Kopimism is now also a religion.” (Q4:6) 

 

 “It means a lot. I can cross the boundaries that have been made by the film and game giants.” (Q4:158) 

 

“It means a new way of sharing culture and a new way of creating Culture as well.” (Q4:15) 

 

“Being superhuman. File sharing is like having super memory.” (Q4:27) 

 

“ It brings hope, it brings future.” (Q4:30) 

 

“A freedom of choice, basic human right. Ability to learn not depending on your background, 

environment and wealth.” (Q4:28) 

 

“To me, file sharing is the Internet. It symbolizes decentralization, egalitarianism, freedom of speech and 

information, democratization of knowledge and educational gatekeepers, open access and free 

education.” (Q4:55) 

 

“Access to the wealth of human knowledge. I've heard it (the Internet) described as a Distributed Brain, 

which I think is really apt. So I see file sharing as accessing our Distributed Brain.” (Q4:54) 
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“File sharing is just one aspect of the connectivity that forms the underpinnings of our ability to share 

information world-wide. The ability to freely do so without censorship has the ability to free our society 

by allowing universal access to knowledge, as well as other differently and like-minded people. File 

sharing represents freedom from oppressive cultural and social monopolies of knowledge.” (Q4:60) 

 

“You learn about new bands from around the world. It’s a chance for conversation. Teaching each other. 

To me, file sharing it's a social group activity.” (Q4:76) 

 

“The spreading of culture and information and the right for everyone to take part! Inclusion, equality.” 

(Q4:90) 

 

For some of the respondents file sharing has a strong connection with political beliefs. They see file 

sharing as an activity which will bring changes to the society at large. It is declaration of their standpoints, 

way of life: 

 

“I guess it's a standpoint against the copyright-laws for some and it's definitely a political issue.” 

(Q4:82) 

 

“A resistance towards the notion of intellectual property.” (Q4:107) 

 

“An economic change in the way the world works.” (Q4:24) 

 

“Do It Yourself. Cut out the publishers and retails chains and, same as growing your own garden, sewing 

own clothes, etc.” (Q4:29) 

 

“Liberation, freedom of culture, and end to oppressive monopolies which sell us rubbish at premium 

prices and give us no rights over it.” (Q4:61) 

 

“Fighting for our rights as consumers.” (Q4:16) 

 

“Freedom and not giving money to the movie and music industry mafia (RIAA, MPAA etc.)” (Q4:96) 
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“I regard file sharing as an important step towards the communist goal of »all things to all people«. In 

this sense, I guess my support for file sharing is political, but also in a way realist. That is: I don't think 

computing without file sharing is neither possible nor desirable, and given the choice between 

commercially produced cultural goods and unregulated copying, I'd take unregulated copying any day, 

regardless of the consequences.” (Q4:103) 

 

“For me it means that those who don't deserve to earn anything from creativity (like the well paid suits 

on the major record companies) don't get anything. For me it's also a kind of statement that all 

information should be free. I am pro the so called "resource based economy" ideology where you don't 

have a monetary system so in my opinion money shouldn't be a driving force for anything. If I couldn't 

download anything for free I wouldn't buy anything I normally download unless it was reasonably 

priced.” (Q4:112) 

 

Of course there were some respondents that associate file sharing with negative matters such as illegality 

and for some “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists it has brought ethical dilemmas and worries about 

society’s shift:  

    

“A legal loop hole which by all reason shouldn't really exist in our society yet whilst it is there and 

generally consequence free I'll keep using it.” (Q4:148) 

 

“It's a double-edged sword. In one way it's a great way to discover new music and for artists and bands 

it's the way forward in terms of getting their name and music to the masses. I also understand the 

problem many artists and bands have with downloading, because its affects their income directly and 

often in a negative way.” (Q4:215) 

 

“In my heart I know that file sharing is a crime, it is pure stealing from the creators. Still I'm hypocrite 

when it comes to downloading; trying to justify it by thinking that it is for the "greater good". I for 

example work as a DJ and justify some of the downloading of new albums with the thoughts that I'm 

doing promotional-work for the bands in question by playing it out at clubs raising people interest in 

buying the album (and hopefully not just downloading it when getting home from the club).” (Q4:188) 

   

However, not all respondents see file sharing as an activity having an effect on the society; some “heavy” 

file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ responses were very self-oriented and they did not see broader 

implications of file sharing: 
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“I think that it [file sharing] is good for me, because I don’t need to pay for it and I get what I want for 

free” (Q4:108) 

 

“I have never thought any further about it. I am just lazy and like to have stuff home right away.” 

(Q4:143) 

 

There were some respondents for whom file sharing does not symbolise anything special; it is something 

that is just possible to do: 

 

“It does not symbolize anything. It is just activity as anything else.” (Q4:81) 

 

“For me it's just something I do.” (Q4:75) 

 

“Nothing special really, it’s like breathing air.” (Q4:73) 

 

“People mistake file sharing for something other than what it is, showing things you like to people 

around you.” (Q4:49) 

 

“I am not ideological "pirate" really. I am a usual modern-day person. So it is not a symbol of "freedom" 

or "revolt against corporations". It just means normal and natural way of things to be.” (Q4:160) 

 

Contrary to other respondents, file sharing has become a significant part of their life, a habit: 

 

“It [file sharing] means everyday.” (Q4:164) 

 

“It is like talking. No one loses, everyone gains. Keep talking, communicating, and never let people tell 

you to shut up (it's rude).” (Q4:39) 

 

In addition to this, file sharing for the respondents symbolises the possibility to try the product before 

buying, and it helps to make a decision as well:  

 

“The ability to actually try a product out before you buy it, something that I find very weird that some 

people are fighting against. I DO buy games and music that I find good, I just download it first to listen 
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to it/play it through before I do. I wouldn't want my money to be wasted on bad musicians or games 

developers.” (Q4:93) 

 

“Now, file sharing means being able to try before you buy. I'll download an album to see if it's to my 

taste (or if I don't get a promo of it but want to review it), but I will delete it afterwards regardless of 

whether it's to my taste or not, and put it on my list to buy.” (Q4:200) 

 

For “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists file sharing symbolises more opportunities for the artist, 

the ability to promote their creative works, the possibility to become famous:  

 

“It's also a new resource for bands.  In that, before you had to do a lot of promotion to get someone to 

listen to your music.  All you need to do now is get a good review and someone will listen to it.” (Q4:222) 

 

“Today, it's a way to get my band's music heard. Also, I've discovered almost all my favourite bands 

through file sharing, so it's been a great way to sample masses of music and pick the handful of artists 

who I spend my spare cash on. It's basically a try-before-you-buy system, and although I admit that I 

don't buy absolutely everything I enjoy, I spend far more money than I would otherwise have done.” 

(Q4:229) 

 

Naturally there were some respondents that have claimed that file sharing symbolises the possibility to 

get goods for free, that it mainly serves entertainment and consumeristic purposes. However, this type of 

answers was a minority:  

 

“The possibility to get something that I want and much of it.” (Q4:97) 

 

“Being able to stay updated with the latest entertainment” (Q4:136) 

 

“Its mean easy and FREE!!!” (Q4:227) 

 

“It's convenient and gets me exactly what I want.” (Q4:20) 

 

“The right for everybody for entertainment.” (Q4:150) 
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To conclude, hypothesis 1 – file sharing is driven by thirst for knowledge and information, and interest 

and love for culture – is validated by the empirical data. Qualitative analysis has shown that “heavy” file 

sharers and “heavy” activists have deeper agenda than May (2002) has claimed they do. According to 

him, file sharers have only a consumeristic agenda and file sharing is driven only by entertainment 

purposes. However, this appeared to be the opposite. File sharing symbolises a lot for the respondents and 

mainly positive and great things such as freedom, accessibility, equality, solidarity, and so on. In addition 

to this file sharing is used to access culture and information, which is not accessible otherwise, which is 

mainly used for self-development and learning.  

 

5.2. Testing Hypothesis 2. Analysis and Interpretation 

 

In sub-chapter 5.2., hypothesis 2 – “heavy” file sharers do not have any explicit political agenda behind 

file sharing – will be tested by qualitatively analysing open-ended questions Q3, Q4, Q13 and 

quantitatively analysing close-ended questions Q12 and Q25. Moreover, data results will be interpreted as 

well.  

 

5.2.1. “Heavy” File Sharers’ Reasons to Start File Sharing and Symbolic Meaning of the Activity 

 

As the qualitative data analysis has shown, the most often-expressed reason why “heavy” file sharers 

have started to file share was that they were curious to know how it worked, needed a file, wanted to 

obtain cultural goods and information without buying it, or could not afford cultural goods to purchase, 

thus, they have chosen file sharing in order to access culture, information, and knowledge. For some of 

the respondents the problem was the accessibility of the media goods since they simply could not find 

them to buy. Some “heavy” file sharers perceive file sharing as a more convenient way to obtain media 

goods as well. Only one respondent from the “heavy” file sharers (in total 58 individuals) stated a more 

ideological reason which led to file sharing. That respondent indicated that the reason to file share was a 

wish to by-pass media companies. Therefore, the incentive to start files sharing was basically based on 

needs and wants which were could not be satisfied in a traditional market-relation way due to a number 

or constraints.    

 

However, it is important to note that “heavy” file sharers have been file sharing for quite a long time; thus 

they started to file share when they were quite young. The absolute majority of the respondents, which is 

75.86% of all “heavy” file sharers or 44 individuals, started to file share 4-10 years ago. Twenty-four 
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point fourteen percent of all “heavy” file sharers or 14 individuals have been file sharing for more than 10 

years.  

 

Chart 13 Length of file sharing by “heavy” file sharers 

 
In addition, 55.17% of “heavy” file sharers or 32 individuals at the moment are between 18-25 years old. 

Thirty-six point sixty-six percent or 23 individuals fall into the 26-35 year category. Thus, “heavy” file 

sharers were in their teenage years when they have started to file share and it is not a surprise that as 

teenagers they did not perceive file sharing as political action and did not have a political agenda behind 

their behaviour. Note that none of the “heavy” file sharers is under 18 years or more than 56.  
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Chart 14 “Heavy” file sharers’ age 

 
However, despite the quite consumeristic and superficial reasons which have led the majority of the 

respondents to file share at a young age, now file sharing itself has a symbolic meaning almost for all 

“heavy” file sharers. For them file sharing symbolizes freedom in many ways. The respondents perceive 

file sharing as freedom of speech, freedom to share information, a part of the freedom of the Net and 

freedom of culture. Thus, for “heavy” file sharers file sharing symbolises liberal values since freedom is 

the cornerstone of that ideology. There were a part of the respondents for whom file sharing has a more 

social meaning as a way of communication, collaboration, and socialization. According to them it is an 

important part of their “Internet life” (Q4:157); “it means everyday” (Q4:164). Furthermore, file sharing 

is helping people, it symbolise friendship. Some “heavy” file sharers have described file sharing in terms 

of opportunities, progress, accessibility, equality, free education, variety, and ability to cross boundaries. 

Thus, file sharing for “heavy” file sharers symbolises socialistic values as well, because they have 

emphasized community, collaboration, and equality as the most important. 

 

A few “heavy” file sharers perceive file sharing as a political issue; they see it as “a standpoint against 

the copyright-laws” (Q4:82), “a way to bypass restrictions imposed by powers that be whether they're for 

good or ill.” (Q4:190). One respondent stated that file sharing is a complex issue with positive and 

negative consequences: 

 

“It's a double-edged sword. In one way it's a great way to discover new music and for artists and bands 

it's the way forward in terms of getting their name and music to the masses. I also understand the 
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problem many artists and bands have with downloading, because its affects their income directly and 

often in a negative way.” (Q4:215) 

 

Of course there are some that have stated that file sharing does not symbolize anything – that it is just an 

activity, a habit. For a few respondents file sharing brought negative association such as: “illegal matter” 

(Q4:70), “a legal loop hole which by all reason shouldn't really exist in our society” (Q4:148). To some 

respondents file sharing symbolises free stuff and the ability to satisfy their desire for the “latest 

entertainment” (Q4:136). According to some respondents, file sharing makes their life easier. It helps to 

get what they want/need and the mostly important, fast.  

 

Therefore, many different reasons have been identified why “heavy” file sharers have started to file share. 

However, it is impossible to generalise that file sharing is driven only by consumeristic agenda and does 

not have any deeper values for file sharers, as May (2002) suggests. 

 

The quantitative data analysis has shown that the absolute majority of all “heavy” file sharers (72.41% of 

the sample or 42 individuals) believe that file sharers are not thieves and that file sharing is not a form of 

theft (see chart 15). Most often the respondents have based their arguments on the claim that file sharing 

is only making a copy and not taking the original away from someone’s possession; therefore it is not 

theft. Thus, the respondents did not justify their actions based on political reasoning, as Wark (2002) 

assumes they do, but rather argue on logical reasoning.  Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers have stated that 

if file sharers do not gain any monetary benefit from file sharing, it is absolutely ethical and moral to file 

share. Lessig (2004) argues that non-commercial copying should be legitimized too. Respondents in 

favour of file sharing see the activity as a form of promotion, a PR opportunity for the artist, and a way to 

try goods before buying them as well. Thus, according to the respondents, file sharing actually benefits 

the industry and artists since it makes them more popular and they can sell more merchandise and more 

tickets to concerts. Furthermore, file sharing helps to get free from media industries’ exploitation and 

provides a possibility to interact with fans and consumers directly. This benefit of file sharing for artists 

Burkart and McCourt (2006) emphasize in their works. Moreover, “heavy” file sharers suggest looking at 

file sharing as a compliment to the artists since it shows that people are interested in their works: 

 

“Sorry, but I must quote: ,,If something is created, it is created for people, so if we share it, there is 

absolutely nothing wrong (if we talk about music, books, films and lots more). The one, whose creation is 

shared should be proud, because people need it, want it, so maybe it was worth to create, that’s one of 

the best rating."” (Q13:133) 
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Furthermore, one of the “heavy” file sharers sees a bit of heroism and glory in file sharing: 

 

“File sharers are like Robin Hood. They take from rich and give to poor :)” (Q13:137) 

 

Therefore, “heavy” file sharers believe that file sharing helps to maintain equality in the society. It 

provides the possibility for everyone to enjoy information and culture. “Heavy” file sharers see culture as 

a collective phenomenon as well:  “Culture is created by everybody and belongs to everybody” (Q13:140). 

In their answers “heavy” file sharers suggest that media industries should change their business models 

and keep up with the times as well.  

 

Twenty-five point eighty-six percent of “heavy” file sharers, or 15 individuals, have stated that media 

industries are thieves (see chart 15). They hold this opinion since media products are way too expensive. 

Furthermore, biggest part of the income from sales goes to the industry instead of the actual 

creators/artists; therefore, industry exploits the artists. Moreover, “heavy” file sharers perceive media 

industries’ prosecutions against individual file sharers as wrong as well. One of the respondents blames 

society and capitalism more than industries due to the present situation. Another believes that: 

 

“Making profit on culture is not wrong per se, but this profit should be based upon the choice of an 

individual to be willing to contribute.” (Q13:205) 

 

It is very interesting that one of the “heavy” file sharers does not see the “market value” of the digital 

goods. Few believe that non-tangible objects have less value than physical ones: 

 

“Digital goods are infinite and hold no value beyond what one is willing to pay as charity or in 

appreciation to the creator.” (Q13:71) 

 

Seventeen point twenty-four percent of the sample, or 10 “heavy” file sharers, consider themselves as 

thieves (see chart 15). Their main argument was based on the existing legal system: “If the laws say it's a 

theft it means that it's a theft.” (Q13:68). In addition to this, respondents have argued that file sharing 

deprives artists from income, and therefore it is wrong: 
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“People put time/expense into creating this content and like all business ventures they have to right to 

reserve ownership unless paid for by a consumer, who then only can claim ownership for personal use.” 

(Q13:148) 

 

Moreover, “heavy” file sharers perceive file sharing as theft since the obtained information and cultural 

goods are not purchased, “ if you do not pay - it looks like you steal” (Q13:119).  

 

It is important to note that the percentage in total on the chart 15 is more than 100% since respondents 

had the ability to choose more than one answer. One of the “heavy” file sharers has chosen all possible 

answers since “the issue holds to many aspects to be able to simply choose one” (Q13:82). 

  

Chart 15 Perception of file sharing and its connection with thievery by “heavy” file sharers   

  
To sum up, despite the fact that basically the “heavy” file sharers’ motives to start file sharing were not 

political at all due to their young age, the activity itself at the moment symbolises a great deal for the 

respondents. In addition, file sharing is not perceived as a form of theft by the majority of “heavy” file 

sharers.  

 

5.2.2. “Heavy” File Sharers’ Perception of File Sharing and Its Connection with Politics 

 

When “heavy” file sharers’ attitudes towards file sharing and its connection with thievery is analysed, it 

is interesting to investigate if “heavy” file sharers connect the activity with politics.  
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As the quantitative data have shown, 44.48% of “heavy” file sharers or 26 individuals strongly agree or 

agree that file sharing is an individualist action. Twenty-seven point fifty-nine percent of the respondents 

or 16 individuals neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Twenty-seven point fifty-eight percent of 

the sample, or 16 individuals, disagree or strongly disagree with the claim. Thus, they believe that file 

sharing is not an individualistic action.    

 

Chart 16 “Heavy” files sharers’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing is individualistic action 

 
Furthermore, 39.66% of “heavy”  file sharers or 23 individuals strongly agree or agree with the claim that 

file sharing is a social movement, activism, civil disobedience, a form of protest, and resistance. Thirty-

one point zero three percent of the respondents or 18 individuals neither agree nor disagree with the 

statement. Twenty-nine point thirty-one percent of the sample or 17 individuals do not think that file 

sharing has a political agenda at all; therefore they disagree or strongly disagree with the claim.  
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Chart 17 “Heavy” files sharers’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing is a social movement 

and a form of activism, civil disobedience, protest, and resistance 

 
Furthermore, a little bit more than half of the “heavy” file sharers, which is 51.73% of all respondents or 

30 individuals, disagree or strongly disagree that file sharing is used only for entertainment purposes. 

Twenty-two point forty-one percent or 13 respondents neither agree nor disagree with the statement. 

Twenty-five point eighty-six percent or 15 individuals believe that the main purpose of file sharing is to 

satisfy entertainment needs.    

 



 
 

105 

Chart 18 “Heavy” files sharers’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing is used only for 

entertainment purposes  

  
To conclude, hypothesis 2 – “heavy” file sharers do not have any explicit political agenda behind file 

sharing – was disproven by empirical research since “heavy” file sharers’ tend to connect file sharing 

with politics and political behaviour. Moreover, “heavy” file sharers definitely use file sharing not only in 

order to satisfy their consumeristic or entertainment needs but the phenomenon symbolises deeper values 

for them as well. 

 

5.3. Testing Hypothesis 3. Analysis and Interpretation 

 

In sub-chapter 5.3., hypothesis 3 – “heavy” activists see file sharing as a form of resistance and civil 

disobedience against capitalist property rights – will be tested by qualitatively analysing open-ended 

questions Q3, Q4, Q13 and quantitatively analysing close-ended questions Q12 and Q25. The results of the 

research will be interpreted in the light of the theory as well.  

 

5.3.1. “Heavy” Activists’ Reasons to Start File Sharing and the Symbolic Meaning of the Activity 

 

As the data analysis has show, there were various reasons why “heavy” activists have started to file share. 

Mostly often respondents have mentioned curiosity and wishing to try out what it was all about. Content 

accessibility problems, money issues, too high media product prices were common answers as well. 

Some of the respondents have emphasized the convenience and comfort which file sharing has brought 
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since it is free, quick, and simple to use. File sharing is often used to satisfy cultural information needs 

and to discover new things. More rarely respondents claimed that the reason to file share was due to 

personal entertainment purposes. As a reason customization of media products was mentioned a few 

times as well, and Söderberg (2008) argues that individuals began to file share because companies could 

not satisfy their needs – thus they looked for an alternative for the market relations. Some “heavy” 

activists have claimed that file sharing was just a natural further step from sharing mixed tapes and 

burned CD’s. For some of the respondents the reason to start file sharing was a wish to exchange 

information and culture, to test media products, to learn more, and to keep up with other people and the 

world. Only a few “heavy” activists have stated political reasons for why they have started to file share. 

One respondent claimed that he did not want to pay for “greedy companies” (Q3:182). For another it was 

“a way to get them back” (Q3:159) since companies “steal” from the customer by overpricing products. 

Therefore, file sharing is the way for the respondents to get rid of middleman as they perceive media 

industries. However, it is important to note that despite the fact that the reasons to start file sharing were 

mainly apolitical, it does not mean that “heavy” activists do not perceive file sharing as a form of 

resistance and civil disobedience against capitalist property rights since the absolute majority of the 

“heavy” activists, or 59.46% of the sample (or 66 individuals), began to file share more than 10 years ago 

and thus were teenagers. Forty point fifty-four percent or 45 individuals have been file sharing for 4-10 

years.  

 

Chart 19 Length of time "heavy" activists have been file sharing 
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Furthermore, chart 20 shows that more than a half of the respondents (52.25% of all “heavy” activists or 

58 individuals) fall into the 18-25 year age category. Thirty-eight point seventy-four percent or 43 

individuals are between 26-35 years old. Therefore, 10 years ago “heavy” activists began  to file share at 

a very young age.  

    

Chart 20 “Heavy” activists age 

 
Hence, due to the mentioned reasons above (length of file sharing and age), to claim that “heavy” 

activists do not have a political agenda behind their action would be a false interpretation of the empirical 

data results. Thus, despite the fact that “heavy” activists did not have strong political reasons which have 

led them to file share, the qualitative data analysis has shown that file sharing means a lot for “heavy” 

activists. For many it symbolizes freedom just like it does for “heavy” file sharers. For them file sharing 

is freedom of speech, freedom to share culture, freedom of information, freedom from censorship. Thus, 

it symbolises liberal values. For other “heavy” activists file sharing symbolizes exchange and 

accessibility of knowledge, a new way to create culture, new values, revolution, and post-scarcity. 

According to Lessig (2004), the Internet has provided the possibility for individuals to participate in the 

production of culture; thus it has changed power relations since consumers have been set free from the 

media industries in terms of being dictated what to consume. The Internet together with file sharing has 

brought freedom of choice. Moreover, according to some respondents file sharing is connected with 

equality and justice because due to the file sharing culture, information and knowledge have become 

accessible for everyone. Other “heavy” activists perceive file sharing as a way to help people and to be 

helped by others as well. It symbolizes love, friendship, hope, future, communication, solidarity, 
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community, collaboration, progress, democracy, and openness. Thus, often the answers of the “heavy” 

activists were based on socialistic values as well. As one of the respondents has stated, file sharing is 

“[…] important step towards the communist goal of »all things to all people«” (Q4:103). For some 

respondents file sharing is a part of social group activity. Therefore, researchers claiming that file sharing 

is based only on individualistic actions are not correct. For “heavy” activists it is more about belong to 

the community. In addition, a quite common statement among the respondents’ answers was “sharing is 

caring,” which is a feministic perspective towards the activity (see Shiva 2001). Thus, there is evidence 

that file sharing is, as Dyer-Witheford (2002) describes, a “public-spirited activity” for “heavy” activists 

because they perceive and describe it as a struggle for freedom of information and as a good deed. 

 

In addition to this, some of the respondents have stated that they perceive file sharing as a part of the 

Internet, a part of today’s society. To them it symbolise alternative distribution, new opportunities for up-

coming musicians, the possibility to bypass media conglomerates, a chance to mock them, and 

opportunity to fight for rights and to try products. There were some “heavy” activists for whom file 

sharing has a strong political meaning. It symbolise “an end to oppressive monopolies” (Q4:61), “the 

corruption of the government, the failure of present day capitalistic systems and IP [intellectual 

property] regulation” (Q4:58), “resistance towards the notion of intellectual property” (Q4:107). 

Therefore, intellectual property rights are perceived as capitalist tools to enclose culture and information 

and file sharing is resistance against these attempts.  

 

Furthermore, some file sharing has a very symbolic and abstract meaning: 

 

“The end of the imaginary.” (Q4:8) 

 

“Being superhuman. File sharing is like having super memory.” (Q4:27) 

 

Only a few “heavy” activists have claimed that file sharing does not have any special meaning – that it is 

just something that is done. For others it symbolises free stuff, money and a time-saving activity, 

collecting, a way to satisfy consumeristic desires or “the right for everybody for entertainment”(Q4:150). 

 

Some of the respondents expressed their concerns about file sharing since they believe that file sharing 

has a negative effect on the artists’ income. One respondent described file sharing as a “necessary evil of 

an information society” since it both hurts and helps creators. Interestingly one of the respondents was 

worried about the superficial consumeristic generation which according to him file sharing creates:  
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“In general, I see file sharing as symbolizing as what the current internet-using generation have come to: 

becoming accustomed to being able to acquire basically anything they want with a quick Google search, 

and not to have to pay for it. While I am completely against the idea of SOPA/PIPA, I do partially 

understand these companies' concerns for trying to limit the amount of illegal file sharing that goes on. I 

have no sympathy for people who download incessantly (amassing terabytes of data) and never give 

anything back to the music or film businesses.” (Q4:200) 

 

However, the author of the thesis believes that consumerism is not caused by file sharing. It is the ethos 

which is in general nurtured by capitalism and especially has flourished under neoliberalism, where 

consumption is seen as the key to human happiness and a part of its identity. As Munck (2005) ironically 

describes: “I shop therefore I am.” 

  

Surprisingly, one of the “heavy” activists has claimed that file sharing for him symbolize a crime. 

 

To sum up, the “heavy” activists’ reasons for beginning to file share do not differ very much from 

“heavy” file sharers motivation since both groups have started to file share at a very young age; thus it is 

normal that their motivation was not based on political reasoning but more on desire for knowledge, 

culture, and curiosity. Furthermore, as the data results have shown the symbolic meaning of file sharing is 

strongly connected with liberal and social values in “heavy” activists’ views’ therefore they have a 

political agenda. In addition, for some of the “heavy” activists file sharing has a strong political and 

resistance meaning which they have emphasized strongly. 

 

5.3.2. “Heavy” Activists’ Perception of File Sharing and Its Connection with Politics 

 

Now that the qualitative data have been presented and analysed, it is time to look at the quantitative data 

and investigate “heavy” activists’ perception of file sharing and its connection with politics.  

 

Thus, 38.74% of “heavy” activists or 43 individuals think that file sharing is an individualistic action. The 

majority of the respondents neither agree not disagree with the statement. Thus, this opinion was held by 

30.63% of the sample or 34 “heavy” activists. Thirty point sixty-four percent of the respondents or 34 

individuals disagree or strongly disagree with the claim.   
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Chart 21 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing is an individualistic action  

 
The absolute majority of the respondents, which is 56.76% of “heavy” activists or 63 individuals, agree 

or strongly agree or with the claim that file sharing is social movement, activism, civil disobedience, or a 

form of protest and resistance. Twenty-one point sixty-two percent of the sample or 24 respondents 

neither agree nor disagree that file sharing has a political meaning. The minority of the respondents which 

is 21.62% or 24 individuals disagree or strongly disagree that file sharing has a political agenda at all.   
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Chart 22 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: File sharing is a social movement and a 

form of activism, civil disobedience, protest, and resistance 

 
To conclude, hypothesis 3 – “heavy” activists see file sharing as a form of resistance and civil 

disobedience against capitalist property rights – was proven since file sharing for “heavy” activists is 

definitely a political issue. They see it as a struggle against information and culture enclosure, and 

struggle for freedom to choose and participate in culture creation. Moreover, the qualitative data analysis 

has revealed that “heavy” activists emphasized the political symbolism of the phenomenon more often 

than file sharers did.  

 

5.4. Testing Hypothesis 4. Analysis and Interpretation  

 

In sub-chapter 5.4., hypothesis 4 – “heavy” activists justify file sharing according to the leftist world 

views and postulate socialistic values, such as community, cooperation, and equality – will be tested by 

quantitatively analysing close-ended questions Q25–Q33. In addition to this correlation between Q25 

statements and “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement will be calculated as well. Furthermore, the 

data analysis results will be interpreted in light of the theory.  

 

5.4.1. “Heavy” Activists’ Interest in Politics and Political Beliefs 

 

First of all, in order to tests hypothesis 4 it is necessary to see if in general “heavy” activists are interested 

in politics and what kind of political beliefs they do have. As the quantitative data results have shown, the 
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absolute majority of “heavy” activists are very interested in politics. To be more precise 59.46% of all 

“heavy” activists or 66 respondents claimed so. Twenty-three point forty-two percent of the sample or 26 

individuals are somewhat interested. Twenty-one point sixty-one percent of the respondents or 14 

individuals stated that they are not very interested in politics. Only a few respondents have stated that 

they are not interested in politics at all. This option was chosen by 4.5% of “heavy” activists or 5 

individuals. Therefore, some researchers’ claim that file sharing is not a politically-oriented activity and 

that that the people behind it do not have any interest in politics is not true.  

 

Chart 23 “Heavy” activists’ interest in politics 

 
Thus, the absolute majority of “heavy” activists are very interested in politics, but what kind of political 

ideology do they have? Chart 24 shows the distribution of “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement. As 

mentioned in the Methodology Part, point group 1-4 is considered as “left” (recoded into 1), 5-6 as 

“centre” (recoded into 2), and 7-10 as “right” (recoded into 3) (originally the scale was from 1 to 10 – see 

chart 25). Thus, more than half of the respondents, which is 53.15% or 59 individuals, have declared to 

be on political the “left.” Thirty-five point fourteen percent of the sample or 39 respondents have claimed 

to support “centre” values. The minority of the respondents or 11.71 %, which equals 13 individuals, 

have declared that they belong to the political “right.” This is not a surprise since socialistic and liberal 

values were often emphasize among the “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists answers when they 

described the symbolic meaning of file sharing and the reason why they file share.  
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Chart 24 “Heavy” activists left-right self-placement  

 
In order to provide more detailed information about “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement, the mean 

and standard deviation are provided in table 3. The minimum value is 1, which indicates that “left” and 

maximum value is 3, which indicates “right.” The calculated mean is 1.59, and the standard deviation is 

0.694. This confirms that the analyzed “heavy” activists have left-centre values. 

  

Table 3 “Heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement mean and standard deviation 
Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

“Heavy” activists 

left-right self-

placement  

111 1 3 1.59 .694 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

The author of the thesis believes that for the reader it is interesting to see how “heavy” activists’ left-right 

self-placement is distributed on a primary scale (from 1 to 10); therefore chart 25 is provided below.   
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Chart 25 Detailed “heavy” activists left-right self-placement 

 
In the table 4 mean and standard deviation of detailed distribution of respondents’ left-right self-

placement are provided as well. In this case calculated mean is 4.41 and standard deviation is 2.145. Thus, 

on average “heavy” activists have left-centre values. Therefore, here drawn conclusion confirms the one 

stated above.  

 

Table 4 Detailed “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement mean and standard deviation 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

“Heavy” activist left-right self-

placement 

111 1 10 4.21 2.145 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

To sum up, “heavy” activists have a lot of interest in politics and the majority of them tend to have left-

centre political beliefs. This was not a surprise since as the data analysis has shown file sharing 

symbolises left-wing values for the respondents and the often-stated reason why respondents have started 

to file share was based on left or centre reasoning. Furthermore, researchers that argue for file sharing 

usually hold “left” or “centre” values as well.  

 

5.4.2. “Heavy” Activists’ Perception of File Sharing and Its Connection with Socialistic Values 
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Since the “heavy” activists’ political location is known (left-centre), it is interesting to see how strongly 

respondents agree with the statements which advocate file sharing on the basis of socialistic values.  

 

As the data results have shown, almost all of the respondents, which is 98.2% of the sample or 109 

individuals, agree or strongly agree that file sharing provides greater access to knowledge. Only one of 

“heavy” file sharer has stated that she or he neither agree nor disagree with the claim. In addition to this, 

only one respondent does not believe that file sharing provides greater access to knowledge and therefore 

she disagrees with the statement. It is important to note that none of the respondents has chosen the 

“strongly disagree” option.  

 

Chart 26 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing provides greater access to 

knowledge 

 
Furthermore, “heavy” activists have expressed strong agreement towards the statement that file sharing 

helps to undermine social division and inequality in accessing information and culture. Eighty-seven 

point thirty-nine percent of the respondents or 97 individuals agree or strongly agree with the statement. 

Nine point zero one percent of “heavy” activists or 10 individuals neither agree nor disagree, and 3.6% of 

the sample or 4 respondents disagree or strongly disagree with the claim that file sharing helps to 

undermine social division and inequality in accessing information and culture. 
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Chart 27 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing helps to undermine social 

division and inequality in accessing information and culture 

 
Moreover, “heavy” activists have expressed very strong agreement with the statement that information 

and culture are a common heritage of all mankind. Thus, 91.89% of all respondents or 102 individuals 

strongly agree or agree with the statement. Six point thirty-one percent of the sample or 7 respondents 

neither agree nor disagree with the claim. Only two 1.8% of “heavy” activists or 2 individuals, disagree 

or strongly disagree that information and culture are a common heritage of all mankind.  
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Chart 28 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: information and culture are a common 

heritage of all mankind 

 
In comparison with the above-presented statements, a bit weaker but still very strong agreement on the 

part of “heavy” activists has been expressed towards the statement that knowledge and information are 

produced not by individuals, but collectively in collaboration. Sixty-five point seventy-seven percent of 

the respondents or 73 individuals strongly agree or agree with the claim. Twenty-four point thirty-two 

percent of the sample or 27 “heavy” activists neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Nine point 

ninety-one percent or 11 respondents disagree or strongly disagree that knowledge and information are 

produced not by individuals, but collectively in collaboration. 
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Chart 29 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: knowledge and information are 

produced not by individuals, but collectively in collaboration  

 
Moreover, “heavy” activists strongly support the statement that file sharing encourages collectivity and 

participation. Eighty-one point ninety-eight percent of all respondents or 91 individuals strongly agree or 

agree with the claim. Thirteen point fifty-one percent of the sample or 15 respondents neither agree nor 

disagree, and 4.5% or 5 individuals disagree with the statement. It is important to note that none of 

“heavy” activists strongly disagreed that file sharing encourages collectivity and participation. 
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Chart 30 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing encourages collectivity and 

participation 

 
To sum up, “heavy” activists strongly support statements which advocate file sharing from a socialistic 

perspective since they hold left political beliefs. The mostly-supported claims were that file sharing 

provides greater access to knowledge and that information and culture are a common heritage of all 

mankind. As the data analysis has shown, the majority of “heavy” activists believe that file sharing 

encourages collectivity and participation, and therefore file sharing provides people with the feeling of 

belonging to the community, which under neoliberalism was devaluated by emphasizing the superiority 

of individualism.  

 

5.4.3. “Heavy” Activists’ Perception of File Sharing and Its Connection with Liberal Values 

 

“Heavy” activists have expressed very strong agreement towards socialistic statements, but due to the fact 

that “heavy” activists’ political location is left-centre, it is interesting to see how strongly respondents 

agree with the statements which advocate file sharing on the basis of liberal values.  

 

As the quantitative data analysis has shown, the absolute majority of “heavy” activists strongly agree or 

agree with the statement that information wants to be free. Thus, 76.58% of the respondents or 85 

individuals have supported the claim. Eighteen point ninety-two percent of the sample or 21 respondents 

neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Only 5 respondents, which is 4.5% of all “heavy” file 

sharers, disagree or strongly disagree that information wants to be free. 
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Chart 31 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: information wants to be free 

 
Furthermore, “heavy” activists have expressed even stronger agreement towards the statement that file 

sharing is a part of freedom of the Net. Ninety-two point seventy-nine percent of the respondents or 103 

individuals strongly agree or agree with the claim. Four point five percent of the sample or 5 respondents 

neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Only 3 “heavy” file sharers, which is 2.7% of all 

respondents, disagreed or strongly disagreed that file sharing is a part of the freedom of the Net.    

  



 
 

121 

Chart 32 “Heavy” activists’ attitudes toward the statement: file sharing is a part of the freedom of 

the Net 

 
To sum up, “heavy” activists have expressed very strong agreement towards the statements based on 

liberal values. As the data analysis shows, “heavy” activists’ political beliefs falls somewhere left-centre, 

and therefore they support left-wing arguments for file sharing.  

 

5.4.4. Correlation between “Heavy” Activists’ Political Beliefs and Attitudes toward File Sharing  

 

In the analysis which follows, the author of the thesis relied on simple bivariate correlation analysis and 

has used Spearman’s correlation coefficient. Correlations were calculated between “heavy” activists’ left-

right self-placement and perception of all of the 25th question’s statements about intellectual property 

rights and file sharing. Answers to the questions were recorded into numerical values (strongly agree – 1, 

agree – 2, neither agree nor disagree – 3, disagree – 4, strongly disagree – 5). Hypotheses were raised 

(H0: rs=0; Ha: rs≠0) for each calculation. Only 5 calculations from 22 have shown that there is a 

correlation between two variables which is significantly different from 0 (see table 5). Box plots are used 

in the thesis to illustrate calculated correlations. Correlations which occurred between left-right self-

placement and statements toward intellectual property rights and file sharing are presented and analyzed 

below.  

 

To remind the reader, a box plot illustrates and measures spread with the median. Observations are 

arranged in increasing order and the midpoint in the ordered data is called the median. “The first quartile 
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Q1 is the median of the observations whose position in the ordered list is to the left of the location of the 

overall median. The third quartile Q3 is the median of the observations whose position in the ordered list 

is to the right of the location of the overall median” (Moore, McCabe and Craig 2009, 35). In thesis case, 

on the box plots 1 (left) is the minimal value and 3 (right) is the maximal value. The outlier is an 

observation which “falls more than 1.5 x IQR above the third quartile or below the first quartile” (Moore, 

McCabe and Craig 2009, 39). IQR= Q3-Q1.   

 

Illustration 2 Explanation of box plots 

 
Source: Inger Persson Quantitative Methods lecture material.  

 

The correlation between the two variables, the statement intellectual property rights exploit culture and 

information commons and left-right self-placement, is positive but quite weak at rs=0.206. The result is 

significant at the 5% level of significance since the Pvalue=0.03. The result shows that those on the “left” 

are more likely to agree with the statement than those on the “right.”   

 

Box plot 1 illustrates quite a weak correlation between the variable; however it is still possible to see that 

some correlation exists. Moreover, the box plot shows that none of the “heavy” activists that have “left” 

political beliefs have chosen the option “strongly disagree” with the statement that intellectual property 

rights exploit culture and information commons. Box plot 1 confirms the above-drawn conclusion – that 

those on the “left” are more likely to agree with the statement than those on the “right.” 

 

Box Plot 1 Correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the statement: 

intellectual property rights exploit culture and information commons 
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The correlation between the two variables, the statement intellectual property laws are too harsh and left-

right self-placement, is positive but weak at rs=0.189. This result is significant at a 5% level of 

significance since Pvalue=0.048. The result shows that those on the “left” are more likely to agree with the 

statement than those on the “right.” 

 

Box plot 2 provides visual information about the weak correlation between respondents’ left-right self-

placement and the statement that intellectual property laws are too harsh. As seen in box plot 2, none of 

the “heavy” activists with any political believes has chosen option “strongly disagree” towards the 

provided claim. None of the “heavy” activists having “left” political beliefs has chosen option “disagree.” 

Box plot 2 confirms the above-drawn conclusion – that those on the “left” are more likely to agree with 

the statement than those on the “right.”  

 

Box Plot 2 Correlation between "heavy" activists’ left-right self-placement and the statement:  

intellectual property laws are too harsh 
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The correlation between two variables, the statement intellectual property rights limit fair use and left-

right self-placement, is positive and quite weak at rs=0.249. However, the result is significant at the 1% 

level of significance and Pvalue=0.008. The result shows that those on the “left” are more likely to agree 

with the statement than those on the “right.” 

 

Box plot 3 illustrates a quite weak correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the 

statement intellectual property rights limit fair use. As box plot 3 shows, the “disagree” option was not 

chosen by those that consider themselves as belonging to the political “right,” but the “strongly disagree” 

option was chosen. Box plot 3 confirms the above-drawn conclusion – that those on the “left” are more 

likely to agree with the statement than those on the “right.” 

 

Box Plot 3 Correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the statement: 

intellectual property rights limit fair use 
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The correlation between the two variables, the statement constant extension of duration of intellectual 

property rights rip-off the public domain and “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement, is positive and 

quite fair at rs=0.273 since the result is significant at a 1% level of significance and with Pvalue=0.004. The 

result confirms that those on the “left” are more likely to agree with the statement than on the “right.” 

 

Box plot 4 illustrates a quite fair correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the 

statement constant extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain. As is 

visible from box plot 4, respondents having “right” beliefs have not chosen “disagree” or “strongly 

disagree” statements. Only one individual, who has “centre” values, strongly disagrees with the statement 

that constant extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain. Box plot 4 

specifies the above-drawn conclusion by showing that respondents, despite their political beliefs, agree 

more than disagree with the stated claim.  

 

Box Plot 4 Correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the statement 

constant extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain 
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The correlation between the two variables, the statement file sharing is apolitical action (not political at 

all) and “heavy” activists left-right self-placement is negative and quite weak at rs=-0.205. The result is 

significant at the 5% level of significance and with Pvalue=0.031. The result shows that those on the “left” 

are more likely to disagree with the statement than those on the “right.” 

 

The correlation between the two variables, the statement file sharing is individualistic action and political 

views, is negative and fair at rs=-0.331. The result is significant at the 1% level of significance and with 

Pvalue=0.000. The result shows that those on the “left” are more likely to disagree with the statement than 

those on the “right.” This correlation is strongest among all calculated correlations.  

 

Box plot 5 illustrates a fair correlation between “heavy” activists’ left-right self-placement and the 

statement file sharing is individualistic action. As box plot 5 shows, the median is the “centre” values 

having respondents that “strongly agree” with the statement. Stars indicate outliers which occur on both 

political sides; thus both “right” and “left” activists “strongly disagree” with the statement (the numbers 

in the box plot are the place for the answers on the data sheet). Box plot 5 confirms the above-drawn 

conclusion – that those on the “right” are more likely to agree with the statement than those on the “left.”  

 

Box Plot 5 Correlation between “heavy” activists left-right self-placement and the statement file 

sharing is an individualist action 
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To sum up, respondents having “left” views are more likely to agree that intellectual property rights 

exploit culture and information commons, that the existing legal system is too harsh and abuses fair use. 

Furthermore, respondents having “left” values perceive file sharing as collective rather than 

individualistic action. This is not a surprise since socialist values include the notion of the community, 

cooperation, and equality; thus “left” “heavy” activists perceive file sharing as social activity, helping to 

undermine the inequality which too-harsh intellectual property laws have brought.  

 

For all of the correlations between the statements of the 25th question and left-right self-placement see 

table 5.  

 

Table 5 Correlations between “heavy” activist left-right self-placement and statements towards 

intellectual property rights and file sharing (Q25) 

Correlations 

   Political views 

(left - 1, centre - 

2, right - 3) 

Spearman's rho Intellectual property rights 

exploit culture and 

information commons 

Correlation Coefficient .206* 

 .030 

N 111 

 File sharing provides greater 

access to knowledge 

Correlation Coefficient -.035 

 .713 
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N 111 

File sharing helps to 

undermine social division and 

inequality in accessing 

information and culture 

Correlation Coefficient .073 

 .447 

N 111 

File sharing creates a gift 

economy 

Correlation Coefficient -.021 

 .826 

N 111 

Information and culture are a 

common heritage of all 

mankind 

Correlation Coefficient .091 

 .340 

N 111 

Knowledge and information 

are produced not by 

individuals, but collectively in 

collaboration 

Correlation Coefficient .160 

 .094 

N 111 

File sharing encourages 

collectivity and participation 

Correlation Coefficient .141 

 .140 

N 111 

“Information wants to be free” Correlation Coefficient .025 

 .794 

N 111 

File sharing is a part of the 

freedom of the Net 

Correlation Coefficient .052 

 .587 

N 111 

Intellectual property laws are 

too harsh 

Correlation Coefficient .189* 

 .048 

N 111 

Intellectual property laws are 

too weak, and stronger 

regulation is needed 

Correlation Coefficient -.140 

 .144 

N 111 

File sharing deprives artists 

of income and is therefore 

unfair 

Correlation Coefficient -.088 

 .359 

N 111 
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Intellectual property rights 

limit fair use 

Correlation Coefficient .249** 

 .008 

N 111 

Non-commercial file sharing 

should be considered as fair 

use 

Correlation Coefficient -.020 

 .835 

N 111 

Constant extension of 

duration of intellectual 

property rights rip-off the 

public domain 

Correlation Coefficient .273** 

 .004 

N 111 

Different intellectual property 

laws should apply to digital 

and physical worlds 

Correlation Coefficient .088 

 .356 

N 111 

File sharing is individualistic 

action 

Correlation Coefficient -.331** 

 .000 

N 111 

File sharing is social 

movement and a form of 

activism, civil disobedience, 

protest, and resistance 

Correlation Coefficient .164 

 .085 

N 111 

File sharing increases 

consumption of information 

and culture 

Correlation Coefficient .063 

 .513 

N 111 

File sharing is used only for 

entertainment purposes 

Correlation Coefficient -.130 

 .175 

N 111 

The possible legal 

consequences of file sharing 

do not affect file sharers’ 

behaviour 

Correlation Coefficient .111 

 .246 

N 111 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

To sum up, a minority of the calculated correlations were significant. However, those that were correlated 

to a significant extent were statements advocating file sharing from a socialistic perspective and 
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emphasizing the enclosure of culture and information which intellectual property rights have brought. It 

is very tricky to explain why exactly those statements were correlated significantly and others not. The 

author of the thesis believes that this happened because with those statements “heavy” activists relate 

their political believes most.  

 

5.4.5. “Heavy” Activists’ Attitudes towards the Role of Government and Economy in the 

Individual’s Life 

 

In order to understand “heavy” activists’ values better it is necessary to look at their attitudes towards the 

role of government and economy in an individual’s life. On the scale-type questions, contradictory 

statements were provided on both sides, 1 indicating that the respondent completely agrees with the 

statement on the left side and 10 indicates that the respondent completely agrees with the statement on the 

right side. Thus, respondents were able to place their views on the 10 point scale regarding their strength 

of agreement with the statements. 

 

As the quantitative analysis has shown, the absolute majority of “heavy” activists are more likely to agree 

with the statement that incomes should be made more equal than with the second statement, which claims 

that larger income differences are needed. Eighty point seventeen percent of all respondents or 89 

individuals have expressed agreement with the statement on the left scale side since they have chosen a 

value not higher than 5. The remaining 19.83% or 22 respondents are more likely to agree with the claim 

on the right since they have chosen a value higher than 5. For a more detailed distribution of “heavy” 

activists’ answers, see chart 33.  
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Chart 33 Location of the “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: incomes should be made 

more equal vs. we need larger income differences as an incentive for individual effort 

 
Calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, incomes should be made more 

equal vs. we need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort, confirms the above-drawn 

conclusion – that “heavy” activists are more likely to agree with the first statement than with the second, 

since the mean is 3.70 and the standard deviation is 2.202.      

 

Table 6 Mean and standard deviation of the statement: incomes should be made more equal vs. we 

need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Incomes should be made 

more equal vs. we need 

larger income differences as 

an incentives for individual 

effort   

111 1 10 3.70 2.202 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

“Heavy” activists’ responses towards the statements, private ownership of business and industry should 

be increased vs. government ownership of business and industry should be increased, were distributed 

slightly more in the favour of the statement on the left than in favour of the statement on the right. Fifty-

six point seventy-five percent of all respondents or 63 individuals agree more with the idea of stronger 
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private ownership; meanwhile 43.25% of all respondents or 48 individuals agree more with the idea of 

stronger government ownership. For a more detailed distribution of “heavy” activists’ answers see chart 

34. 

 

Chart 34 Location of the “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: private ownership of 

business and industry should be increased vs. government ownership of business and industry 

should be increased 

 
The calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, private ownership of 

business and industry should be increased vs. government ownership of business and industry should be 

increased, confirms the above-drawn conclusion that “heavy” activists views regarding the two 

statements falls somewhere in between, since the mean is 5.50 and standard deviation is 2.449. 

 

Table 7 The mean and standard deviation of the statements, private ownership of business and 
industry should be increased vs. government ownership of business and industry, should be 
increased 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Private ownership of 

business and industry should 

be increased vs. government 

ownership of business and 

industry  should be increased 

111 1 10 5.50 2.449 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Private ownership of 

business and industry should 

be increased vs. government 

ownership of business and 

industry  should be increased 

111 1 10 5.50 2.449 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

The absolute majority of “heavy” activists’ responses towards the statements, the government should take 

more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for vs. people should take more responsibility to 

provide for themselves, were distributed more in favour of the statement on the left than in favour of the 

statement on the right. Sixty-nine point thirty-seven percent of all respondents or 77 individuals agree 

more with the idea that government should care more about people. Thirty point sixty-three percent or all 

“heavy” activists or 34 individuals agree more with the claim that people should take more responsibility 

to provide for themselves. For more detail distribution of “heavy” activists answers see chart 35. 

 

Chart 35 Location of “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: government should take 

more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for vs. people should take more 

responsibility to provide for themselves 

 
The calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, the government should take 

more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for vs. people should take more responsibility to 
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provide for themselves, specifies the above-drawn conclusion. As it appeared to be, “heavy” activists 

views regarding the two statements were not so much in favour of the claim on the left, since the mean 

was 4.66 and the standard deviation was 2.581. 

 
Table 8 The mean and standard deviation of the statements: government should take more 
responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for vs. people should take more responsibility to 
provide for themselves 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Government should take 

more responsibility to ensure 

that everyone is provided for 

vs. people should take more 

responsibility to provide for 

themselves 

111 1 10 4.66 2.581 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

The absolute majority of “heavy” activists’ responses towards the statements, competition is good, it 

stimulates people to work hard and develop new ideas vs. competition is harmful, it brings out the worst 

in people, were distributed in favour of the claim on the left than in favour of the claim on the right. 

Eighty-one point ninety-eight percent of all the respondents or 91 individuals tend to agree with the idea 

that competition is good.  Only 18.02% of all “heavy” activists or 20 individuals believed that 

competition is bad. For a more detailed distribution of “heavy” activists answers see chart 36. 
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Chart 36 Location of the “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: competition is good, it 

stimulates people to work hard and to develop new ideas vs. competition is harmful, it brings out 

the worst in people 

 
The calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, competition is good, it 

stimulates people to work hard and develop new ideas vs. competition is harmful, it brings out the worst 

in people, confirms above-drawn conclusion. “Heavy” activists tend to agree more with the statement on 

the left than with the statement on the right, since the mean was 3.67 and the standard deviation was 

2.270. 

 

Table 9 The mean and standard deviation of the statements: government should take more 
responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for vs. people should take more responsibility to 
provide for themselves 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Competition is good. It 

stimulates people to work 

hard and to develop new 

ideas vs. competition is 

harmful. It brings out the 

worst in people 

111 1 10 3.67 2.270 

Valid N (listwise) 111     
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“Heavy” activists’ responses towards the statements, in the long run, hard work usually brings a better 

life vs. hard work does not generally bring success – it’s more a matter of luck and connections, were 

distributed slightly more in the favour of the statement on the left than in favour of the statement on the 

right. Fifty-two point twenty-five percent of all respondents or 58 individuals believe that in the long run 

hard work brings a better life; meanwhile 47.75% of all respondents or 53 individuals are more 

pessimistic and believe that better life is a matter of luck and connections than hard work. Thus, it is 

possible to say that “heavy” activists’ answers were split almost in half regarding both claims. For a more 

detailed distribution of “heavy” activists’ answers see chart 37. 

 

Chart 37 Location of the “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: in the long run, hard 

work usually brings a better life vs. hard work does not generally bring success – it’s more a matter 

of luck and connections 

 
The calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, in the long run, hard work 

usually brings a better life vs. hard work does not generally bring success – it’s more a matter of luck and 

connections, confirms the above-drawn conclusion that “heavy” activists’ views regarding both 

statements fall somewhere in between, since the mean was 5.45 and the standard deviation was 2.693. 

 

Table 10 Mean and standard deviation of the statements: in the long run, hard work usually brings 
a better life vs. hard work does not generally bring success – it’s more a matter of luck and 
connections 

Descriptive Statistics 
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 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

In the long run, hard work 

usually brings a better life vs. 

Hard work does not generally 

bring success – it’s more a 

matter of luck and 

connections 

111 1 10 5.45 2.693 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

“Heavy” activists’ responses towards the statements, people can only get rich at the expense of others vs. 

wealth can grow so there’s enough for everyone, were distributed slightly more in favour of the statement 

on the right than in favour of the statement on the left. Fifty-three point fifteen percent of all respondents 

or 59 individuals believe that wealth can grow. Forty-six point eight-five percent of all respondents or 52 

individuals are more likely to agree that people can get rich only at the expense of others. The difference 

between the percentages is small; thus it is possible to say that “heavy” activists’ answers split almost in 

half regarding both claims. For a more detailed distribution of “heavy” activists’ answers see chart 38.  

 

Chart 38 Location of the “heavy” activists’ views towards the statements: people can only get rich 

at the expense of others vs. wealth can grow so there’s enough for everyone 

 
The calculated mean of “heavy” activists’ answers regarding the statements, people can only get rich at 

the expense of others vs. wealth can grow so there’s enough for everyone, confirms the above-drawn 
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conclusion that “heavy” activists views regarding both statements falls somewhere in between, since the 

mean was 5.9 and the standard deviation was 2.717. 

 

Table 11 Mean and standard deviation of the statements: people can only get rich at the expense of 
others vs. wealth can grow so there’s enough for everyone 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

People can only get rich at 

the expense of others vs. 

wealth can grow so there’s 

enough for everyone   

111 1 10 5.90 2.717 

Valid N (listwise) 111     

 

To sum up, “heavy” activists are more likely to support the idea that incomes should be made more equal, 

that competition is a positive thing, and that wealth can accumulate. Therefore, “heavy” activists have 

expressed support for left-wing statements. Regarding other significantly-correlated statements, “heavy” 

activists’ views fell somewhere in the middle of the contradictory claims since the calculated means were 

around 5 or 6.   

 

To conclude, hypothesis 4 – “heavy” activists justify file sharing according to leftist world views and 

postulate socialistic values, such as community, cooperation, and equality – was proven. However, it is 

important to note that liberal values such as freedom of culture and the Internet are crucial for “heavy” 

activists as well.   

 

5.5. Testing Hypothesis 5. Analysis and Interpretation of the Results  

 

In sub-chapter 5.5., hypothesis 5 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that existing 

intellectual property laws are unjust, and abusive of fair use and commons – will be tested by 

quantitatively analysing close-ended question Q25. The results will be interpreted with the help of the 

relevant theories.  

 

5.5.1. “Heavy” Activists’ and “Heavy” File Sharers’ Perception of Intellectual Property Rights and 

Laws  
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In this sub-chapter, “heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ perception of existing intellectual 

property rights and laws will be presented, analyzed, and interpreted.  

 

To begin with let us look at “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement 

that intellectual property rights are too harsh. As the data results have shown, the absolute majority of 

“heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists, which is 55.03% strongly agree that intellectual property laws 

are too harsh. Seventy-six point ninety-two percent of all respondents or 130 individuals strongly agree or 

agree with the statement. Seventeen point sixteen percent or 29 respondents neither agree nor disagree 

that intellectual property laws are too harsh. Only a few respondents (5.92 % of all the sample or 10 

individuals) think that intellectual property laws are not too harsh; thus they disagree or strongly disagree 

with the statement (see chart 39). Lessing claims that punishments for file sharing and downloading have 

reached the level of absurdity since “the maximum fine for the downloading two songs off the Internet is 

more than the fine for the doctor’s negligently butchering a patient” (Lessig 2004, 185).   

 

Chart 39 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: intellectual 

property laws are too harsh 

 
Not surprisingly, the absolute majority of the respondents disagree or strongly disagree with the statement 

that intellectual property laws are too weak and that stronger regulation is needed. In total 77.51% or 131 

individuals disagree or strongly disagree with the claim. Seventeen point seventy-five percent of all 

“heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists, or 30 individuals, neither agree nor disagree with the statement. 

Only a few of the respondents (4.73% of the sample or 8 individuals) believe that intellectual property 
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laws are not strong enough and that stronger regulation is needed (see chart 40). In neoliberalism the 

main concern is business interests and the creation of a proper environment for its operation. Therefore, 

file sharing from the liberal perspective is seen as an activity hurting business interests and in order to 

protect the business, stronger regulation is needed. Thurow argues that the old intellectual property rights 

system does not work anymore and does not protect intellectual property creators’ interests enough; 

therefore a new system is needed which would better determine the ownership, would offer stronger 

protection, and would be more effective (1997, 96). He argues that “without stronger systems of 

protection, companies will defend their economic positions by keeping their knowledge secret,” which is 

even worse than giving companies monopoly rights over intellectual objects since if the information 

becomes secret the flow of the knowledge will be even more constrained (Thurow 1997, 98). 

Furthermore, Thurow claims that “free usage of knowledge end up with societies that create too little new 

knowledge” (1997, 101). With such a neoliberal attitude towards intellectual property rights and the 

capitalistic desire to privatize knowledge and treat it as a commodity in the market, “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists do not agree and struggle against such attempts. Furthermore, as data analysis has 

showed respondent have deep conviction that knowledge and culture belongs to everyone, it is a public 

good. 

 

Chart 40 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: intellectual 

property laws are too weak and stronger regulation is needed 

 
In addition to this, the absolute majority of respondents believe that non-commercial file sharing should 

be considered as fair use and therefore not criminalized. Seventy-five point seventy-four percent of 
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“heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists or 128 individuals support the claim. Eighteen point ninety-

three percent of the sample or 32 individuals neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Only a few 

respondents (5.33% or 9 individuals) disagree that non-commercial file sharing should be considered as 

fair use. It is important to note that none of the 169 respondents has chosen the “strongly disagree” option 

(see chart 41). Researchers advocating file sharing from the social democratic perspective are concerned 

with media industries’ attempts to limit fair use with the help of intellectual property rights and argue that 

non-commercial file sharing should be justified (see Lessig 2004). Liberals are concerned with the 

restriction of fair use as well since it limits the rights and the freedom of customers. As seen from the data 

analysis, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have the same concerns as researchers.   

 

Chart 41 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: non-

commercial file sharing should be considered as fair use 

 
To sum up, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that intellectual property rights are too 

harsh and that they definitely should not be made stricter. Therefore, they do not agree with some 

researchers’ claims that intellectual property rights are under-protected in cyber space. On the contrary, 

respondents believe that digital goods are over-protected.  

 

5.5.2. “Heavy” File Sharers’ and “Heavy” Activists’ Perception of Intellectual Property 

Rights/Laws and Their Effect on Culture and Information  
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In this sub-chapter “heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ perception of existing intellectual property 

rights and laws, together with the perception of the consequences which they have brought, will be 

presented, analyzed, and interpreted.  

 

As the data results have shown, 65.68% of all “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists or 111 

individuals believe that intellectual property rights exploit culture and information commons. Twenty-six 

point zero four percent or 44 respondents neither agree nor disagree with the statement. The minority of 

the respondents (8.29% or 14 individuals) disagree or strongly disagree with the claim; thus they believe 

that intellectual property rights are not exploitative (see chart 42). Researchers that argue against 

intellectual property rights from a socialist perspective emphasize the exploitive nature of the 

contemporary legal system as well and deny culture and knowledge as unique products of all mankind.   

 

Chart 42 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: intellectual 

property rights exploit culture and information commons 

 
In addition, 59.17% of all the respondents or 100 individuals believe that intellectual property rights limit 

fair use. Thirty-one point ninety-five percent of the sample or 54 individuals neither agree nor disagree 

with the statement. Eight point eighty-eight percent of “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activist or 15 

respondents disagree or strongly disagree with the claim (see chart 43). Therefore, the majority of the 

respondents perceive intellectual property rights as a burden of access and usage of information and as a 

restriction of their rights as customers, just as researchers criticising the current legal system from social 

democratic and liberal perspectives do (see Lessing 2004, Burkart 2010).   
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Chart 43 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: intellectual 

property rights limit fair use 

 
“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have showed strong agreement with the statement that 

constant extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain. Sixty-six point 

eighty-six percent of all the respondents or 113 individuals strongly agree or agree with the statement. 

Twenty-eight point forty percent of the sample or 48 individuals neither agree nor disagree with the claim. 

Only a few of all the respondents, which is 4.73% or 8 individuals, think that the public domain does not 

suffer from intellectual property rights extensions; therefore they disagree or strongly disagree with the 

statement. The poverty of public domain is one of the main researchers’ concerns and one of the main 

arguments used to demonstrate the negative effect of contemporary intellectual property rights on the 

society at large. As the data results have shown, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists share this 

concern.  
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Chart 44 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ views regarding the statement: constant 

extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain 

 
Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists affirmed their opinion stated in the close-ended 

questions that intellectual property rights are unfair, immoral, abuse fair use and commons in the open-

ended questions as well. To give a few examples: 

 

“In my opinion copyright monopolies are dangerous and unfair, at least as long as they're at the 

moment.” (Q13:20) 

 

“[Media industries are thieves] because media companies use their power to change laws so it benefits 

them. Cultural goods that are about to be released to the public domain all the sudden get a copyright 

extension.” (Q13:76) 

 

“I believe that the current copyright laws are immoral, by allowing a small number of copyright holders 

to control cultural knowledge for an absurdly long amount of time. It takes away people's freedom to 

engage with the culture around them, which is one of the primary ways that we can understand, 

communicate about and influence the world around us. It reduces the populace to consumers whereas in 

a free society, all would be free to create using the cultural goods that make up our world.” (Q10:60) 

 

To conclude, hypothesis 5 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that existing intellectual 

property laws are unjust, and abusive for fair use and commons – was confirmed by the empirical data. 
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The absolute majority of the respondents strongly agree that intellectual property rights are too harsh and 

only a few think that stronger regulations are needed. In addition to this, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists believe that existing intellectual property rights negatively affect the public domain as well. 

Therefore, the respondents express the same arguments presented in the Theory Part against intellectual 

property rights and share the same worries as researchers.   

 

5.6. Testing Hypothesis 6. Analysis and Interpretation  

 

In sub-chapter 5.6., hypothesis 6 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not consider file 

sharing as theft since tangible and intangible goods differ in nature – will be tested by qualitatively 

analysing open-ended questions Q10 and Q11 and quantitatively analysing close-ended questions Q12  and 

Q13. Moreover, the results of the empirical research will interpreted according to the relevant theories.   

 

5.6.1. “Heavy” Activists’ and “Heavy” File Sharers’ Perception of File Sharing from Ethical and 

Moral Standpoints  

 

In this sub-chapter “heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ perception of file sharing from the ethical 

and moral standpoints will be presented and investigated by qualitatively analyzing the open-ended 

questions.  

 

As the analyzed data have shown, the absolute majority of respondents have indicated that they do not 

see anything wrong or immoral about file sharing and downloading copyright-protected material, 

especially when there is no motive for profit. Lessig holds a similar opinion and claims that commercial 

copying should be regulated, but non-commercial should not, especially in the way in which it is now 

regulated since too strict regulations bring only harm (Lessig 2004, 172). Some of the respondents have 

stated positive emotions regarding the issue. For example one of the respondents has written: “I feel good 

about uploading and sharing culture” (Q10:6). In addition to this, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists that are in favour of file sharing have supported their standpoint by arguing that copyrights and 

patent systems are out of date and an alternative system is needed regarding how to compensate artists for 

their work. Therefore, the respondents have argued for file sharing from a social democratic perspective, 

where the main claim is that the cyber world is not the same as the physical world and the same rules can 

not apply to the both worlds. Furthermore, it is time to change the regulations according to the present 

situation for society’s well being (see Lessig 2004, Benkler 2006). Others respondents have argued that 

file sharing does not hurt artists very much since in some ways artists can even benefit from it. File 
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sharing works as PR and advertising possibility for the artists, and it helps to build up a fan base. 

Moreover, file sharing is beneficial for the artists since they can bypass media companies, which 

accumulate capital on their created surplus value, and provides a chance to distribute their created works 

by themselves. Of course media industries are afraid to lose control over the means of production and 

distribution; therefore they keep portraying file sharing as mostly harmful for the creators. However, the 

respondents see that file sharing brings freedom to the artists and a possibility to be independent, to be on 

their own, which is a very important liberal value and one of the features of neoliberalism. Therefore, 

“heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists are struggling for the freedom of the artists and culture; 

meanwhile media industries try to suppress that struggle. According to the respondents, file sharing helps 

to satisfy humanity’s information and cultural needs, and it is like a modern library as well. Therefore, it 

helps to undermine social divisions by providing everyone with information and culture. File sharing 

brings equality, which is a very important social value. A few respondents went even further and claimed 

that copyrights and patents themselves are immoral and unethical because they limit access to culture, 

information, and knowledge. Therefore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists not only argue for 

justification of file sharing on the basis of social values, but condemn copyrights as well since they 

artificially construct burdens over access to information and culture and help to maintains inequality. 

Moreover, “heavy” activists and “heavy” file sharers justify file sharing by arguing that media products 

are over-priced and many people simply cannot afford them to buy. The argument is connected with 

Benkler’s claim that the price of yesterday’s information is too high from today’s perspective, especially 

when it is kept in mind that information is non-rivalry and its marginal cost is zero (Benkler 2006, 38). 

Furthermore, due to unequal wealth distribution between the society’s members, which even more 

deepened under neoliberalism, some individuals simply do not have enough money to purchase necessary 

information and cultural goods.  

 

Below some the most interesting respondents’ answers are provided in order to illustrate “heavy” file 

sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ claims:  

 

“No, I think Internet brought a paradigm shift, legislation has to be adapted to this new reality and tools 

set in place so artists are paid for their work but not in the classic and old model of the majors.” (Q10:10) 

 

“No, I view it as a 21st century library.” (Q10:71) 

 

“No, plain and simple. […] I can't see anything wrong with sharing. If we had a machine that could 

reproduce food at no cost for everybody, would we stop ourselves from using that machine because it 
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would hurt food manufacturers? Or shall we rather feed the whole world with it. We don't currently have 

that machine, but we do have a machine which can reproduce knowledge and information infinitely for 

the whole of humanity for a negligible cost.” (Q10:14) 

 

“No. All information is just patterns of data and it's silly to think you can own a pattern. Intellectual 

Property laws are how a society tries to compensate artists and creators for their efforts. These have 

always been relative to the current state of a society, including the technological state. There are better 

ways to fund creators then the outdated copyright and patent systems. Furthermore there is ample 

evidence that file sharing doesn't cause a loss of sales and in some cases has increased sales.” (Q10:54) 

 

“No. I mean it's wrong not to contribute and not to support culture, but file sharing does not exclude 

these things.” (Q10:75) 

 

“Absolutely not! Copyright is an unethical system, and violating it is only a good act.” (Q10:92) 

 

“No, absolutely not. What artists and creators should want is for their work to be spread and used by 

many, not just a selected few. The same goes for the ones who are enjoying spreading of culture and 

information!” (Q10:90) 

 

“If the copyright is really affecting the singers, writers, movie makers and software developers, then I 

will feel bad and buy everything but at its right cost. But we all know that copyrights affects only the huge 

holding macro corporations that only wish to make money and obtain power from the real work that 

creative people do, so I don’t feel any bad for downloading the rightfully free material on the web. 

Because I only download material that cannot affect poor people, but I don’t care about rich people 

because they don’t worry for me anyway.” (Q10:109) 

 

“No, copying is perfectly natural and all our culture is based on it. From an ethical point of view I find 

copyright and patent restrictions immoral as they artificially create shortage of goods.” (Q10:110) 

 

“I can't afford what I download, so if companies are moral enough to put high prices on their products, 

then it is moral enough for me to download them for free.” (Q10:162) 

 

There were respondents that partially justified file sharing. They believe that is it morally and ethically 

correct to file share and download only to a certain extent:  
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“A little bit, it is justified.” (Q10:5) 

 

“If you don't exploit the possibilities too much without contributing, there is nothing wrong with file 

sharing/downloading.” (Q10:114) 

 

“If we speak about intellectual property, such as music, videos, books, then yes, it is wrong to 

deliberately and intentionally download just because they're free. But I think sharing is something very 

different from "stealing" the intellectual property. Sharing music is like sharing a book: if I like what I 

hear, I will definitely want my friends to know about it. But unlike the book, which usually comes only in 

a single piece within a household, you can copy files and distribute them. And there is no malicious intent 

here. By sharing I do not wish to incline that I own the rights of the content.” (Q10:132) 

 

Other respondents were sticker and justified file sharing only if it is used for testing media products:  

 

“If it's done to harm copyright holders, then yes, it's wrong in every way. But if you plan to download it 

just to make sure it's worth your money, then there's nothing wrong with it.” (Q10:30) 

 

“I think so long it is only to ''try before you buy'' it is ok. Otherwise it is not ok.” (Q10:183) 

 

There were some respondents who have justified file sharing since it is a way to by pass media industries. 

“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have claimed that they do not want to pay for the companies 

because of their greediness for profit, unethical behaviour with the artists and their customers and 

lobbyism, but they want to contribute to the artists. Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists are aware of media industries lobbying and attempts to rewrite laws according to their desire and 

keep file sharing as a protest to such behaviour.   

 

“No, it is taking back what belongs to the public anyway. However, there should be a model to refund 

artists - it would be better to directly pay artists, then to pay media companies. Some artists have already 

self-published their work online. Such models work.” (Q10:140) 

 

“No nothing at all. I think making as much profit as possible as the media industry works today is what is 

morally corrupt.” (Q10:112) 
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“Nothing at all, the artists are being badly treated by repressive royalty contracts where they can end up 

owing money even if they sell a million albums. Also, I know that Hollywood has directly influenced our 

politicians to rewrite laws against the interests of […] citizens, so why should I fund corruption of our 

legal system?” (Q10:51) 

 

“Companies never hesitate to break ethic codes and moral rules to profit, why should the end user not 

repay them with the same courtesy? As I said, file sharing levels the playing field.” (Q10:159) 

 

Not every respondent justified file sharing; however, those that condemned it were a minority. “Heavy” 

file sharers and “heavy” activists that saw files sharing as an immoral and unethical thing to do have 

claimed that by downloading and file sharing copyright-protected material artists get hurt. Thus, the main 

concern which sceptics of file sharing have expressed is that artists, especially independent ones, are 

underpaid because of it. Therefore, some respondents justified intellectual property rights from a Lockean 

or rule-utilitarian perspective by claiming that artists deserve to be paid because they put effort into 

creating cultural products and because they should be motivated to create more. However, at the same 

time often respondents have expressed a negative attitude towards media industries and extremely 

wealthy artists since they emphasize the present inequality in the society.  

 

 “Yeah. There are a lot of things wrong with it. It’s money which content creators never get. And money 

is a great incentive to keep on making more content. Not to mention all the hard work and effort put into 

the content.” (Q10:9) 

 

“It's in between, not too extreme to any specific side. If it's in terms of movies and music, nothing wrong 

to download them. The company surely can make profits from other things (i.e advertisement) than 

selling the products itself. But if it's something really specific such as books, paintings, photographs or 

things that producers cannot make money from other sources except selling the products, then morality 

comes to my mind.” (Q10:66) 

 

“The only thing I admit makes me uncomfortable is the fact that every time I download music instead of 

buying the CDs, my favourite bands don’t get the royalties. Anyway, if I might save money on their CDs, 

I spend much more in concert tickets and merchandising.” (Q10:46) 
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“It's a hell of a grey zone. I always try to buy something afterwards if I like it from the smaller, "indie" 

sources. Some companies I don't feel guilty because they don't respect me, so why should I respect 

them?” (Q10:57) 

 

“Yes, somehow wrong if it affects artists (then not that U2 or Madonna miss out on a million, but rather 

small struggling artists). I do not care if big music companies lose money.” (Q10:95) 

 

“Yes, the I.P. belongs to someone/a company who is entitled to profit from its consumption” (Q10:148) 

 

“Artists/authors have a right to get paid for the works they create, but at the same time I think it's a form 

of legalized thievery to charge 20 Euros for a new album or a new DVD.” (Q10:215) 

 

Let us look at the quantitative data, which show how many respondents agree with the claim that file 

sharing deprives artists of income. As can be seen from chart 45, the absolute majority of the respondents 

(61.53% of all “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists or 104 individuals) do not agree or strongly do 

not agree with the statement that file sharing deprives artists of income and is therefore unfair. Twenty-

three point zero eight percent of all respondents or 39 individuals neither agree nor disagree with the 

claim. Fifteen point thirty-eight percent of the respondents or 26 individuals agree or strongly agree that 

file sharing negatively effects artists incomes and is therefore unfair. Therefore, “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists believe that file sharing does not hurt artists.  
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Chart 45 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ perception of file sharing and its connection 

with artists’ income 

 
The qualitative data analysis has shown that there were a few respondents that expressed disagreement 

towards the contemporary legal system and the way in which it works while answering the question about 

file sharing morality/immorality. Thus, once again “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have 

emphasized the necessity to reconsider the existing system in how artists are compensated by the society 

for their creative activities.    

 

“People should pay the authors of material for their work. But they shouldn't pay per-copy when copying 

costs nothing.” (Q10:55) 

 

“But anyway, I think copyright should just cover commercial copies, (copies you intend of making a 

profit with) not copies for personal use. And also, copyright should not last more than patents, 10-20 

years.” (Q10:111) 

 

To sum up, “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ perception of file sharing as moral and ethical 

action differs. It is even possible to distinguish three levels of justification of file sharing in the answers 

of the respondents. First of all, there are some respondents that completely justify file sharing as moral 

and ethical. Secondly, there are some that claim that it is ethical and moral to file share in a limited way 

or only in order to sample media products. And finally there are those that do not justify file sharing at all. 

“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy’” activists that justify file sharing argue that media products are over-
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priced and thus not everyone can afford them. Moreover, in the case of paying for the media products, 

artists still do not get much since companies take all the profits. The minority of “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists that do not justify file sharing argue that it deprives artists of incomes, especially new 

and independent ones.  

 

5.6.2. “Heavy” Activists’ and “Heavy” File Sharers’ Perception of the Difference between Tangible 

and Intangible Goods   

 

In this sub-chapter “heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ perception of difference between tangible 

and intangible goods will be presented and analyzed by investigating the open-ended questions. 

Moreover, the interpretation of the results will be based on the theories presented in the thesis.  

 

As the results have shown, the respondents have indentified the same crucial differences between 

information/cultural goods and tangible objects that Spinello and Tavani (2005) did. These authors have 

identified non-rivalry and non-exclusivity (which result in free riding), and scarcity and vagueness, as the 

main differences between tangible and intangible goods. Thus, all of these differences were found in the 

respondents’ answers. 

 

First, the most-often explained difference between physical and non-physical objects was based on the 

non-rivalry argument. “Heavy” activists and “heavy” file sharers have claimed that information and 

cultural goods can be copied easily at no cost and by not taking the “original” copy from the primary 

owner, which is impossible to do with a tangible object, for example, a car. In addition to this, the 

respondents have argued that information and cultural goods differ physically from tangible objects, since 

it is possible to touch a car but it is impossible to touch a song.  

 

“When I copy something like music or film, there is no loss to anybody else. If I steal a car or a purse, 

that owner has lost the use of something.” (Q11:2) 

 

“I see only one main difference – physical vs. non-physical. I'm not saying that non-physical pieces are of 

less value.” (Q11:158) 

 

“A copy of cultural goods/information, especially in digital form, does not require any extra material 

except from the energy it takes to transfer files. It is a way to use consumption without depleting any 
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more of natural resources, and without costing more money from the creator. You can't say that about a 

car.” (Q11:90) 

 

“While a car requires a large amount of capital to produce and distribute, information can be replicated 

at zero cost. The copyright model, which was initially created to uphold censorship, and is based on 

copying as a difficult and expensive task, is no longer applicable in the information age.” (Q11:60) 

 

Secondly, the respondents have noted that intangible resources are unlimited, and they multiply by 

copying; thus they are not scarce. Moreover, since information and culture according to the respondents 

are perceived as public goods, they have identified free riding as well. From the liberal and neoliberal 

perspective, free riding is negative because businesses and artists do not receive a monetary reward. 

However, by “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists not perceiving free riding as something negative, 

it is a way for everyone to get access to cultural and information goods. As one of the respondents wrote: 

“there should be always a way for those who can’t afford the products” (Q13:167). 

 

“Information is multiplied by sharing it, physical goods are unique. When you share an idea, the idea 

gets more powerful and more people can benefit from it. A physical good can only be owned or used by 

one person at a time. It is a scarce resource. Information is always an unlimited resource.” (Q11:16) 

 

“The use of car is limited while other listed items - public good which you can free-ride.” (Q11:97) 

 

Thirdly, vagueness as the difference between tangible and intangible goods was identified as well. 

“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have argued that in the case of ideas and culture it is 

impossible to identify the original creator. Furthermore, respondents, just like Spinello and Tavani, noted 

that it is impossible to “own” intangible objects in the same way as tangible ones: 

 

“there is no idea in the world that doesn't rely upon past knowledge, thus how can you draw the line 

between what is your "intellectual property" vs. what is "mine"? This is very different to physical goods, I 

clearly know where my car ends and your car starts! (even if we're parked bumper to bumper)” 

(Q11:223) 

 

“One is abstract and ephemeral and can't be owned, and can't be taken away from you by trivial digital 

copying. The other is physical, tangible, and if you take it away from someone they are deprived of it.” 

(Q11:4) 
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“Material things are traditional property in the sense that they are naturally limited in terms of 

ownership and use. They can also be easily controlled. Immaterial things have no such restrictions and it 

is very difficult to control them; they are not property in any traditional sense.” (Q11:75) 

 

“It's very hard to define for cultural goods the owner of this property and the right of the ownership.” 

(Q11:176) 

 

Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have identified additional differences between 

tangible and intangible goods in their responses. According to them, tangible and intangible objects serve 

different purposes. Tangible goods have a practical usage; meanwhile intangible goods are used for self-

development:  

 

“They serve as completely different things here in life. A physical good, like say a car, serves to transport 

you between locations A & B. Physical goods in general have physical uses that serve a practical 

purpose. Cultural & informational goods serve to evoke feelings, provoke thoughts & theories, they 

stimulate the mind.” (Q11:93) 

 

“Cultural goods make you feel good, and don't loose there value as a car. Cars are practical, but not 

always to make you enjoy live.” (Q11:143) 

 

“Songs and films are experience and people love sharing experiences. Fair enough that the ones who 

made them want something for the time, effort and funds that went into making it, but not everyone's 

interested in paying up to hear a song or see a story unfold. If a street musician were to stop and demand 

money for each person that wants to listen, no-one would really want to listen to that musician.” 

(Q11:126) 

 

As another difference between tangible and intangible goods, the time of goods’ consumption and the 

price were indentified as well, since in the question the respondents were asked to compare songs and 

cars. Some respondents argued that a car has a longer term of consumption; meanwhile others thought 

differently and argued that intangible goods can exist for an eternity, but tangible can be “consumed.” 

 

“A car has long term use. A film or piece of music sometimes doesn't justify the cost as they aren't 

durable goods, they are high consumption goods. Software or books on the other hand have more 
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tangible value as they can be used as tools of real knowledge and for other uses. Books have more 

inherent value, especially to someone like a bookworm.” (Q11:37) 

 

“Physical good we can touch, smell... but with time it can vanish. Cultural goods we can have and keep 

forever.” (Q11:137) 

 

“Nobody sells the same car day after day.” (Q11:225) 

 

“Difference is format, price, value, utilization possibility...” (Q11:133) 

 

Some “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have argued that culture and information “belong” to the 

society, since they are created in collaboration and by generations. Furthermore, the respondents have 

argued that cultural products are a mix of ideas and that creators look for inspiration and guidelines in the 

past and in other creators’ works. Thus, these are the same arguments which Hardt and Negri (2005) and 

Benkler (2006) use in their works. The respondents’ understanding of culture and information as a 

common resource is from a socialistic perspective. Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists do not consider file sharing as intellectual property theft since they do not claim that they own or 

have created the content which they download.    

 

“Cultural products are produced by all members of society, and they are not consumed when they are 

used. Culture gets the better the more people participate in its consumption and (re)creation” (Q11:140) 

 

“Physical good can be attributed to concrete person. Ideas are part of social discourses and cultural 

paradigm. Physical good is part of individual existence and psychology. Information is part of social 

psychology and development of society.” (Q11:160) 

 

“Other than their physical attributes, the historical attitude towards ideas is different: People have 

always shared their knowledge - with their tribes then their village and always with their family and 

friends. Yes, sometimes they got a financial gain from it, but most often this didn't happen.  If I sing 

something to someone it's fine if they sing it back to me or to someone else. If I say something smart it's 

ok if someone quotes me. I do think mentioning the source is important, but no one downloading stuff will 

ever say "I directed Titanic" or "I am the real Beyonce".” (Q11:163) 
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“Most part of movies, music and software take part of an existing culture. To create music, you have 

harmonies, scores - music has a specific style: hardcore, pop. So when you "create a music", you take 

idea from a cultural environment. How can you say that the music is "yours", when 90% is copying rules 

and other music. Same with movies, software.” (Q11:178) 

 

“ If you claim that cultural goods are yours and yours only then the world will stop - there is no new 

thoughts or ideas just combination of old ones. If I was the founder of the hot meal - taking dead meat to 

a fire and cook it - can I sue all the food chains in the world? But if you steal my chicken I get hungry and 

starve to death then I could sue you.” (Q11:182) 

 

“A physical product has a shelf-life, it will decay. Music, films etc. in the digital domain can be preserved 

and enjoyed indefinitely and yet they are being treated like consumables (meaning they will eventually 

cease to serve a purpose).” (Q11:184) 

 

Another difference between cultural goods/information and physical objects which “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists have indentified is “market value.” According to some respondents’ intangible 

goods do not have it:  

 

“Most informational goods don't have a value in the market (except for very specific information like the 

Coca Cola formula) even if they can generate a profit.” (Q11:68) 

 

“Digital goods have no intrinsic value since they are infinite in supply” (Q11:71) 

 

There were some respondents that did not see a big or any difference at all between information/culture 

and tangible goods: 

 

“I believe they are the same. You can copy the car and use the copy jut like the original (I have done 

this).” (Q11:47) 

 

“Information/cultural is equal physical.” (Q11:131) 

 

“I think there is minimal difference in terms of right of ownership, apart from the obvious 

tangible/intangible nature they are essentially both assets.” (Q11:148) 
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“I don't see a difference.” (Q11:193) 

 

Some “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists understood the question very directly and have answered 

that a car is not on the Internet yet, but if it was they would definitely download it as well: 

 

“You can't copy paste a car.” (Q11:5) 

 

“At the moment, you can't download a car.” (Q11:13) 

 

“We can neither duplicate nor download fully functional cars yet.” (Q11:106) 

 

Interestingly, for one of the respondents the main difference between a song and a car was anonymity in 

“stealing” it since when copyright-protected material is copied without permission no one sees that; thus, 

the consequences are avoided, but with a tangible object everything is not so easy:  

 

“If you steal car, owner sees that and you are thief.” (Q11:50) 

 

It is important to note that “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have based their justification of 

intellectual property rights on Lockean and rule-utilitarian theories. The respondents have emphasized 

that artists should benefit from their creations since they put effort and time into producing them and that 

proper monetary rewards will encourage creators to create more. However, none of the respondents has 

based his or her arguments on the personality-based theory, which connects creative work with the 

creator him/herself. Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have identified and argued 

for file sharing on the basis of the difference between the nature of tangible and intangible goods. 

Moreover, they have identified additional differences as well.  

 

5.6.3. “Heavy” Activists’ and “Heavy” File Sharers’ Perception of File Sharing and Its Connection 

with Thievery  

 

In this sub-chapter “heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ perception of file sharing and its 

connection with thievery will be presented and analyzed by investigating the open-ended questions and 

presenting the quantitative data. Furthermore, the results will be interpreted in connection with theory.  
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To begin with let us look at how many respondents have not connected file sharing with thievery. As the 

quantitative data have shown, 69.23% of respondents or 117 individuals agree with the idea that file 

sharing is not a form of theft and that file sharers are not thieves. Forty-two point zero one percent or 71 

individuals share the opinion that media industries are thieves since they want to own public goods. 

Twelve point forty-three percent of all respondents or 21 individuals have claimed that file sharing is a 

form of theft. It is important to note that the sum of the percentage is more than 100% since the 

respondents had the possibility of selecting more than one option. 

 

Chart 46 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ perception of file sharing and its connection 

with thievery 

 
“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists provided qualitative data explaining why they held their 

opinion regarding file sharing and its connection with thievery. The respondents that were in favour of 

file sharing in order to support their standpoint that file sharing is not a form of theft and that file sharers 

are not thieves have argued that file sharing is just making a copy, but not taking the original away; thus 

it is not theft. Furthermore, if the individual is not making money from file sharing and downloads in 

order to test media products, it is completely legitimate as well. Thus, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists did not argue that file sharing is not theft from a political perspective by claiming that they do 

not perceive copyrights as legitimate. According to Wark (2006) files sharers do not consider file sharing 

as theft since they do not acknowledge restrictions of information and culture flow as legitimate.  

 



 
 

159 

“I don't consider internet piracy as a theft in the typical sense of the word because no physical object is 

being removed from the possession of somebody. It is copying and sharing information and that's why we 

use another word for it.” (Q13:26) 

 

“The motivation is the key: if one shares copyrighted material in order to gain from it monetarily, then it 

would indeed be theft, but if sharing is being done without the inclination of getting money, then its 

alright.” (Q13:120) 

 

“Sorry, but I must quote: ,,If something is created, it is created for people, so if we share it, there is 

absolutely nothing wrong (if we talk about music, books, films and lots more). The one, whose creation is 

shared should be proud, because people need it, want it, so maybe it was worth to create, that’s one of 

the best rating."” (Q13:133) 

 

“I feel like it is ok to try these things before you decide to buy, or not to buy.” (Q13:183) 

 

Some respondents see a bit of glory in file sharing, as making things right, therefore about bringing 

equality: 

 

“File sharers are like Robin Hood. They take from rich and give to poor :)” (Q13:137) 

 

To sum up, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have justified file sharing on the basis of the unique 

features of information and culture. The respondents do not perceive file sharing as a form of theft since 

nothing is actually “stolen.”  

 

The respondents that have claimed that file sharing is a form of theft and that file sharers are thieves 

supported their argument by referring to the laws. According to them, file sharing is a criminal activity 

simply because the law says so.   

 

“If the law says it's a theft it means that it's a theft. Even Robin Hood was a thief, where's the problem 

into dealing with that?” (Q13:68) 

 

“Looking of the law side it is a thievery. I am trying to follow the law, and from moral view it's wrong.”  

(Q13:157) 
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“Simply because I do not have the rights to the material without paying for it, though it hasn’t stopped 

me yet so I suppose I am a thief.” (Q13:142)     

 

“Because I understand the time and work that creators put into their product. They deserve to benefit for 

their work, and file sharing without any intention to pay these creators is malevolent.” (Q13:98) 

 

The respondents that held the opinion that media industries are thieves supported their arguments by 

emphasizing the industry’s greediness, unethical behaviour and lobbyism, creators’ abuse, and too long a 

copyright protection. For example, Lessig in his work argues that copyrights last too long as well. In 

addition, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have emphasized that culture belongs to the society, it 

is created collectively, and thus to claim ownership over it and to not give anything back in return to the 

society is thievery (see Fuchs 2008). Moreover, the respondents have used the same argument as Shiva 

does by arguing against intellectual property rights. She claims that businesses with the help of the 

intellectual property rights “privatize the public domain and the intellectual commons” and enclose them 

from further society’s usage, and therefore “intellectual property rights is in itself a ‘theft’” (Shiva 2001, 

36).  

 

“The music and film industry are actively corrupting politicians from major parties so that they get to 

write the laws in favour of obsolete industry models, rather than acknowledge that consumers have 

moved onto new technology. The fact that most artists are badly treated by industry doesn't get widely 

reported either.” (Q13:51) 

 

“Copyright and patent laws were designed to foster innovation and the increase of culture. Commercial 

businesses and monopolies have essentially perverted the usage of these laws in order to stay in power, 

in a time where they are not needed in the same capacity. Commercial media regimes are stifling creative 

processes.” (Q13:2) 

 

“Cultural artefacts belong to public domain as mutual cultural heritage. It is okay for society to give 

creators a limited monopoly in order to encourage more creativity, but this should be only for a short 

time. To even consider cultural items as property to be hoarded for decades is plain thievery.” (Q13:75) 

 

“The music and film industry live off the surplus value of their workers, and that is "theft" in a moral 

sense, although obviously not legal. Even with that analysis ignored, all culture is earlier culture remixed, 
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as thus there is no original creator for file sharers to "steal" from. By making us pay for public "goods", 

they are swindling us of our money.” (Q13:99) 

 

“1.Commercial ownership over the long-term always works against the best interest of society. Working 

against the best interest of society is near treasonous. 

2.There is little evidence that intellectual property laws are necessary for creators to profit or innovate. 

There is evidence that creators strictly enforcing their rights causes harm and lessens innovation. 

3.Ultimately, to claim a copyright you have to prove the information was not pre-existing. God is all-

knowing therefore copyright on any information fails immediately and attempts to claim copyright 

trample the rights of God. 

4.When a company owns information that was created by someone long dead it results in the company 

profiting without innovating.” (Q13:48) 

 

“What did the copying monopoly owners base their works on? Language, script, knowledge (history, 

science...) etc. Who gives them the right to use these public "tools" to create something profitable 

exclusively for them? "Create" isn't really the right word - remix would be better. If something is remixed 

in a certain way and if that something is entertaining for others, the author can ask for compensation to 

keep producing. Quality works always make money because being fair is human nature.” (Q13:154) 

 

Some of the respondents that have indicated that media industries are thieves provided a bit softer 

explanations as to why they hold this opinion. They believe that industry can be blamed as a thief only to 

some extent and that the main blame should go to capitalism, society, and politics because of the 

cotemporary situation: 

 

“Making profit on culture is not wrong per se, but this profit should be based upon the choice of an 

individual to be willing to contribute. The cultural industries persecution of individuals who don’t want 

to pay for culture, just experience it, is thus wrongful.” (Q13:205) 

 

“I can't say the companies are always thieves. Because someone needs to mix, manage, produce, 

organize, promote and distribute your content for you for it to be high quality content and be easy to get 

by the masses. But when they take more than their fair share; and basically own the rights to YOUR 

song; for what seems like forever.” (Q13:9) 

 



 
 

162 

“Too much money... but that relates to the whole society and capitalism - it's not the music and film 

industry’s fault.” (Q13:95) 

 

“ I ticked the 3rd box above - but would like to moderate that by saying I do not think companies steal 

public goods - it is copyright law that steals and gives to companies. These laws are made by 

governments that we the people elect. So no matter how much companies lobby to have these laws, we 

must accept responsibility for them ourselves, and work to overturn such laws.” (Q13:4) 

 

There were a few respondents that chose all three possible options since they see the issue as more 

complex: 

 

“All and none of the above, they are too clear-cut. It really depends of the situation.” (Q13:46) 

 

“I chose all three because the issue holds to many aspects to be able to simply choose one of the above.” 

(Q13:82) 

 

“No one is innocent in this.” (Q13:175) 

 

To conclude, hypothesis 6 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not consider file sharing as  

theft since tangible and intangible goods differ in nature – was verified by the empirical data. The 

respondents have identified crucial differences such as non-rivalry, non-exclusivity, non-scarcity and 

vagueness between tangible and intangible objects, and have based their arguments on these differences 

in order to justify file sharing. Moreover, the respondents have identified additional differences between a 

song and a car. In addition, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not perceive file sharing as theft 

since they do not take anything, just make a copy.  The respondents did not argue that file sharing is not 

theft by denying the legitimacy of existing intellectual property rights as such. However, the respondents 

that believed that the media industry is a thief based their arguments on more political claims.     

 

5.7. Testing Hypothesis 7. Analysis and Interpretation of the Results  

 

In sub-chapter 5.7., hypothesis 7 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to the Net gift 

economy and share their created content on Creative Commons or copyleft terms – will be tested by 

quantitatively analysing close-ended questions Q17–Q19. The research results will be interpreted as well.  
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5.7.1. “Heavy” Activists’ and “Heavy” File Sharers Contribution to the Net 

 

In this sub-chapter, “heavy” activists and “heavy” file sharers contribution to the Net will be presented 

and analyzed by investigating the close-ended questions and interpreting the empirical results in light of 

theory. 

 

To begin with, Barbrook (2007) argues that the Net has created a gift economy where information 

becomes a gift. He claims that an individual can contribute to the Internet according to his or her abilities 

and take from it according to his or her needs; thus it is a “win-win” situation. However, May (2002) 

claims that individuals are not interested in contribution. They just want to receive/take form the Net and 

to consume media products in order to entertain themselves.  

 

First of all, let us see if “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists agree with the claim that file sharing 

creates a gift economy. Fifty point eighty-eight percent of “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists or 86 

respondents have expressed strong agreement or agreement with the statement. Thirty-nine point zero 

five percent or 66 individuals neither agreed nor disagreed with the claim that file sharing creates a gift 

economy. The minority of respondents (10.06% or 17 respondents) were sceptics and disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with the statement. Therefore, it is evident that the majority of “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists perceive the Net as a place for a gift economy.  
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Chart 47 “Heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ views regarding the statement: file sharing 

creates a gift economy 

  
However, it is interesting to see how many “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists claim that they 

contribute to the Net gift economy. Is May right in accusing file sharers to be interested only in the 

consumption of media products and being ignorant when it comes to contributing something back? As 

the results have shown, there is not such a big quantitative difference between those “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activist that upload information and cultural goods on file-sharing sites and those that do not. 

Fifty-two point sixty-six percent of all respondents or 89 individuals have indicated that they participate 

in uploading; meanwhile 47.34% or 80 individuals said that they do not do that. Thus, it is possible to say 

that respondents are split in two halves regarding this question. Therefore, it cannot be said that file 

sharers do not contribute to the Net gift economy at all and that file sharing is based on free riding. It is 

evident that “heavy” file sharers not only want to take/receive, but to give/upload information as well.  
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Chart 48 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ participation in uploading information and 

cultural goods on file-sharing sites 

 
As we already know a little bit more than half of the respondents upload information on the Net, but it is 

interesting to see if “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists upload their own created content as well 

and on what terms they do that.  

 

Analyzed the data have shown, more respondents have claimed to produce and upload their own created 

content on the Net than just uploading digital goods on file-sharing sites. Sixty-nine point twenty-three 

percent of all respondents or 117 individuals have claimed that they produce information, knowledge, 

digital cultural goods, and publish it on the Internet. Thirty point seventy-seven percent or 52 individuals 

have claimed that they do not do that. Thus, it is possible to draw the conclusion that “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists tend to share their own created content more than just uploading cultural goods on 

file-sharing sites.  
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Chart 49 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ production and uploading of digital goods 

  
In further analysis and testing of hypothesis 7, only those “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ 

responses will be analyzed that have declared to produce digital goods and upload them on the Net. 

However, from 117 individuals, only 116 remain, since one of the respondents was excluded from further 

analysis because he did not provide answers to the following questions, despite the fact that he previously 

stated that he uploads and shares his created content on the Internet. 

 

Thus, let us see how often respondents tended to share their created content. Twenty-eight point forty-

five percent or 33 “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have claimed that they always upload and 

share their created content. Six point nine percent of all respondents or 8 individuals basically always 

share their created content. None of the “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists claimed that he or she 

never shares and uploads what she or he creates on the Net. Nine point forty-eight percent or 11 

respondents have claimed that they basically never share or upload what they create. In total 65.53% of 

all respondents claimed that they more often share and upload their created content than not. This number 

was calculated by adding the percentage of respondents that have chosen 6 or a greater value on the scale. 

For a more detailed distribution of the responses see chart 50. Therefore, once again the empirical results 

have provided evidence that “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists not only actively participate in 

uploading content on the Internet but to a great degree upload and share their own created content as well. 

The data show that Barbrook (2007) did not exaggerate the importance of the gift economy for file 

sharers, but opposite May (2002), underestimated the number of individuals that participate in file 
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sharing activities by accusing them of superficial consumeristic reasoning and reluctance to contribute to 

the Net.    

 

Chart 50 Level of “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ contribution to the Net gift economy 

  
It is possible to publish and upload material on the Net on different terms, using a copyright system or 

Creative Commons or copyleft. Burkart (2010) considers Creative Commons as alternative activism, but 

does not mention copyleft at all. The author of the thesis considers copyleft, just like file sharing, a form 

of radical activism according to Burkart’s distinction, since it abandon copyrights and there is no “softer” 

version of copyleft usage, as is the case of Creative Commons. The licence for Creative Commons allows 

for choosing the terms with which the user wants to share his or her creative work and at the same time 

the creator keeps his or her copyright. Thus, the work published under a Creative Commons licence can 

be unrestrictedly copied and distributed but the author of the creation holds some rights. Using a Creative 

Commons licence, authors can indicate if they allow commercial use of the works and modification of 

them or if they do not. In addition, a Creative Commons licence allows for indicating whether the 

creative work is in the public domain. “The public domain is material that is not covered by intellectual 

property rights” (Boyle 2008, 38). According to Boyle, there are two reasons why material can be in the 

public domain: 1. material cannot be owned; 2. intellectual property rights have expired (2008, 38). 

However, there can be a third reason why work can falls into the public domain – the author of the work 

un-copyrights it. With the material in the public domain it is possible to do what you want, for example, 

to take and modify it and then copyright the new version of the work. For this reason, the GNU (GNU’s 

Not Unix) is not fond of putting works in the public domain, but rather uses copyleft terms. According to 
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copyleft terms, everyone can distribute and change his or her work, but the conditions under which the 

work is distributed further must be the same as it was before, and therefore free to copy and modify 

(GNU 2012). There is no other way to use copyleft terms. It is important to note that both Creative 

Commons and the GNU GPL (General Public license) allow the distribution of copies of works for a fee, 

but it does not allow for enclosing them.  

 

Thus, it is interesting to see on what terms “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists allow other Internet 

users to use their created content. Do they want to protect their creative works with copyrights which the 

same time they violate by downloading and sharing copyright-protected material on the Net, or they let 

other individuals use and access their created content freely, without any restrictions? For Lessig (2004), 

one of the main features of “free culture” is unrestricted access to information, and the ability to use and 

reuse it, and modify it.  

 

As the data have shown, 84.48% of all the remaining respondents or 98 individuals have stated that they 

do not feel that their created and uploaded material on the Net is copyright protected. Fifteen point fifty-

two percent or 18 individuals admitted that they include the © or TM sign (see chart 51).  

 

Chart 51 “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists marking of their created digital content 

(copyrights and TM) 

  
As seen in chart 52, copyrights and trademarks are not so popular among “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists. Instead of those symbols, respondents more usually choose Creative Commons or 
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copyleft terms when they upload their created content on the Net. Thus, 57.76% of all respondents or 67 

individuals have claimed that they publish their created content on alternative/radical terms; meanwhile 

42.24% or 49 individuals do not use Creative Commons or copyleft terms. The author of the thesis 

believes that “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists that do not use copyright or alternative/radical 

terms to mark their created content do not mark it in any way at all. Thus, such people are 26.72% of all 

the respondents. This percentage was calculated by deducting the percentage of the respondents that use 

copyrights or TMs from the percentage of respondents that do not use Creative Commons or copyleft 

terms. Therefore, from the results of the empirical research it is possible to draw the conclusion that “free 

culture” is very important to “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists because majority of them have 

abandoned the traditional copyright system, which according to the Lessig, does nothing – just limits 

creativity on the Net and secures business interests.  

 

Chart 52 “Heavy” activists’ and “heavy” file sharers’ marking of their created digital content 

(Creative Commons and copyleft) 

  
To conclude, hypothesis 7 – “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to the Net gift 

economy and share their created content on Creative Commons or copyleft terms – was validated by 

empirical data since it was shown that “heavy” activists and “heavy” file sharers tend to contribute to the 

Net gift economy. A little bit more than half of the respondents upload information on file-sharing sites. 

Sixty-nine point twenty-nine percent of all respondents produce and share their created content on the Net. 

Only 15.52% respondents have indicated that they mark their created content with copyright or TM signs. 

Fifty-seven point seventy-six percent of “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists publish their material 
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on the Net on Creative Commons or copyleft terms. Thus, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists 

perceive the Internet as a place for a gift economy and information as a gift and as contributing to the 

wealth of the Net. Furthermore, as the data have shown, the respondents are not hypocrites and basically 

do not use copyrights, which they violate by downloading and file sharing, in order to protect their own 

creative works. 

 

5.8. Concluding Interpretation of the Empirical Results  

 

In sub-chapter 5.8, all of the empirical results of the paper will be generalized and interpreted in light of 

the presented theories in Chapter 2. Since the main theory used in the thesis is critical political economy, 

file sharing is perceived and analyzed as a struggle for power between the media industries and file 

sharers and activists. Antagonists are struggling for the production, distribution, and consumption of 

information and knowledge. In the case of this thesis, the critical political economy of cultural 

consumption is applied since the way in which file sharers and activists decide to consume media content 

is perceived as a felony according to the existing laws. However, despite the deviant portrayal and 

perception of file sharing, it is becoming a potential power in challenging the existing order, and this is 

the reason why it is important to analyse file sharers’ and activists’ values and attitudes. 

 

Applying the critical political economy to the empirical results, file sharing for the respondents 

symbolises values and attitudes towards file sharing and intellectual property rights, which significantly 

illustrates the struggle between the classes of property owners versus non-owners. “Heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists struggle for freedom of the Internet, freedom of culture, and information, and for 

equality and accessibility. Furthermore, they struggle against enclosure of knowledge and control over 

culture, which media industries try to increase. Meanwhile, media industries struggle for their profits and 

power, which they want to maintain. Applying Wark’s (2006) distinction of the classes on the Net, media 

industries are a “vectoralist” class, because they try to monopolise information and culture via intellectual 

property rights and control its consumption; meanwhile “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists are a 

“hacker” class since they create production but do not own it. Therefore, it is the struggle between the 

classes’ proprietors versus the propertyless. However, if “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists are 

analysed according to Žižek’s distinction, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists are a part of the 

“netocrats” class since they do not depend fully on media industries’ created content as the 

“consumtariat” does, but produce and share their content on the Net as well. Therefore, in Žižek’s sense 

file sharing is a struggle within the class, between pro and anti-capitalist “netocrats,” a struggle for and 

against capitalism. Since “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists struggle against capitalism and the 
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commodification of social relations, they share their created content on the Net on alternative terms than 

copyrights (see Testing Hypothesis 7). Thus, they not only take but contribute to the gift economy 

according to their capacities, as Barbrook (2007) has noted.  

 

In the struggle  between property owners an non-owners, media industries have an advantage against 

“heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists since they already have acquired some rights and have money 

and power to affect today’s politics (see Drahos and Braithwaite 2002). Furthermore, the media industries 

try to portray file sharing as a serious crime and construct “moral panics” around it, but due to the media 

coverage about the phenomenon only more people find out about file sharing, and as the data results 

show, they are curious to try it out and to see what it can offer. In addition, “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists do not perceive file sharing as something wrong or something that is worth being 

criminalized; on the contrary, they see it as an integral part of Internet, something natural, and as a way to 

use a computer. Even more, the majority of “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists relate positive 

emotions to file sharing because it has brought positive changes to their daily life, and it is good to share. 

Respondents’ perception of culture and information as a common heritage of all mankind, which should 

be accessible for everyone, contradicts with neoliberalist values which favour business relations, 

privatization, and encourage the participation in the market relations. Therefore, “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists struggle in order to restructure society.   

  

As Lessig (2004) has observed, the Internet has brought a shift to the society and in how culture is 

produced and consumed; therefore it is not a good idea to preserve the old model of copyright and patents, 

because society has changed and the laws should change in regard to it; therefore regulations should 

change so they can better serve society’s needs and not constrain information and culture flows as is in 

the case now. “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have identified the shift which the Internet and 

file sharing has brought and have expressed their disapproval of existing intellectual property rights. 

However, the respondents do not claim that intellectual property rights should be abandoned fully, either 

in the physical or digital worlds; rather, they expressed concern about the media industries’ exploitation 

of the authors and suggest looking for better ways to compensate authors for their work and to exclude 

media industries from the process. Thus, it is a bit too much to claim that file sharers struggle for anarchy, 

as Vaidhyanathan (2004) states, since in the case of anarchy lawlessness would be emphasized in the 

respondents’ answers; however, now they emphasize the change in and adjustment to the contemporary 

system.  
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“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists argue for artists’ rights for income from a rule-utilitarian and 

Lockean perspective. First, they claim that monetary rewards encourage artists to create, which is a rule-

utilitarian argument. Secondly, they emphasize that artists deserve to be paid since they put their effort 

and time into creating the content, which is a Lockean claim. However, many respondents have expressed 

unwillingness to buy cultural goods because they perceive buying as supporting the industry, which lives 

from surplus value, acts unethically, lobbies for stronger regulations, and in this way corrupts the legal 

and political system of their countries. Moreover, media industries are blamed for over pricing their 

products and in this way stealing from their customers. Therefore “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists criticize the media industries from a socialistic perspective. None of the respondents has argued 

for intellectual property rights on the basis of a Hegelian perspective, which claims that creative works 

are an extension of the creators’ personality, a part of them, and therefore belongs to them and that they 

can benefit from their property. 

 

Furthermore, the respondents have identified the main differences between tangible and intangible goods, 

which Spinello and Tavani (2005) have described. However, the respondents did not use these 

differences as an argument as to why file sharing is not theft and file sharers are not thieves. Their 

argument was based on the claim than copying is not the same as taking an object away, and is therefore 

not theft. In addition, the arguments which “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists have used to 

support their opinion were based on their political beliefs. Some have argued from a socialist perspective, 

others from a liberal one. 

 

The main antagonism between file sharers and media industries occurs since media companies seek to 

maintain full control over the way in which the media products are produced, distributed, and consumed; 

meanwhile, file sharers want to set their own rules and customise the products. As Söderberg (2008) 

notes, media industries have failed to satisfy the customers’ needs, and therefore they have looked for 

alternatives. However, file sharing is not only a way to satisfy needs and wants – it has a deep symbolic 

meaning for the respondent and is perceived as a social movement, as activism, and as a social 

disobedience form of protest and resistance.  

 

6. Conclusions  

 

Due to the fact that information and culture play a key role in society’s development, it is important to 

investigate how information and culture should be treaded on-line. This is extremely important in the 
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contemporary world where huge inequalities among people’s ability to access information and culture are 

still present. Despite the fact that file sharing is an illegal activity, according to existing laws, file sharers 

and activists continue to initiate discussion about this phenomenon.  

 

Therefore, the purpose of the study was to investigate “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ values 

and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights using a theoretical framework and the 

combination of qualitative and quantitative methods. Firstly, intellectual property rights, tangible and 

intangible goods, and file sharing were described and a theoretical framework was constructed. Secondly, 

the data were collected with the help of a survey and then presented and analysed. Thirdly, the research 

results were interpreted in light of the constructed theoretical framework. Thus, the master’s thesis 

provides a full picture of “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ political beliefs, values, and 

attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights.  

 

In order to achieve the research goal, seven hypotheses were tested. To remind the reader, the main 

research question of this study was: How do “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists perceive file 

sharing and intellectual property rights on the Internet? 

 

The main research question was answered with the help of two sub-questions. The first sub-question 

was: What are the theoretical positions of authors regarding file sharing that can be found in the 

academic literature? The second sub-question was: What are typical file sharers’ and activists’ values 

and attitudes and how do they justify file sharing? 

 

While answering the first sub-question, the author of the thesis classified the researchers’ position toward 

file sharing and intellectual property rights regarding their political ideologies. Therefore, three 

ideologies (socialism, liberalism, and social democracy) were identified and the researchers’ arguments 

for and against file sharing and intellectual property rights were attributed to the relevant ideology. How 

the table summarizing each ideology’s attitudes (see sub-chapter 2.4.3) corresponds to the study results 

will be discussed later in this chapter.  

 

The second sub-question was answered with the help of the collected data. The data analysis and 

interpretation showed that “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists tend to have left-wing political 

beliefs and that they tend to justify file sharing by claiming that information and culture are “public 

goods,”. They also tend to say that copying cannot be equated with stealing since file sharers do not claim 

ownership over the digital goods or take credit as creators or actually deprive anyone of using the goods; 
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thus nothing is “stolen.” “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists perceive file sharing as a good deed 

and as helping others, since “sharing is caring”.  

 

All theoretical assumptions were related to the raised hypotheses. Thus, the conclusions of the paper will 

be briefly presented according to the sequence of the hypotheses.  

 

Hypothesis 1 – File sharing is driven by thirst for knowledge and information, and interest and love for 

culture.  

 

This hypothesis was validated. “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists share files in order to satisfy 

their cultural and information needs. Thus, file sharing is perceived by the respondents as a tool for self-

development and learning. Therefore, researchers and media industries that claim that file sharing is 

driven only by consumerism underrate file sharers and activists and the motives for such behaviour.   

 

Hypothesis 2 – “Heavy” file sharers do not have any explicit political agenda behind file sharing.  

 

Despite the fact that mainly non-political reasons encouraged “heavy” file sharers to share files, file 

sharing as such had a deep symbolic meaning for the respondents. Furthermore, the respondents argued in 

favour of file sharing by referring to left-wing political values. File sharing was considered a political 

action since it struggles against the enclosure of the Internet and the exploitation of “public goods”. 

Furthermore, according to the theory of symbolic politics, “political acts are viewed as symbols 

conveying a political meaning that are unto themselves” (Marion and Oliver 2009, 1). The author of the 

thesis believes that file sharing for “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists is a symbol of freedom, 

which conveys a political meaning and left-wing values. Symbolic politics are meaningful and 

transformative, since they can have an impact on society at large and change macro politics. An example 

of such change is environmentalism, which started as symbolic action and later became a transformative 

power in substantial politics. Lessig (2004) believes that file sharing can bring changes to macro politics 

as well. Therefore, to accuse file sharers of not having any political motivation behind their actions (as 

May 2002, Burkart 2010, and Wark 2006 do) is not fully correct. 

 

Hypothesis 3 –“Heavy” activists see file sharing as a form of resistance and civil disobedience against 

capitalist property rights.  
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This hypothesis was validated. “Heavy” activists connect file sharing with political activism since the 

statements provided in Q25, arguing for file sharing as a form of social movement, activism, civil 

disobedience, protest, and resistance, were strongly supported. Therefore, activists are politically oriented 

and struggle against intellectual property rights, as Dyer-Witheford (2002) and Vaidhyanathan (2004) 

claim or suggest that there should exist an alternative way, as Barbrook (1998, 2000) and says. 

 

Hypothesis 4 –“Heavy” activists justify file sharing according to leftist world views and postulate 

socialistic values, such as community, cooperation, and equality. 

 

This hypothesis was verified. The qualitative data analysis has shown that “heavy” activists argued for 

file sharing on the basis of socialist values. In addition, they perceive culture as a “public good.” 

Therefore, Barbrook’s (2000), Söderberg’s (2008), and Fuchs’ (2008) arguments for file sharing were 

indicated in the respondents’ answers.   

 

Hypothesis 5 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe that existing intellectual property laws 

are unjust, and abusive of fair use and commons.  

 

This hypothesis was confirmed by the empirical data. The respondents, in the open-ended questions and 

Q25, expressed their disproval of the contemporary intellectual property rights system. Furthermore, some 

of them suggested guidelines for how system should be changed, for instance, shortening the protection 

term in general or eliminating copyrights from the Internet. Therefore, respondents share opinions about 

the contemporary intellectual property system with Benkler (2006), Hardt and Negri (2005), Lessig 

(2004). 

 

Hypothesis 6 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not consider file sharing as theft since 

tangible and intangible goods differ in nature. 

 

This hypothesis was validated. “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists identified the main differences 

between tangible and intangible goods which are introduced by Spinello and Tavani (2005) and argued 

that due to these differences it is impossible to equate downloading with steeling. However, the main 

stress for claiming that file sharing is not theft was the argument that file sharing is just making a copy, 

not taking the original away from anyone’s possession.  
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Hypothesis 7 –“Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to the Net gift economy and share 

their created content on Creative Commons or copyleft terms. 

 

This hypothesis was verified since the quantitative data results showed that a bit more than a half of the 

respondents upload data on file-sharing sites and even more respondents tended to share their created 

content. Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists more often use Creative Commons or 

copyleft terms rather than copyrights or give away information as a gift (see Barbrook 1998, 2000). 

 

In the theory part of the present study, sub-chapter 2.4.3, table 1 was provided, which summarizes the 

distribution of arguments towards file sharing regarding the researchers’ political ideologies (socialism, 

liberalism, and social democracy) and attitudes. The data analysis has shown that “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists use the same arguments to advocate file sharing as researchers do. Furthermore, 

the respondents also envisaged the same outcomes of the phenomenon. “Heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists criticised file sharing on the basis of a liberal position, that file sharing deprives artists 

and companies of income, therefore limiting their freedom to benefit from their work. However, they did 

not use social or social democratic arguments against file sharing.  

 

All things considered, file sharing symbolises great value for the respondents, and “heavy” file sharers 

have a political agenda; meanwhile, “heavy” activists have evident political reasoning behind their 

actions. Therefore, it is possible to draw a conclusion that there is not such a big difference between 

general file sharers and activists in terms of their values and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual 

property rights. General file sharers can be considered as possible activists, since they have the potential 

to become activists in the future. In addition, intellectual property rights are seen as out of date and new 

regulation is thought to be needed. “Heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists do not support neoliberal 

values and their political beliefs tend to belong to the left-wing. Thus, they do not agree with such a vast 

commodification and privatization of culture and knowledge and perceive media industries as bringing 

harm to the creators and the society. Furthermore, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists contribute to 

the Net gift economy according to their abilities. Thus, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists believe 

that information and culture on-line should be treaded outside market relations, that they are “public 

goods” which should be accessible for everyone.  

 

6.1. The Contribution of the Research Results to the Academic World  
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The results of the research contribute to the whole field of media research, but especially to the area of 

Critical Internet Research. Internet studies focus on how the Internet has changed society and how it is 

changed by society. According to Livingstone, there are three ways in which “critiques” are applied to 

Internet studies (2005, 20). The first is the “analytic critique,” which refers to “a cautious and sceptical 

analysis that stays within the terms of the argument to interrogate claims being made for the internet-

related societal changes” (Livingstone 2005, 20). The second one is “explanatory critique,” which 

examines “the contrasting of competing arguments or explanations for observed changes” (Livingstone 

2005, 20). The third one is the “ideological critique,” which refers to “the underlying interests at stake in 

driving these changes are identified from conflicting critical/Marxist and neo-liberal world views” 

(Livingstone 2005, 20). The thesis falls into the Ideological Critical Internet Research category since 

critical political economy was used as antagonism between property owners and non-owners, together 

with the perception of intellectual property rights and file sharing, as analysed. The way in which file 

sharing and intellectual property rights are analyzed in this thesis distinguishes it from comparable 

studies presented in the discussion chapter. 

 

Therefore, this master thesis contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First of all the author of 

the thesis theoretically and empirically has shown that the perception of file sharing and intellectual 

property rights is strongly connected with file sharers’ and activists’ political beliefs and the notion of 

culture and knowledge as a “public good.” Thus, the perception depends on respondents’ political world 

views and practices. 

 

Secondly, the theoretical framework was applied, and the means were calculated and a correlation of the 

collected data was analysed; further, the dynamics of “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ 

perception of file sharing and intellectual property rights were revealed.  

 

Thirdly, three levels of justification of file sharing among the respondents were discovered: full 

justification, partial justification, and depreciation. In addition, the respondents’ interesting insights 

concerning the differences between tangible and intangible goods were identified as well.  

 

The results show that “heavy” file sharers and “heavy“ activists that share political left ideas are more 

likely to justify file sharing and are more likely to perceive it as a political standpoint than those that are 

in the political right. The findings revealed that financial and geographical accessibility constraints were 

the main driving motives encouraging respondents to participate in file sharing. Moreover, file sharing 

symbolises the left values to the respondents. The most common answers to the open-ended question 
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were that file sharing is a part of the freedom of the Net, the freedom of culture and information, and 

freedom of speech, and that it helps to eliminate inequality and provides everyone with cultural and 

information resources. 

 

 6.2. Research Results Relevance to Politics and Society 

 

The results of the research not only contribute to the academic state of the art but are relevant to politics 

and society at large since the study draws a full picture of file sharers’ and activists’ values and attitudes, 

which is very important at the moment since struggle against intellectual property rights has become 

stronger and discussion about file sharing and intellectual property rights is louder due to activists. 

Furthermore, the research fills the gap in the existing knowledge about file sharers and activists since 

their values and attitudes toward file sharing and intellectual property rights have not been investigated 

by other researchers before. Thus, this MA thesis adequately contributes to the Internet research field. In 

addition, file sharers’ and activists’ motivation and reasoning for their behaviour, and their attitudes 

toward file sharing and intellectual property rights and their political beliefs, were examined in order to 

remove the society’s and politicians’ negative attitudes regarding the phenomenon. The data analysis has 

shown that file sharers and activists perceive file sharing as a natural part of the Internet, as a symbol of 

freedom of culture and information, possibility to develop themselves and disregarding accessibility 

constraints, such as place of living and finances. Thus, it was proven that file sharing is not driven by a 

consumeristic or entertainment agenda, as it is commonly portrayed by the media industries and sceptics, 

but it is a more complex issue, symbolising deep values.  

 

Due to the fact that research has revealed that file sharing has a strong symbolic meaning for “heavy“ file 

sharers and “heavy“ activists and it is considered a way to overpass various constraints and inequality, 

even more because of the specific characteristics of information and culture (see Spinello and Tavani 

2005), and due to the fact that knowledge and culture are “public goods” (see Hardt and Negri 2005, 

Benkler 2006), the author of the thesis believes that the time has come for the society and politicians to 

reconsider file sharing criminalization on the Internet. Therefore, the author of the thesis suggests 

legalisation of file sharing on the Internet if the files are shared for personal usage and without the 

intention to make a profit from the downloaded materials. Furthermore, the author of the thesis believes 

that legalisation of file sharing can be considered as compensation to the society since media industries 

are using the commons of the society for capital accumulation (see Fuchs 2008). 
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In addition, the author of the thesis believes that intellectual property rights should be granted for a 

shorter period of time in the physical world and even more copyright holders should show interest in their 

property in order to maintain their rights (see Lessig 2004). At the moment, according to WIPO treaties, 

copyrights are granted by default for the author’s lifetime, plus 50 years after his or her death (WIPO 

2012). Moreover, in some developed countries, for example the USA, which is one of the biggest media 

content producers, copyrights last even for a longer period of time, which is the author’s lifetime plus 70 

years after his or her death, and for corporations it is 95 years from publication or 120 years from creation, 

depending on which term expires first (U.S. Copyright Office 2010). In the EU countries copyrights are 

granted for the author’s lifetime plus 70 years after his or her death (European Commission 2011). The 

author of the thesis believes that due to such a long protection of rights and constant extension of that 

protection, the public domain has suffered tremendously and the motivation for individuals and 

businesses to create and innovate has decreased. This has happened since all possibilities to benefit from 

the old creations and innovations are provided by the contemporary intellectual property rights system. 

 

6.3. Research Ethical Questions  

 

While conducting the research, no particular ethical questions from the researcher’s perspective arose. 

However, one particular issue requires special attention, since in the survey file sharers and activists were 

asked to express their opinion on their attitudes and habits connected with file sharing, which means that 

they were asked to confess their participation in an illegal activity which can be prosecuted. 

 

Furthermore, in the research the Google Docs survey platform was used, which in general is not 

considered trustworthy or as highly confidential, since Google itself is blamed and criticized a lot for its 

data collection on its users. Moreover, Google Docs is based on cloud computing. This method has been 

widely discussed in the media and among researchers since it has brought about several security concerns. 

Chow et al. have categorized cloud computing security concerns as: traditional security, availability, and 

third-party data control (Chow et al. 2009, 86). Traditional security refers to “computer and network 

intrusions or attacks” (Chow et al. 2009, 86). Availability concerns refer to “critical applications and data 

being available” (Chow et al. 2009, 86). In 2009, the incidence of a Google Docs private data leakage 

was widely presented in the media. Google corporation has claimed that only 0.5% of users were affected 

by the bug, which allowed access to private documents by unauthorized users (V3 2009). However, the 

incident has caused a lot of worries. Concerns about third party control are connected with a lack of 

transparency and control of what a third party (Google) can do with the data (Chow et al. 2009, 86).  

 



 
 

180 

Moreover, a myth exist that Google Docs provides the possibility for the survey creator to keep track of 

the IP addresses that complete the survey, just as Survey Monkeys does. However, it does not. The author 

of the thesis did not see respondents’ IP addresses, since the possibility to record an IP was not provided. 

In addition, it is impossible to limit the responses from the same IP address. Therefore, the same 

respondent can answer a survey several times and in this way distort the results. However, the author of 

the thesis does not believe that it was a problem in the case of this thesis since the questionnaire was very 

long, with open-ended questions, and it would require a lot of effort to negatively affect the data.   

 

It is possible that participation in the survey might bring harm to the respondents if data were passes on to 

or reached the police, since Google knows the IP addresses of the respondents, and if the corporation 

were requested by legal authorities to pass on the information it might do that. Both the Pirate Party of 

Netherlands and the Pirate Party of New Zealand have expressed concerns about the chosen data 

gathering method. The Party of Netherlands wrote: “Google Docs is linked to a Google account, so there 

is nothing confidential about it,” and the Pirate Party of New Zealand stated that some people in the 

office were “a bit sceptical that anything on Google Docs can be treated as highly confidential.” However, 

the survey respondents were assured in the e-mails, the messages posted on the forums, in the social 

media, and once again in the questionnaire form that their information and answers would be treated as 

strictly confidential by the researcher. Therefore, they were told not to worry about possible data 

exposure. Furthermore, the author of the thesis presented herself and the university where the master’s 

thesis was written in every published message; thus, the respondents were assured that the survey was not 

done by the police or media industries.  

 

In the case of this thesis, of course not everyone was convinced and distrusted the research and the 

chosen survey platform. Moreover, as the data results have shown, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists tend to share left-wing beliefs; thus they are against super wealthy corporations. Therefore, not 

only did distrust of the chosen survey method exist, but the respondents could withdraw from the research 

and for ideological reasons as well. The main reason why Google Docs was chosen as a survey tool, but 

not SurveyMonkey, was that Google Docs service does not charge and does not limit the number of 

responses as SurveyMonkey does, allowing a survey to be conducted with only 10 questions and limiting 

responses to 100 when the free version is used. 

 

The author of the thesis believes that many possible respondents did not participate in the survey for two 

main reasons: the topic was sensitive and because the chosen tool for the survey resulted in distrust and 

ideologically-driven resistance. Therefore, the data gathering process was complicated and the desired 
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number of respondents was not achieved. Thus, the next time file sharing and file sharers are researched, 

it is recommended not to use corporate Internet platforms such as Google, but to try other options.  

 

6.4. Discussion  

 

For comparable studies two major media and communication databases were searched: the Social 

Science Citation Index (SSCI) and Communication & Mass Media Complete. In order to obtain relevant 

results, for the search in SSCI the following keywords were used: TS=(file shar* AND value* OR 

attitude* AND politic* AND activism); 183 results were found. TS=(file shar* AND value* OR 

attitude* AND politic* AND piracy AND copyright AND pirat*); 64 results were found. TS=(file shar* 

AND value* OR attitude* AND politic* AND activism AND peer-to-peer), 63 results were found. 

TS=(file shar* AND piracy AND copyright); 14 results were found. After viewing all of the results, two 

studies which could be compared to the research were found. The first one was Determinants of music 

copyright violations on the university campus by Chiang and Assane (3 times cited). The second was 

Dynamics of Illegal Participation in Peer-to-Peer Networks – Why Do People Illegally Share Media 

Files by Becker and Clement (cited 9 times). 

 

The Communication & Mass Media Complete database was searched using the same keywords. For TX 

file shar* AND TX value* AND attitude*, 472 results were found. For TX file shar* AND peer-to-peer, 

107 results were found. For TX file shar* AND TX politic* AND TX activism AND TX value* AND 

attitude*, 19 results were found. For TX file shar* AND TX value* AND attitude* AND piracy AND 

copyright, 1 result was found. After viewing all of the results, three comparable studies were found. The 

first one was Toward a detailed understanding of illegal digital downloading intentions: An extended 

theory of planned behaviour approach by Wang and McClung. Second was Sharing or Piracy? An 

Exploration of Downloading Behaviour by  LaRose et al. The third one was More Than Just Free 

Content: Motivations of Peer-to-Peer File Sharers by Cenite Mark et al.  

 

To begin with, the study, the Determinants of music copyright violations on the university campus by 

Chiang and Assane, was comparable to the thesis research. The researchers conducted empirical 

research in order to investigate media consumers’ behaviour. The paper investigates: “how attitudes 

toward copyright law along with economic and demographic factors affect the extent of music copyright 

violations” (Chiang and Assane 2005, 187). Therefore, the research question was completely different 

from that of the thesis author since Chiang and Assane focused on the effect of attitudes and economic-

demographic factors on copyright infringement; meanwhile the author of the thesis investigated the 

http://web.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bFRr6i2Trak63nn5Kx95uXxjL6srU%2btqK5JsJavSLirslKwp55Zy5zyit%2fk8Xnh6ueH7N%2fiVbCms0u3prRPsaukhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPzfuac8nnls79mpNfsVbKos0q0prVNpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21
http://web.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bFRr6i2Trak63nn5Kx95uXxjL6srU%2btqK5JsJavSLirslKwp55Zy5zyit%2fk8Xnh6ueH7N%2fiVbCms0u3prRPsaukhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPzfuac8nnls79mpNfsVbKos0q0prVNpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21
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values and attitudes themselves. It is important to note that the effect of file sharing on business has been 

widely investigated; however, file sharers’ values and attitudes have not received a sufficient amount of 

attention by researchers.  

 

Researchers, with the help of the existing literature and data from their conducted survey, have 

constructed an empirical model which includes four categories of determinants that influence file 

sharing behaviour: “risk factors (Risk), utility factors and budget constraints (Utility), university-specific 

variables (University), and personal characteristics (Innate)” (Chiang and Assane 2005, 190). The model 

is used to explain copyright violation and to investigate the extent of the use of each factor. Therefore, 

correlation and regression were calculated in order to investigate the extent of the activity and how it 

depended on explanatory variables (risk, utility, university and innate).  

 

The survey was conducted at Florida Atlantic University and the University of Nevada Las Vegas (US) 

in 2003-2004. The questionnaire was distributed to students in different classes and at different levels. It 

is important to note that the data collection was not done on-line, as was the case of this thesis. In total 

the researchers collected 665 students’ responses, of which 472 questionnaires were fully completed and 

used in further research. The data analysis showed that the median age of the respondents was 21 years 

and 51% were males.   

 

Economic reasoning was found to be the major factor why students file shared; according to the research 

results 83% of the respondents file shared for this reason. Other important reasons were time (file 

sharing saves it) – 53% of the respondents noted this reason – and accessibility to media content (the 

desired music was difficult to purchase legally); 65% said so. All three reasons mentioned above why 

students file shared were evident, and in the thesis author’s research as well. Furthermore, the 

researchers analyzed how the amount of purchased music differed among the students with different 

reasoning for file sharing. As the data analysis has shown, the largest part of the obtained digital goods 

via file sharing has respondents that have indicated time as the only reason to file share; on average 

56.2% had illegally downloaded music. The respondents that indicated cost as the only reason to 

download, on average, had by more than fifty percent illegally obtained materials as well. The 

respondents that indicated difficulties in finding desired material as the only reason to file share on 

average had music acquired illegally at 32%. The respondents that indicated both time and cost as the 

reasons for file sharing on average had 76% illegally-downloaded music.   
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There are a few differences between Chiang and Assanes research and the author’s research results. First 

of all, according to the study conducted by the researchers, the students tended to agree more that file 

sharing deprives artists from income than “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists, as seen in the 

author’s thesis. The students, depending on their reasoning for file sharing, from 58% to 40% agreed 

that file sharing deprives artists from their income and therefore is unfair. However, according to the 

author’s research, only 15.38% of the respondents thought that file sharing was unfair for the artists. 

Twenty-three point eight percent of the “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists neither agreed nor 

disagreed that file sharing had a negative effect on artists. The rest disagreed or strongly disagreed with 

the claim. 

 

Secondly, Chiang and Assanes research results showed that students are “sensitive to risk” (Chiang and 

Assane 2005, 197). However, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists are not sensitive at all to the 

possible legal consequences of file sharing, as the thesis research shows (see chart 53).  

 

Chart 53 “Heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ agreement with the statement: The possible 

legal consequences of file sharing do not affect file sharers behaviour.  

 
The researchers concluded that “the risk and value of music piracy are responding to the changes in the 

music industry” (Chiang and Assane 2005, 200). Therefore, they suggested that media industries 

continue anti-piracy campaigns, since the data results showed that they work (in the case of their 

research) and offer legal downloading alternatives in order to reduce the level of music piracy.  
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The second comparable study was the Dynamics of Illegal Participation in Peer-to-Peer Networks – 

Why Do People Illegally Share Media Files by Becker and Clement. The researchers investigated “why 

users take the risk and illegally provide files” (Becker and Clement 2006, 7). Therefore, the researchers 

analysed the motives that encouraged people to upload media files but not the values and attitudes of file 

sharers or their motives for downloading, as was the case in the present thesis. The researchers 

conducted two empirical studies in order to answer the research question.  

 

The first study investigated “the general underlying motives to engage in file sharing” (Becker and 

Clement 2006, 9). The researchers applied the standard economic theory of rational behaviour and 

claimed that file sharing behaviour was influenced by “the utility from individual and behaviouristic 

motives and the utility from specific factors” (Becker and Clement 2006, 10). Therefore, the researchers 

distinguished these motives: “portion offered, experience, costs, altruism, reciprocity, restrictions, and 

network externalities” (Becker and Clement 2006, 17). In addition, the researchers assumed that file 

sharing behaviour depended on the life cycle of the file-sharing network. They identified three phases of 

the life cycle: “introduction, growth and settlement” (Becker and Clement 2006, 13).  

 

In order to investigate the relationship between the motives for file sharing and the stage of the file-

sharing network, empirical research was conducted. The data were gathered via on-line survey in 2002. 

Survey was promoted in several with music connected websites in Germany. In the thesis case the 

questionnaire was mainly promoted at websites connected with file sharing and political activism. No 

benefits for participating in the survey were offered in either case. In total 370 responses were received. 

However, the researchers faced difficulties in determining the stage of the file-sharing networks and 

used users experience in the analysis instead.  

 

The data analysis showed that 31% of the respondents shared all their files, 30% part of their files, and 

39% free-rode on file-sharing networks. According to the research results, beginners tended to share all 

of their files or none of them (free-ride), while experienced users tended to share part of their files. In 

addition, the data analysis has shown that “the main drivers of the portion of offered files are the 

interactions of cost-experience, reciprocity-experience, and restrictions-experience” (Becker and 

Clement 2006, 19). Therefore, the researchers concluded that file sharing was influenced by different 

motives, which depended on individuals’ experience. In the thesis case, “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy” activists expressed strong willingness to share information and culture and to contribute to the 

Net gift economy. Fifty-two point sixty-six percent of the respondents claimed that they uploaded files 

on the file-sharing networks and 69.23% shared their created content.  
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In the second empirical study, the researchers analyzed “how free riders differ from sharers in regard 

their motives and experience” (Becker and Clement 2006, 21). It is important to note that the second 

study and questionnaire focus on “the actual sharing behaviour in respect of the key motives and the 

user’s experience;” meanwhile, the first one “emphasized the motives themselves” (Becker and Clement 

2006, 20). A time data collection was done off-line. Questionnaires were distributed in 2003 to several 

high school classes and to students at the University of Kiel. The researchers intentionally chose youth 

since “the music industry extensively targeted this segment with their marketing and with their legal 

strategies” (Becker and Clement 2006, 20-21). However, in the thesis case, concentration was not placed 

on youth but rather on experienced file sharers. The researchers collected 265 responses in total; 

however, for the analysis 230 were used, since 35 excluded questionnaires were incomplete. In order to 

analyse the collected data, linear regression was used. The data results showed that 58% of the 

respondents basically do not share at all and therefore are free-riders. Thirty-three percent were 

“medium sharers,” as referred to in the literature, and 9% were “heavy sharers.” The data analysis 

showed that “heavy sharers” and free-riders participated in file sharing for the longest period of time and 

that “heavy sharers” and “medium sharers” were concerned about free-riding. In addition, “heavy 

sharers” expressed more fear about the illegality of their action than the others. The data analysis 

revealed that for “heavy sharers” “the intrinsic motivation seems to be very strong” (Becker and 

Clement 2006, 24). Therefore, they believe that “it is ‘cool’ to be identified as a sharer” (Becker and 

Clement 2006, 24). The sharing behaviour of “medium sharers” was influenced by “the frequency of 

using p2p networks” (Becker and Clement 2006, 24). Therefore, “the more they use the networks, the 

more files they share” (Becker and Clement 2006, 24). Free riders are “strongly and significantly 

influenced by the image effect” (Becker and Clement 2006, 24). In the thesis case “heavy” file sharers 

and “heavy” activists file share due to ideological and political reasoning and because of the love of 

culture, but did not mention that it was “cool” to file share, as respondents did in Becker and Clements 

research.  

 

The third study was Toward a detailed understanding of illegal digital downloading intentions: An 

extended theory of planned behaviour approach by Wang and McClung. The researchers used “the 

theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen 1991) coupled with attitude functional theory (Katz 1960) and the 

social norms approach (Perkins 2003), to examine the more detailed attitudinal and normative 

considerations that influence illegal downloading intentions” (Wang and McCung 2011, 664). 
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According to the theory of planned behaviour, “human behaviour is determined by intentions to perform 

the behaviour and that intentions are in turn predicted by attitudes toward behaviour […], subjective 

norms […] and perceived behavioural control” (Wang and McCung 2011, 665). Attitude functional 

theory argues that “motivations underlie attitudes or behaviours; that is, individuals hold attitudes to 

meet different psychological needs or functions” (Wang and McCung 2011, 665). The theory claims that 

“attitude and behaviours are related to several functions, namely, a utilitarian function, a value-

expressive function and an ego-defensive function” (Wang and McClung 2011, 665). Utilitarian 

function refers to practical usage, quality, and cost. It is connected with “one’s desire to maximize 

benefits and to minimize punishments” (Wang and McClung 2011, 665). The value-expressive function 

refers to economic and social status, and identity; it is “related to symbolic (vs. practical) benefits and 

costs” (Wang and McClung 2011, 665). Ego-defensive function is used “to protect their own ego from 

their own unacceptable behaviours by attributing the cause of a problem to external reasons” (Wang and 

McClung 2011, 665). However, later in the analysis part was found that the model with the three 

functions did not fit the data. Therefore, it was adjusted to five: “utilitarian function 1 (cost, availability 

and convenience), utilitarian function 2 (illegality concerns), value-expressive function (moral ethical 

issues associated with illegal downloading), ego-defensive function 1 (afraid of risk) and ego-defensive 

function 2 (digital contents are overpriced)” (Wang and McClung 2011, 70). According to the social 

norms approach, there are two types of social norms: injunctive and descriptive. Injunctive norms refer 

to “the social approval whether a behaviour should or should not be performed” (Wang and McClung 

201, 667). Descriptive norms refer to “how often the behaviours are performed by people that 

individuals know or by people in society” (Wang and McClung 2011, 667).  

 

The researchers raised two research questions in connection with functions: “What attitude functions 

will emerge for illegal digital downloading through a P2P application?” and “Which attitude functions 

will predict intentions to engage in illegal downloading in the future? (Wang and McClung 2011, 666). 

Further, there were two additional research questions in connection with social norms: “What norms will 

emerge for illegal downloading through a P2P application?” and “Which norms will predict intentions to 

engage in illegal downloading in the future?” (Wang and McClung 2011, 667). As was seen form the 

research questions and the theories used, researchers are interested in investigating psychological 

motivations and the reasons for file sharing; meanwhile the author’s or the thesis aim was to investigate 

the values and attitudes of file sharers and their perception of intellectual property rights.  

 

The data for the research were collected in 2009 at two US universities. Respondents were recruited by 

offering rewards. As a result, 574 responses were received; however, the analysis was based on 552 



 
 

187 

accomplished cases. The survey was conducted on-line. The main difference between Wang and 

McClungs research and the thesis methodology was that participation in the thesis survey was not 

rewarded and the questionnaire was distributed to a wider audience. As the data analysis has shown, the 

respondents’ average age was 20.7 years and the majority of them were female. In the thesis case, the 

majority of the respondents were males between 18-25 years of age. In addition, 40.2% of the 

respondents in Wang and McClungs research file shared within a one-month time framework; 

meanwhile in the thesis case it was 88.31% of all respondents that did so.  

 

Researchers have calculated multiple regression in order to investigate the extent to which downloading 

behaviour is determined by functions and norms. The results have shown that the utilitarian motivation 

connected with cost and availability encourages downloading; meanwhile, the utilitarian motivation 

connected with illegality discourages downloading. These results are consistent with the thesis research 

results, since in the thesis case “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists emphasized price and 

accessibility constraints as a reasons for file sharing; however their decision to file share was not 

negatively affected by possible legal consequences (see chart 53). In addition, the results have shown 

that if the respondent had the stronger value-expressive motivation it was less likely that the person 

would illegally download. In addition, the research results have shown that students that wanted to show 

that were are not afraid of being caught tended to download more, since downloading for them was a 

“way to restore their own freedom or to maintain their self-esteem” (Wang and McClung 2011, 673). In 

the thesis research, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists emphasized freedom a lot as well. 

Freedom on the Net, freedom of culture, freedom from censorship were mentioned, but that file sharing 

has affected their self-esteem was never mentioned. In both researches, the respondents justified file 

sharing, since media products are considered to be over-priced and respondents could not afford to buy 

them and disagreed that file sharing was immoral.  

Another study with which the thesis results can be compared is Sharing or Piracy? An Exploration of 

Downloading Behaviour by LaRose Robert et al. The researchers were interested in investigating “what 

motivates downloading behaviour” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 3). Therefore, they were interested in 

analyzing the factors which encourage or discourage it. As a theoretical framework the researchers used 

the Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), which is broadly used in the media research since it can be applied 

to and explains “media consumption behaviour as well as the behavioural effects on the media 

consumption” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 4).  

 

According to the SCT, “the performance of behaviour is determined in part by its expected outcomes” 

(LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 4). The researchers state that there are two ways to learn outcomes: by 
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observing others (the mechanism of vicarious learning) and from your own experience (mechanism of 

enactive learning). LaRose Robert et al. stated that “our experience with the media shapes our 

expectation about the outcome of future media consumption and so determines our willingness to 

engage in it” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 4).  

 

The researchers used the self-efficacy concept, which is part of the SCT, in order to explain media 

consumption behaviour more deeply. “Self-efficacy is belief in one’s ability to complete a particular 

course of action to achieve important attainments” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 5). The concept in the 

research case refers to individuals’ know-how skills regarding how to download and use file-sharing 

software and to avoid negative consequences such as being caught. Another concept of the SCT which 

the researchers used was the self-regulation mechanism. It describes “how individuals observe their own 

behaviour, judge it according to personal and societal standards, and then self-administer incentives to 

change their behaviour” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 5). Furthermore, “this mechanism prevents 

individuals from blindly following the dictates of external reinforcement” (LaRose Robert et al. 2006, 5). 

In order to answer the research question, the researchers raised seven hypotheses, which focused on 

outcomes, self-efficacy, self-regulation and positive or negative beliefs in relation to current 

downloading and future behaviour.   

 

The data for the research were collected at one of the universities in the Midwestern United States via 

on-line survey during a two-week period in 2003. A reward was offered to the students for participation 

in the survey. As a result, 265 undergraduate students filled out the questionnaire. As the data analysis 

shows, the majority of the sample were males, with a median age of 19 years. In the thesis case, the 

sample was older, no reward was offered, and it did not focus only on students. 

 

In order to analyse the collected data and to investigate the relationships between the variables, Pearson 

correlation and multiple regression were used. The research results have shown that downloading 

increases due to the time spent on downloading, the variety of material that can be obtained, and the 

possibility of customizing media content. Downloading decreases due to the fear of being punished, the 

poor quality of the downloaded material, and the belief that downloading is immoral. However, 

downloaders that have skills and believe that downloading is not immoral are likely to continue 

downloading in the future. In the thesis case, “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists emphasized the 

possibility to customize media products and the incredible amount of available data as a reason for file 

sharing as well.   

 



 
 

189 

The last paper with which the thesis results can be compared is More Than Just Free Content: 

Motivations of Peer-to-Peer File Sharers by Cenite Mark et al. The researchers raised two research 

questions. First one was: “What motivations do users report for downloading” (Cenite et al. 2009, 209). 

The second one was: “What motivations do users report for uploading?” (Cenite et al. 2009, 210). The 

researchers used Lessig’s (2004) typology of file sharing in order to investigate the reasons why 

individuals download from file-sharing sites. This typology was presented in the thesis as well. The 

researchers used Giesler’s (2006) “conceptualization of file-sharing networks as gift systems” in order to 

investigate reasons for uploading (Cenite et al. 2009, 206). In the thesis case uploading motives were not 

investigated.  

 

In order to gather data for the research, the researchers conducted 40 in-depth interviews in December 

2007. Interviewees were recruited by sending e-mails, offering participation in the research to students 

in a communication school in Singapore. The researchers used snowball sampling as well; thus, they 

have asked the recruited interviewees to recommend someone that would be interested in the research 

and would meet the other requirements. The interviews were structured and an interview protocol was 

used since there were three different interweavers conducting the interviews. Interviewees were between 

16 to 31 years of age, and the majority of them were college students. On average the interviews lasted 

61 minutes. The researchers used inductive content analysis in order to analyze the gathered data. 

 

As a result, Cenite et al. identified several downloading motivations; first of all, access to content that is 

difficult to find, the time factor, sampling media content, and convenience and cost. All of these 

motivations were found and in the “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ answers as well. In 

addition, some interviewees justified downloading only if there was intent to buy the material later that 

they liked, just as some “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists did.  

 

Identified uploading motivations were: obligation to give back to the file-sharer community, reciprocity, 

and the sense of belonging to the virtual community. In addition, interviewees did not justify 

downloading for commercial usage, just as the respondents in the thesis survey did. Some interviewees 

expressed fear of being caught and for this reason they did not share; they just obtained what they 

wanted and left. 

 

The research showed that file sharing and downloading are much more complicated phenomena and “to 

regard file sharers as homogeneously unethical and criminal is oversimplified” (Cenite et al. 2009, 215). 

This is the same conclusion which the author of the thesis has drawn as well. In addition, the researchers 

http://web.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bFRr6i2Trak63nn5Kx95uXxjL6srU%2btqK5JsJavSLirslKwp55Zy5zyit%2fk8Xnh6ueH7N%2fiVbCms0u3prRPsaukhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPzfuac8nnls79mpNfsVbKos0q0prVNpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21
http://web.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bFRr6i2Trak63nn5Kx95uXxjL6srU%2btqK5JsJavSLirslKwp55Zy5zyit%2fk8Xnh6ueH7N%2fiVbCms0u3prRPsaukhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPzfuac8nnls79mpNfsVbKos0q0prVNpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21
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have concluded that file sharing helps to satisfy the needs and desires which the market has failed to 

satisfy, and that file sharing is a convenient and time-saving activity which helps to broaden horizons 

and enables individuals to go beyond their comfort zone. In addition, the researchers concluded that file 

sharers are “not of  greedy  thieves  with  no  regard  for  intellectual  property,  nor  of  idealists  who 

believe all entertainment media should be free in an upcoming utopia, but of entertainment enthusiasts 

eager to explore a variety of content and even to support their favourite artists” (Cenite et al. 2009, 219). 

The thesis research has shown somewhat different results, since freedom of the Net and freedom of 

culture were common answers in both “heavy” file sharers’ and “heavy” activists’ responses,; therefore, 

they had more ideological and political reasoning behind their support for file sharing. However, the 

love and interest in culture has played a significant role in encouraging “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” 

activists to participate in file sharing activities as well.  

 

6.5. Future Research Possibilities  

 

The author of the thesis believes that the conducted study has several limitations and can be 

complemented in several ways by conducting additional research which would contribute to deeper 

insight in the file sharing phenomenon. In addition, further research could analyze and portray file 

sharers’ and activists’ attitudes and values toward file sharing and intellectual property rights through 

different angles as well.  

 

First of all, due to methodological error, one of the questions about “heavy” file sharers and 

“heavy“ activists beliefs and the file sharing connection with politics was removed from the analysis. In 

future research, that methodological error can be eliminated and a more insightful picture about “heavy” 

file sharers’ and heavy activists’ attitudes can be achieved.  

 

Secondly, it is possible to apply multiple logistic regression to future research in analysing “heavy“ file 

sharers’ and heavy activists’ perception of intellectual property rights and file sharing. Multiple logistic 

regression would allow for the analysis of the extent to which attitudes toward intellectual property 

rights and file sharing can be explained by “heavy” file sharers and “heavy” activists’ political views, 

education level, age, and income and gender. Thus, variation in the perception of file sharing and 

intellectual property rights could be explained from that angle. 

 

Thirdly, it would be very interesting to investigate if and how file sharing has changed cultural goods 

and information consumption between those that file share and those that do not. Do people that file 
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share consume more cultural goods and information and do they tend toward self-development more 

than those that do not file share?  

 

Finally, further research about file sharers’ communities could provide deeper knowledge about their 

values and would investigate more explicitly the collective nature of file sharing. In addition, it would be 

interesting to investigate how file sharers and activists imagine the future of file sharing and intellectual 

property rights and how they would suggest changing the contemporary legal system so that it could 

better serve society’s needs. 

 

Thus, all these questions can be addressed in the future and would contribute to the existing literature on 

the phenomenon. Additionally, additional research could encourage more debates among researchers 

and in the society and would useful for supporting the Pirate Parties that struggle for the legitimization 

of file sharing. 
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Appendix  
 

Questionnaire 
 

Hello. I’m Milda Liokaityte and I’m a student in the Department of Informatics and Media at Uppsala 

University. At the moment I’m carrying out a research for my master thesis about file sharers’ and 

activists’ attitudes towards file sharing.  I would appreciate it if you could fill out this short questionnaire. 

It will take no more than 10 minutes. Your  input  will  be  treated  strictly  confidential, but  it  will  

contribute  to  a  better understanding of file sharers’ values. If you have any questions or comments, you 

can contact me via email: Milda.Liokaityte.8770@student.uu.se. Thank you for your participation in 

advance.  

 

FILE SHARING 

 

1. How did you first find out about file sharing? (Open question)  

 

2.  How was your first experience with file sharing? How did you feel? (Open question)  

 

3. What was the reason for your decision to file share (download) for the first time? (Open question) 

 

4. What does file sharing mean/symbolize for you? (Open question) 

 

5. How long have you been file sharing? (Closed question, one choice) 

Less than a year 

1-3 years 

4-10 years  

More than 10 years  

 

6. How often do you download/file share? (Closed question, one choice) 

Every day 

A few times a week  

Once a week  

A few times a month 
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Once a month  

Almost never 

Never 

   

7. What do you often download from the file-sharing sites? (Closed question, one choice) 

Cultural goods/information which are out of stock 

Cultural goods/information which you want/need to obtain but you can’t afford  

Cultural goods/information which you are planning to purchase (you are sampling it in order 

to see if is it worth buying) 

Cultural goods/information which you do not want to purchase but just to see/hear/read it 

and delete 

Everything you like, you “stockpile”   

Other: ___________________(place for the respondent to fill in his/her answer) 

 

8. Which type of copyright-protected material do you regularly download? (Closed question, multiple 

choice) 

Music 

Video 

Software 

Books, magazines 

Other    

 

9. On a scale from 1 indicating never to 10 indicating always, please specify how often you purchase 

what you download: (Scale) 

Never                                                                                                  Always  

     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

  

10. From a moral and ethical standpoint, do you think there is anything wrong with file sharing and 

downloading copyright-protected material? (Open question) 

 

11. What do you think are the basic differences between a piece of information/cultural goods, such a 

music and film, and a physical good, like a car? (Open question)  
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12. What describes your opinion? (Closed question, multiple option, since answers are not mutually 

exclusive)  

File sharing is a theft of copyright-protected material. File sharers are thieves. 

File sharing is not a form of theft. File sharers are not thieves. 

The commercial ownership of information and culture by companies is a theft of public 

goods. Music and film industries are thieves. 

 

13. Can you please give an explanation of why you hold this opinion? (Open question) 

 

14. Are you aware of possible legal consequences of file sharing copyright-protected material? (Closed 

question, one choice) 

Yes 

No   

 

15. Do you upload information/cultural goods on file sharing sites? (Closed question, one choice) 

Yes 

No 

  

16. Do you produce information/knowledge/digital cultural goods and publish it on the Internet (for 

example blogging, citizen journalism, writing for Wikipedia, uploading your own created music, video, 

other art, software, etc.)? (Closed question, one choice) 

Yes 

No 

 

If you answered “No” to this question, please continue with question 20. 

 

17. On a scale on which 1 indicates never and 10 indicates always, please specify the appropriate number 

concerning how often do you upload and share your created content (music, video, software, art, written 

material, etc.)? (Scale) 

Never                                                                                                Always  

   1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

18. Do you usually indicate that your created and uploaded content is copyright protected? (Do you 

include © or use the TM sign?) (Closed question, one choice) 
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Yes 

No  

  

19. Do you usually upload your created content based on Creative Commons or copyleft terms? (Closed 

question, one choice) 

Yes 

No 

 

20. Do you help administer or work for a file-sharing website? (Closed question, one choice) 

Yes 

No 

 

21. Are you a member of any movement which is against or promotes alternative intellectual property 

rights laws? (Open question together with the possibility of choosing from the list (multiple choice)) 

Electronic Frontier Foundation  

Pirate Party 

Creative Commons  

Piratbyrån  

Free Software Foundation  

Open Rights Group 

Free Culture Movement 

P2P Foundation  

Other: ___________________(place for the respondent to fill in his/her answer) 

You are not a member of any movement which is against or promotes alternative intellectual 

property rights. 

  

22. Do you participate in demonstrations against existing intellectual property laws (ACTA, etc.) or those 

which are on the way (SOPA, PIPA, etc.)? (Closed question, one choice) 

Yes 

No 

 

23. How do you participate in activities against existing intellectual property laws? (Closed question, 

multiple choice) 

Signing online petitions and participating in other online activities 
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You are helping to organize protests, demonstrations, etc.  

You participate physically in offline demonstrations  

You do not participate in any activities 

 

24. If you participate in activities, describe them. (Open question)     

 

25. For each of the following statements, can you tell how strongly you agree or disagree with each? Do 

you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree? (Likert scale) 

Intellectual property rights exploit culture and information commons 

File sharing provides greater access to knowledge  

File sharing helps to undermine social division and inequality in accessing information and 

culture  

File sharing creates a gift economy 

Information and culture are a common heritage of all mankind 

Knowledge and information are produced not by individuals, but collectively in 

collaboration 

File sharing encourages collectivity and participation  

“Information wants to be free”  

File sharing is a part of the freedom of the Net 

Intellectual property laws are too harsh   

Intellectual property laws are too weak, and stronger regulation is needed 

File sharing deprives artists of income and is therefore unfair 

Intellectual property rights limit fair use 

Non-commercial file sharing should be considered as fair use 

Constant extension of duration of intellectual property rights rip-off the public domain 

Different intellectual property laws should apply to the digital and physical worlds 

File sharing is apolitical action (not political at all) (this statement was excluded from the 

further data analysis due to methodological error (linguistic/grammatical mistake) which 

possibly could mislead the respondents) 

File sharing is an individualistic action 

File sharing is a social movement and a form of activism, civil disobedience, protest, and 

resistance 

File sharing increases consumption of information and culture 

File sharing is used only for entertainment purposes  



 
 

208 

The possible legal consequences of file sharing do not affect file sharers’ behaviour 

 

POLITICAL VIEWS 

 

26. How interested would you say you are in politics? Are you: 

Very interested  

Somewhat interested  

Not very interested  

Not at all interested 

 

27. On political matters, people talk of "the left" and "the right." How would you place your views on this 

scale, generally speaking? (Scale):  

Left                                                                                                  Right  

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 

 

How would you place your views, 1 meaning  you  agree  completely  with  the  statement  on  the  left, 

and  10  meaning  you  agree  completely  with  the statement  on  the  right?  If  your  views  fall  

somewhere  in  between,  you  can  choose  any  number  in between. (Questions 28-33 are scales) 

 

28. Incomes should be  We need larger income differences as an                                                                                     

made more equal   incentives for individual effort 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10   

 

29. Private ownership of business                    Government ownership of business and                                                                

and industry should be increased   industry should be increased  

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10   

  

30. Government should take more responsibility                People should take more responsibility to  

to ensure that everyone is provided for                                provide for themselves       

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10  

 

31. Competition is good. It stimulates                                 Competition is harmful. It brings out  

people to work hard and to develop new ideas                    the worst in people                                                 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10 
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32. In the long run, hard work                       Hard work does not generally bring success 

usually brings a better life                                                – it’s more a matter of luck and   

connections  

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10 

 

33. People can only get rich  Wealth can grow so there’s enough for 

 at the expense of others everyone                               

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9       10 

 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

34. Can you specify your gender? (Closed question, one choice) 

Male 

Female 

 

35. What is your age? (Closed question, one choice) 

Under 18 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56 or older 

 

36. In which country do you live? (Open question) 

 

37. What is the highest level of education that you have attained? (Closed question, one choice) 

No formal education  

Incomplete primary school  

Complete primary school  

Incomplete secondary school: technical/vocational type  

Complete secondary school: technical/vocational type   

Incomplete secondary school: university-preparatory type  

Complete secondary: university-preparatory type  
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Some university-level education, without degree  

University-level education, with degree 

 

38.  What is your occupation? (One choice) 

Employee 

Self employed 

Retired/pensioner 

Housewife not otherwise employed 

Student 

Pupil 

Unemployed 

Other: __________ (place for the respondent to fill in his/her answer) 

 

39. What is your monthly income? (Closed question, one choice) 

You do not have any income 

Less than € 50 a month 

€ 50 but less than € 100 a month 

€ 100 but less than € 200 a month 

€ 200 but less than € 300 a month 

€ 300 but less than € 400 a month 

€ 400 but less than € 500 a month 

€ 500 but less than € 600 a month 

€ 600 but less than € 700 a month 

€ 700 but less than € 800 a month 

€ 800 but less than € 900 a month 

€ 900 but less than € 1000 a month 

€ 1000 but less than € 1500 a month 

€ 1500 but less than € 2000 a month 

€ 2000 but less than € 2500 a month 

€ 2500 but less than € 3000 a month 

€ 3000 but less than € 3500 a month 

€ 3500 but less than € 4000 a month 

€ 4000 but less than € 4500 a month 

€ 4500 but less than € 5000 a month 
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Over € 5000 a month 

 

Distribution of the Questionnaire 
 

A link to the questionnaire, together with a short introduction message, was distributed to the file-sharing 

sites, organisations, and Pirate Parties and magazines listed below. All messages were written in English, 

except those distributed to the Lithuanian Pirate Party and Lithuanian file-sharing site 

www.linkomanija.net, since the author of the thesis knows the Lithuanian language.  

 

File-sharing sites:  

 

The Pirate Bay (http://thepiratebay.se/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent to the site administrators. Personal messages to the administrators of The Pirate Bay 

Forum were sent as well. No reply was received. The message was posted on The Pirate Bay forum.  

 

Torrent Search Engine (http://torrentz.eu). A response to the first message was not received. Thus, the 

second message was sent to the site administrators. No reply was received. 

 

IsoHunt (http://isohunt.com/). A response to the first message was not received. A second message was 

sent to the site administration. No reply was received. The message was posted on the Isohunt forum and 

sent to the administrator of the forum as well.  

 

Demonoid (http://www.demonoid.me/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent to the site administration and personal message to the forum administrator. No reply 

was received. The message was posted on the forum as well.  

 

Linkomanija (www.linkomanija.net). The message was sent to the administration of the file-sharing site. 

However, the administration refused to send a mass message but agreed to participate in the survey and 

suggested posting the message on the forum, which was done.  

 

Kick Ass Torrent (http://kat.ph/). The message was posted on the forum. After a few days it was deleted 

by the administration of the forum.  
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Elite Torrent (http://forelitetorrents.net). The message was posted on the forum. After few days it was 

deleted by the administration of the forum. 

 

Organisations: 

 

Creative Commons (http://creativecommons.org/). A reply was received after the first message. The 

administration agreed and distributed the questionnaire to the cc-community according to their mailing 

list.    

 

Free Software Foundation (http://www.fsf.org/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received.  

 

Open Rights Group (http://www.openrightsgroup.org/). A response to the first message was not received. 

The second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Electronic Frontier Foundation (https://www.eff.org/). A response to the first message was not received. 

A second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Free Culture (http://freeculture.org/). A reply was received after the first message. The administration 

agreed and distributed the questionnaire further.      

 

P2P Foundation (http://p2pfoundation.net/). A response to the first message was not received. The second 

message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Weblog:  

 

TorrentFreak (http://torrentfreak.com/). A response was received. They agreed to fill out the 

questionnaire, but refused to distribute it to the subscribers.   

 

Pirate Parties:  

 

Pirate Party Argentina (http://www.partidopirata.com.ar/). A response to the first message was not 

received. The second message was sent. No reply was received. 
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Pirate Party Australia (http://pirateparty.org.au/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. A negative response was received.  

 

Pirate Party Austria (http://www.piratenpartei.at/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Belgium (http://pirateparty.be/). A reply was received after the first message. The 

administration agreed to distribute the questionnaire to the members according to their mailing list.    

 

Pirate Party Brasilia (http://partidopirata.org/). A response to the first message was not received. The 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Canada (http://www.pirateparty.ca/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. Pirate Party staff/administration agreed to fill in the questionnaire but refused 

to send it to the members. However, it was offered to sign in the forum and to post the message there, 

which was done. 

 

Pirate Party Czech Republic (http://www.pirati.cz). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. A positive message was received. Pirate Party forwarded the questionnaire 

further and posted it on their forum.  

 

Pirate Party Cyprus (http://www.piratepartycyprus.com). A response to the first message was not 

received. A second message was sent. No reply was received. The message was posted on forum as well.  

 

Pirate Party Denmark (http://www.piratpartiet.dk/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Finland (http://www.piraattipuolue.fi/). A response to the first message was not received. The 

second message was sent. A positive answer was received and the questionnaire was distributed further.  

 

Pirate Party France (http://partipirate.org/blog/index.php). A response to the first message was not 

received. A second message was sent. No reply was received. 
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Pirate Party in Germany (http://www.piratenpartei.de/). A reply was received after the first message. The 

administration agreed and distributed the questionnaire according to their mailing list. They asked for the 

research results as well.  

 

Pirate Party Greece (http://www.pirateparty.gr/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Italy (http://www.partito-pirata.it/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Latvia (http://piratupartija.lv/en/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent. A positive response was received, and the questionnaire was distributed further.   

 

Pirate Party Lithuania (http://piratupartija.lt/). The indicated e-mail address on the site did not work. 

 

Pirate Party in Luxemburg (http://piratepartei.lu/). A response was received after the first message. The 

administration agreed and distributed the questionnaire to the community according to their mailing list.    

 

Pirate Party Netherlands (http://depiratenpartij.wordpress.com/). A response to the first message was not 

received. A second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party New Zealand (http://pirateparty.org.nz/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. A positive answer was received. However, Pirate Party expressed their concern 

about confidentiality, since Google Docs was used for data collection. Pirate Party asked for the results as 

well.  

 

Pirate Party Ukraine (http://pp-ua.org). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party United Kingdom (http://www.pirateparty.org.uk). A response to the first message was not 

received. A second message was sent. No reply was received. The message was posted on the forum.   

 

Pirate Party USA (http://us.pirate.is/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message is sent. A positive answer was received. It was said that the questionnaire would be forwarded to 
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other members of the party. However, it was emphasised that since the options in the income question 

were in Euros, not many people would care to convert.  

 

Pirate Party Poland (http://www.partiapiratow.org.pl/). A response to the first message was not received. 

A second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Portugal (http://www.partidopiratapt.eu). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Russia (http://pirate-party.ru). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Romania (http://www.partidulpirat.ro). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. A positive response was received.  

 

Pirate Party Serbia (http://piratskapartija.com). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message is sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Slovakia (http://piratskastrana.sk). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party in Slovenia (http://piratskastranka.net/). A reply was received after the first message asking 

to resend the message, since it could not be read because of an error. The message was resent after which 

Pirate Party agreed to distribute the questionnaire further.  

 

Pirate Party Spain (http://www.partidopirata.es/). A response to the first message was not received. a 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Switzerland (http://www.pirateparty.ch/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message is sent. No reply was received. 

 

Pirate Party Sweden (http://www.piratpartiet.se/). A response to the first message was not received. A 

second message was sent. No reply was received. 
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Magazines:  

 

Magazine Wired (http://www.wired.com/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Magazine 2600 (http://www.2600.com/). A response to the first message was not received. A second 

message was sent. No reply was received. 

 

Since it was not collected enough data after first questionnaire distribution stage it was distributed 

further. Questionnaire was posted on the Deviant Art forum (http://forum.deviantart.com) and the topic 

created a few hours before was locked. On Flashback forum (https://www.flashback.org) the message 

was posted as well. However, after a few minutes it was deleted.  

 

A message was written to other Pirate Parties too: 

 

Pirate Party Bulgaria (http://pirateparty.efb.bg/). Response was not received. 

 

Pirate Party Chile (http://www.partidopirata.cl/). A message was sent via the party’s mailing list 

available on the Net. A response from party members was received.   

 

Pirate Party International (http://www.pp-international.net/). A response was not received. 

 

Pirate Party Guatemala (http://partidopirata.org.gt/). A response was not received. 

 

Pirate Party Kazakhstan (http://www.pirateparty.kz). A response was not received. 

 

Pirate Party Columbia (http://pp.interlecto.net/). A message was sent via party’s mailing list available on 

the Net. A response was not received. 

 

Pirate Party Tunisia (http://partipirate-tunisie.org/). A response was not received. 

 

Furthermore, the link to the questionnaire was posted on the wall on Facebook and friends of the thesis 

author were asked to fill in the questionnaire and share the link with their friends. The link was also 

shared by V-Dala International Committee at Uppsala and International Students of Uppsala University. 
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In addition to this, the link with a short message was posted on Facebook walls of mainly all Pirate 

Parties, file sharing sites, and the organisations mentioned above and a number of “Stop ACTA,” “Stop 

PIPA,” “Stop SOPA,” and “Anti copyright” groups. Moreover, the message was posted on forums such 

as: http://www.bt-chat.com, http://www.newgrounds.com, http://www.torlock.com/, 

http://www.vcdq.com. The author of the thesis distributed the questionnaire to her classmates as well, 

who shared the questionnaire further.  
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