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A B S T R A C T

This paper investigates the interplay between fields, markets, and movements in the emergence 
and development of new cultural categories. While some scholars argue that the rise of new 
genres is driven by internal resource mobilization, others contend that external market and field 
environments can both constrain and enable their emergence and growth. Through a cross- 
national comparative study of electronic/dance music and its various genres from 1985 to 
2005, we demonstrate that genre emergence and development are influenced by their embedd
edness in different field environments: the environment of proximate genres, the mainstream 
music market and the transnational field level. The impact of these field environments on the 
emergence and development of dance genres, however, varies by country. Notably, markets and 
genre movements are more strongly coupled in the UK and the Netherlands compared to the US. 
In both European countries, the mainstream success of genres drives their development through a 
mechanism of differentiation, leading to the creation of new and distinct genres as a reaction 
against increased visibility in the mainstream music charts. These findings highlight multiple 
ways in which markets and genre movements can interact, enriching our understanding of how 
new cultural categories emerge.

1. Introduction

The emergence of new genres has been a longstanding problem within the sociology of art and culture. Two of the founding figures 
of the discipline offered contrasting perspectives. On the one hand, Becker (1982) understood the emergence of new genres as the 
outcome of a process of collective action. New genres emerge as people start to collaborate, build up networks and successfully 
mobilize resources to develop a distinctive and recognizable “genre” of art (Baumann, 2007). On the other hand, Bourdieu (1993)
stressed how the emergence of new genre categories could only be understood within the context of structured field environments. 
New genres needed “to exist in a potential state at the heart of the system of already realized possibles, like structural lacunae which 
appear to wait for a call for fulfillment” (Bourdieu, 1996: 235). The structured spaces of fields preconfigured the possibilities for 
particular cases of genre emergence as collective action (Becker and Pessin, 2006).

This contrast between agentic, movement-centric and structural, field-level approaches has also informed studies of the emergence 
of popular music genres. Some studies have emphasized the “bottom up” processes of movement building, especially in the early 
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“avant-garde” and “scene” based phases of genre emergence (Lena, 2012; Hebdige 2002 [1979]; Bennett, 2004; Crossley, 2015). 
Others have focused on analyzing the “top-down” influences of field and market-level factors conducive to (multiple cases of) genre 
emergence (Peterson and Berger, 1975; Peterson and Anand, 2004; Mezias and Mezias, 2000), which however – due to data limitations 
such as the reliance on chart data – often implied a shift of focus from studying the emergence of genres to the “breakthrough” of genres 
in the mainstream market (Crossley, 2015: 72).

Following the more general development in sociological theory to integrate social movement and field theoretical perspectives 
(Fligstein and McAdam, 2012; King and Pearce, 2010), in this paper we aim to combine “movement” and “field” perspectives in the 
study of the emergence of popular music genres. This entails that, on the one hand, we strongly emphasize the likeness of genres to 
social movements (Baumann, 2007). We use the term “genre movements” to refer to groups of people adhering to certain new and 
innovative cultural categories, which organize themselves collectively to strive for the acceptance and legitimation of the innovation 
by audiences (Baumann, 2007). Following the movement-perspective, we also emphasize resource mobilization processes as central to 
the emergence and development of these genre movements. One way in which movements organize themselves is by founding or
ganizations as these “serve as vehicles for expressing preferences of individuals and instigating change in larger systems” (Hannan, 
1988: 163). We therefore rely on the dynamics of these organizational populations to track the emergence and development of genre 
movements and use crowd-sourced data sources that allows us to study genre movements that lie “beyond the mainstream” (Dowd 
et al., 2021) and have frequently been beyond the scope of field-level studies.1

On the other hand, we aim to understand how the emergence and development of genre movements is affected by their 
embeddedness in field environments. We identify three wider field environments. First, we study the effect of the proximate envi
ronment that is constituted by other genre movements. We analyze how proximate genres shape the emergence and development of 
new genres, thereby contributing to recent work that studies the dynamics of cultural forms not in isolation but as embedded in a 
shared cultural and material space (van Venrooij, 2015; Godart and Galunic, 2019; Denrell and Kovács, 2020; Sgourev et al., 2023). 
Second, we analyze how the mainstream music market affects the emergence and growth of genre movements. We draw upon resource 
partitioning theory which has argued that the structure of the mainstream market can “open up” the resources for movement-activity 
and the development of new genres (Carroll and Swaminathan, 2000; Mezias and Mezias, 2000; Greve, Pozner, and Rao, 2006; Rao, 
2009). Likewise, “market information regimes,” such as the mainstream music charts, can provide the focal point for the development 
of field participants’ beliefs on the success and failure of genres (Anand and Peterson, 2000; Kim and Askin, 2024). The mainstream 
success of genres can therefore provide the motivation for the development of new genres. Third, we investigate the transnational field 
environment, as the emergence and development of (genre) movements can affect each other across national borders (Strang and 
Meyer, 1993; Hannan et al., 1995; Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019). In investigating these three environments, we also allow for the 
possibility that visibility in the mainstream market might act as a mediator for the effects of proximate and transnational developments 
— as market information regimes might be the platform through which genre movements become aware of each other (van Venrooij, 
2015).

The empirical setting for our study is the development of electronic/dance music—hereafter referred to as “dance music”—between 
1985 and 2005 in the US, UK, and the Netherlands. This field has two interesting characteristics. First, between 1985 and 2005, dance 
music had lower levels of mainstream commercial success in its alleged birthplace of the US than in adoptive countries such as the 
United Kingdom and the Netherlands. Previous work has shown that field theory can provide explanations for this variation in 
commercial trajectory (Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019). Second, the category of dance music spawned many subgenres, making it 
one of the most differentiated cultural genres (McLeod, 2001). Previous work has shown how community ecological theory can explain 
and predict the emergence of new dance genres by positing that genres develop as part of a cultural system, i.e. through mechanisms of 
imitation and differentiation rather than in isolation (van Venrooij, 2015). This work, however, was limited to one country, the UK, 
where dance music found substantial mainstream success. In this paper we utilize cross-national difference in the commercial tra
jectory of dance music to explore how differences in visibility and commercial success of dance genres might interact with ecological 
mechanisms of genre differentiation. In total, we study the dynamics of 27 genre movements in the UK, 19 in the Netherlands, and 20 
in the US.

Our modeling approach is based on density-dependence models in organizational ecology (Carroll and Hannan, 2000). We choose 
this approach for three reasons. First, density-dependence models have previously been applied to social movement organizations 
(Minkoff, 1994; Olzak and West, 1991) and provide a general analytical framework for the study of organizational dynamics, arguably 
also of genre movements organizations, such as— in this case— record labels. Second, density dependence models can both assess the 
endogenous effects of resource mobilization on movement building (i.e. how founding rates of new organizations are dependent on the 
density of the population) as well as the exogenous effects of field environments. Third, density dependence models can be extended to 
include community ecology effects whereby the density of other organizational populations can be incorporated in the models (Ruef, 
2000; van Venrooij, 2015). Density dependence models therefore provide an apt analytical tool for historical and cross-national 
comparative research on “movements in fields” (Carroll and Hannan, 2000; Hannan, Carroll, Dundon and Torres, 1995).

Our results show, firstly, that in all three countries the emergence of new dance genre movements is stimulated by the growth of 
similar, proximate genres—which confirms results of earlier research on the community ecology of dance genres (van Venrooij, 2015). 
New genres emerge as genres of a similar type are increasing in size. This differentiation, however, also reaches a saturation point, and 

1 We see a “genre movement” as a more specific form of the more general “genre community” (Lena, 2012; Lopes, 2019). Measuring “genre 
movements” by the dynamics of organizational populations comes close to Lena’s (2012: 6) definition of (music) genres “as systems of orientations, 
expectations, and conventions that bind together industry, performers, critics, and fans in making what they identify as a distinctive sort of music.”
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at high levels of density, types of genres no longer spawn new genres. Secondly, in the UK and the Netherlands, we find that the 
mainstream chart success of other genres stimulates the founding of new dance genres. Market visibility creates fashion dynamics 
whereby actors in the wider field innovate and develop new genres as the category as a whole becomes more commercial. Mainstream 
market success also partly mediates the influence of proximate genres in the UK and the Netherlands, suggesting that genre movements 
influence each other through their visibility in the charts. In the UK, but not in the Netherlands or the US, we find that market con
centration also stimulates the emergence of new dance genres. Thirdly, we find that, particularly in the UK and the Netherlands, but to 
a certain extent also in the US, the development of new genre movements is influenced by similar developments abroad. Yet we do not 
find that market information regimes such as the charts mediate this influence, suggesting that other channels of transnational in
fluence are at play.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we describe our theoretical approach to understanding the emergence 
and development of genre movements in fields. Second, we discuss the empirical context, i.e., the advent and development of the early 
dance genre movements in the US, UK, and the Netherlands. We proceed with a description of the data and methods, including a 
section describing the scope of the dance music genre category. In the first part of our analysis, we analyze movement development at 
the level of the entire dance genre stream. In the second part of our analysis, we model the emergence and development of particular 
dance genres. Finally, we discuss the study’s contributions to the existing literature on genres and creative industries, its limitations, 
and opportunities for future research.

2. Genre movements

As noted above, we use the term genre movements to refer to groups of people adhering to, and striving for the acceptance of, new 
cultural categories (Baumann, 2007; Lena, 2012; Lopes, 2019). Genre movements may form tightly knit networks, in the manner of a 
particular local “scene” or “community,” but they may also consist of more loosely organized movements, whose members adhere to 
certain genre ideals regardless of whether these members also directly interact (Lopes, 2019). Comparable to conventional social 
movements, success in gaining acceptance of innovations has been argued to depend on both endogenous and exogenous factors 
(Baumann, 2007).

Endogenous factors refer here to the successful mobilization of key resources, and how these affect the further growth of genre 
movements. Crossley’s (2015) study of the British punk scene, for example, analyzed the process of micro-mobilization and how 
expanding networks allowed for the pooling of resources and the development of a “critical mass” that enabled the emergence of the 
punk movement. Drawing on resource mobilization theory, Crossley (2015) thus emphasized the endogenous or internal drivers of 
growth and development. He explicitly argued that (changing) environmental conditions, as for example, levels of concentration in the 
mainstream market, which have been emphasized in field-level studies on genre development (Peterson and Berger, 1975; Peterson, 
1990), could not explain the timing of the emergence of the punk movement. Networks are, however, only one type of resources that 
might be crucial for the development of a genre movement (Baumann, 2007: 54-57). The founding of organizations, such as record 
labels, also seems important as these create the organizational basis to produce a music genre. Moreover, measuring and modeling the 
growth of organizational populations, in this case of record labels, can build on a well-established theoretical and methodological 
tradition of density dependence theory in organizational ecology (Carroll and Hannan, 1989).

Briefly explained, density dependence theory proposes that opposing forces of legitimation and competition lead to an inverted U- 
shaped relationship between the size of an organizational population, i.e. density, and the number of new foundings. In the early stages 
of development, new organizational forms lack legitimacy, making organizing difficult and new foundings relatively rare. With in
creases in density, the “taken-for-grantedness” of the form increases, easing efforts at mobilizing resources, which positively affects the 
rate of new foundings. The legitimating effects of increases in density are, however, highest at low levels of density and decrease at 
higher levels of density. Legitimacy is thus theorized to increase with density at a decreasing rate. Similarly, when density is low, 
competition among organizations is also low, but competitive pressures rise with increasing density, and at an increasing rate, thereby 
negatively affecting foundings at higher levels of density. Together, legitimation and competition mechanisms are theorized to result in 
an inverted U-shaped relationship between density and foundings.

Similar to resource mobilization theory in social movement analysis, density-dependence theory stresses the importance of pro
cesses internal to the organizational population. Density-dependence theory captures the endogenous process whereby, in early stages 
of development, the successful mobilization of resources—visible as the increased number of resources dedicated to an organizational 
form, i.e., increased density—contributes to the further legitimacy, and therefore growth, of the organizational population (Carroll and 
Hannan, 2000; Baumann, 2007). Organizational ecologists have often pointed to the parallels with resource mobilization theory and 
likened the initial stages of organizational population growth to the resource mobilization process of social movements (Hannan et al., 
1995). According to (Carroll and Hannan, 2000: 231), many early histories of organizational populations indeed “look and feel like the 
actions of social movements” (Rao, 2009) — as do the early histories of art worlds (Baumann, 2007). Similarly, resource mobilization 
theories have used density dependence models to study the dynamics of social movement organizations (Minkoff, 1994; Olzak and 
West, 1991).

Studying the endogenous resource mobilization process of genre movements through density dependence has important meth
odological advantages. While studying micro-mobilization generally requires quite extensive data collection (and is usually done on a 
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case-by-case basis), density dependence models provide an effective way to study how endogenous mobilization processes affect the 
growth of genre movements across multiple cases.2 Even though density dependence has been criticized for the absence of direct 
measures of legitimacy (Zucker, 1989; Baum and Powell, 1995), organizational ecologists have defended the use of density precisely 
for its use in comparative research across multiple cases and the ability to develop a general theory of how organizational populations 
grow (Hannan et al., 1995). Moreover, although density dependence has also been critiqued for its assumed exclusion of sociopolitical 
or “external” legitimacy (Zucker, 1989; Baum and Powell, 1995), the effects of exogenous field environments can—and have previ
ously been3—included in density dependence models (see below).

3. Genre environments

We understand genre movements as embedded within larger fields (Bourdieu, 1993; Fligstein and McAdam, 2012).4 These 
exogenous field environments may also affect the emergence and development of new genre movements. We distinguish three field 
environments: (1) the environment of proximate genres, (2) the mainstream market, and (3) the transnational field.

3.1. Genre ecologies

One of the theoretical innovations of the integration of social movement and field theory is to see social movements as sharing a 
common ecological (resource) space. The emergence and development of movements is therefore understood as not only influenced by 
the successful mobilization of resources internal to the movement, but also by the (successful) mobilization of resources in other 
movements.

For music genres, Lena (2012: 110) has indeed argued that “rival genres are among the most important elements in a genre’s 
environment.” We therefore propose to study genre movements as constituting a genre ecology and treat the dynamics of other genre 
movements as an environmental factor in the development of a focal genre (van Venrooij, 2015). To model this genre ecology, we 
follow an extension of density-dependence mechanisms, which allows for cross-form legitimation and cross-form competition effects 
(Ruef, 2000; van Venrooij, 2015). Cross-form legitimation occurs when the increased density of proximate genres leads to a “spillover” 
of legitimacy onto the focal genre and positively affects the founding rate of the focal genre. The growth of other, proximate genres, in 
other words, signals the “viability” of a type of genres and would thus stimulate the growth of new variations within this cultural niche. 
Cross-form competition occurs when, at higher rates, increases in the density of proximate genres negatively affects the founding rates 
of the focal genre. The cultural niche has reached a point of saturation.

3.2. Mainstream market

The mainstream market is a relevant environment for understanding genre emergence and development for three main reasons.
First, resource partitioning theory has suggested that the (changing) mainstream market structure can explain the potential 

emergence of new genres (Carroll and Swaminathan, 2000; Mezias and Mezias, 2000). Increased market concentration among 
“generalist” producers can leave resources open at the periphery of the market that “specialists” can start to occupy. The microbrewery 
movement, for example, benefited from the increasing lack of diversity of “industrial beer” produced by the major breweries, leaving 
open the demand for more innovative and special tastes (Carroll and Swaminathan, 2000). Moreover, resource partitioning theory has 
also made the cultural argument that market concentration can act as a foil against which “anti-mass cultural” movements can 
mobilize and seek to capitalize on the lack of diversity in the mainstream market by mobilizing specialist producers (Rao, 2009). 
Earlier studies have indeed found that increasing levels of market concentration stimulate the emergence of new, oppositional 
movements (Greve, Pozner, and Rao, 2006).

Second, institutional theories have argued that the legitimacy of new organizational forms can be increased through external 
legitimation from third parties, such as media, analysts, etc. (Baum and Powell, 1995; Kennedy, 2008; Ruef, 2000). Concerning genre 
movements, Baumann (2007: 49) suggests that external legitimation can be distinguished from internal legitimation, whereby the 
former refers to the acceptance of a form by the general public, whereas the latter refers to acceptance among the inner members of a 
genre movement. The popularity of genres in mainstream markets, as visible through market information regimes,5 is important to 

2 Both cross-nationally as well as across multiple genre movements.
3 Density-dependence models often included period effects to account for changes in the institutional environment, such as changes in legislation.
4 Although, according to Fligstein and McAdam (2012), field theory, particularly as developed by Bourdieu, has underemphasized the importance 

of collective action and movements, and social movement theory “has never been oriented to the concept of “field”” (Fligstein and McAdam, 2012: 
31), the field concept has been increasingly adopted to push the study of movements beyond the focus on a single movement and allow these to be 
studied in context (Davis et al. 2005, 10).

5 Market information regimes consist of: “regularly updated information about market activity provided by an independent supplier, presented in 
a predictable format with consistent frequency, and available to all interested parties at a nominal cost” (Anand and Peterson, 2000: 271). According 
to Peterson and Anand (2004: 317), “markets are constructed by producers to render the welter of consumer tastes comprehensible”. Anand and 
Peterson (2000) use the idea of market information regimes to explicitly focus on the construction of markets through the use of rankings and charts, 
which allow market participants to compare categories’ performance. These information regimes can bring attention to fluctuations within existing 
market categories or place novel categories in the spotlight, thereby affecting what Anand (2006) refers to as the process of “field evolution.”
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consider in this regard, as this sends a widespread signal of the acceptance of a genre. Moreover, the visibility of a genre (e.g. due to its 
mainstream success) can bypass the relational channels of social networks and create mediated channels for cultural diffusion and 
mobilization (Goldberg and Stein, 2018; Strang and Meyer, 1993; Rossman, 2012). Although the micro-mobilization of movements has 
generally been theorized as occurring through social networks, media provide alternative channels through which information can 
quickly spread (Rossman, 2012; Hannan et al., 1995). Market information regimes, such as music charts, may have far-reaching in
fluences, affecting a broad scope of actors, which may also include actors at the periphery of the field. Considered as a form of external 
legitimation, we anticipate that increased mainstream market visibility can have a positive effect on the growth of a genre.

Third, developments within the mainstream market may also stimulate the growth of genre movements by triggering imitation 
and/or differentiation dynamics (Zuckerman, 2012). Although related to the anti-mass mobilization argument of resource partitioning 
theory, imitation/differentiation mechanisms react not to the concentration or lack of diversity of the mainstream market, but to the 
increasing mainstream success of the genre itself, or of closely related cousins of the genre. Success might be off-putting to audiences 
with limited “taste for popularity,” who abandon tastes when they have become too widespread or publicly known (Kovacs and 
Sharkey, 2014). Imitation/differentiation dynamics triggered by the popularity of some genres could then spur the emergence and 
development of new genres, as field participants explore new areas of the genre space. This dynamic seems particularly relevant to the 
emergence and development of dance music genres, as this field has witnessed a quick rise and fall of a large number of genres 
(McLeod, 2001). It has also been argued that the logic of the field impels producers to quickly switch between styles and leave older 
styles behind as soon as a new style has emerged (Lena 2012: 86). Market visibility might therefore have positive effects on the 
emergence and development of genres, but on genres other than the popular genre.

3.3. Transnational fields

The field environment can also be transnational. Organizational populations in general, and genre movements in particular, can 
influence each other across national boundaries (Salles-Djelic and Quack, 2008; Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019). Hannan et al. 
(1995) have argued that transnational fields can affect density-dependence mechanisms whereby legitimacy might travel easily and 
quickly across national borders, whereas the effects of competition might be more nationally bounded. Concretely, in their study of the 
organizational evolution of the automobile industry in Belgium, Britain, France, Germany, and Italy, they find that the legitimating 
effect of density, measured at the transnational level, positively affects founding rates and makes the effect of national density 
negative, suggesting that the legitimating effect of density crosses boundaries, but its competitive effect remains national. We follow 
Hannan et al. (1995) in extending density-dependence to include transnational influences.

4. Research setting: Dance in the US, UK, and the Netherlands

The empirical setting for our study is the dance music field in the US, UK, and the Netherlands between 1985 and 2005. The study of 
dance is strategic to further our understanding of genre movements in fields for four main reasons.

First, dance is selected as it shows a high degree of internal differentiation as it spawned a large number of genres and styles 
(McLeod, 2001; van Venrooij, 2015). House music is generally considered as the “germinal” (Lena, 2012) or root genre of the 
post-disco dance music category, and was developed in the US in the mid-1980s by a scene of local producers in Chicago, who fre
quented the Warehouse, a Chicago club from which the name “house music” is arguably derived. House music subsequently differ
entiated into genres, such as “acid house,” “garage house,” and “deep house.” Another influential genre, “techno,” also originated in 
the mid-1980s in the US, in Detroit, and incorporated more electro- and fewer disco-oriented influences. Techno proved to be espe
cially influential in Europe, where it differentiated into genres such as “trance,” “hardcore,” “gabber,” and others. The high degree of 
internal differentiation within the category of dance allows us to investigate drivers of, and interrelations between, genre development 
across multiple cases.

Second, while the dance genre stream—via the genres house and techno—emerged in the US, these, and later dance genres, proved 
commercially less viable in the US than in the UK and the Netherlands. As can be seen in sections a-c of Fig. 1, the peak market share of 
the dance genre stream in the UK and Netherlands was more than 30 %, while in the US it was roughly 15 % at its highpoint. In terms of 
the overall size of the dance music industry, the figure also shows considerable differences between the three countries. The average 
number of new labels per year for the entire dance genre stream, between 1985 and 2005, was 303 new labels in the US, 541 in the UK, 
and 88 in the Netherlands. This amounts to 1.14 labels per one million inhabitants in the US, 9.30 in the UK, and 5.72 in the 
Netherlands, more than 8 and 5 times higher in the UK and the Netherlands than in the US.

These cross-national differences in mainstream success can be attributed to several structural as well as historical factors (Wilderom 
and van Venrooij, 2019). First, in the US, house and techno emerged in relatively peripheral areas within the overall music field, which 
is highly concentrated in New York, Los Angeles, and Nashville (Scott, 1999; Florida et al., 2010). The absence of local resources in 
Chicago and Detroit posed important obstacles to wider mainstream diffusion. In the UK, however, house and techno were promoted 
by clubs and media located in London and Manchester, which enabled their relatively rapid adoption by mainstream institutions, such 
as major record labels, radio (for example, the John Peel show), and prestigious clubs with more than local reach (such as the Hacienda 
in Manchester). In the Netherlands, the earliest introduction of house occurred through parties (organized, in part, by British orga
nizers) in the capital of Amsterdam, which were given wide, and almost immediate, exposure through coverage in the main national 
newspapers (De Wit, 2008). Second, the dance music field in the US, which was developed in the disco era, consisted of a network of 
discos, record pools, and the Billboard chart, and had as a whole become more detached from the mainstream market. As discussed by 
Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019, whereas disco clubs in the US would be taste-makers for the mainstream market during the 
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highpoint of the disco era, the hit-making capabilities of the dance scene decreased during the post-disco era. Third, the mainstream 
music markets of the US, UK, and the Netherlands also showed strong differences during this period. Market concentration (measured 
with the Herfindahl Hirschman Index) was high, on average, in the US during this period (1920), and much lower in the UK (1388) and 
the Netherlands (1244). Independents’ average market share over the period 1985–2005 was relatively low in the US at 12 %, 
compared to 21 % in the UK, and 28 % in the Netherlands. The US also had the highest average ratio of labels to firms (4.3), followed by 
the UK (3.2), and then the Netherlands (2.4), indicating fewer semi-independent labels and alliances between labels and firms in the 
UK and the Netherlands. Overall, the number of new artists who entered the market were also much higher in the UK and the 
Netherlands. The average quarterly number of debuting artists was 37 in the UK, and 25 in the Netherlands, compared with 14 in the 
US. In the UK, singles also spent, on average, far fewer weeks on the charts: 4 weeks, versus 12 weeks in the US and 7 weeks in the 
Netherlands. As previously described for the US and UK (Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019), there is suggestive evidence that these 
market differences enabled the relatively stronger commercialization of dance.

These cross-national differences in mainstream success arguably changed the trajectories of dance genres in the US, UK, and the 
Netherlands. In the US, in the absence of mainstream success, the development of several dance genre movements seems to have been 
“uncoupled” from developments in the mainstream chart. While pioneering scenes in Chicago and Detroit had largely waned by the 
late 1980s and early 1990s (Lena, 2012; Tepper, 2009; Reynolds, 1999), elsewhere in the US, new dance genre movements were on the 
rise, notably in San Francisco and New York, by the early 1990s (Graham, 2009; Reynolds, 1999; Thornton, 1995). These US dance 
genre movements formed what Lena (2012: 99) calls a “parallel production system.” This consisted of organizers, record labels (even 
some small distribution networks), magazines, and radio stations, all of which allowed them to circulate music outside the realm of the 
mainstream music market. In the two European countries, given the greater penetration of the mainstream market, subsequent dance 
genre movements were more likely to develop in tandem with the mainstream market. The (possibility of) mainstream success likely 
meant that new genre movements were more responsive—either in positive or negative ways—to the greater popularity and cultural 
visibility of dance. In her analysis of the early development of the dance field in the UK, Thornton (1995) indeed showed how the 
emergence of new dance genres was the outcome of a complex interplay between “mainstream” and “underground” organizations.

The third main reason to focus on dance is that the dance music industry positioned itself as an alternative to the mainstream music 
market, resembling anti-mass cultural movements, with an emphasis on “obscurity” and an anti-star-system ideology (Hesmondhalgh, 
1998; Thornton, 1995). The field’s origins in black and gay subcultures in the US, and the embeddedness in the punk movement in the 
UK (Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019), most likely left a cultural imprint on dance genres. The anti-mass cultural ideology within the 
dance community created a logic of “planned obsolescence” whereby dance genres that reached the mainstream were quickly 
abandoned for new genres (McLeod, 2001; Lena, 2012). Moreover, according to Hesmondhalgh (1998), this anti-mass culture ideology 
was also one of the factors that contributed to a strong push towards the decentralizing of music production, as evidenced by the rise of 
large numbers of independent, “do-it-yourself,” micro-labels. Hesmondhalgh (1998) argued that increased concentration in the UK 
music industry during the 1990s stimulated the growth of this independent sector. The rise of large retail chains, for example, left the 
“specialty record store” open to be transformed into record stores distributing new dance genres (a development that parallels the role 
of radio in the rise of rock ‘n’ roll in the US, as described by Peterson, 1990). As suggested by Dowd (2007), this resembles the argument 
by resource partitioning theory that increased market concentration captures one of the key dynamics of the growth of the UK dance 
music industry, and more generally suggests that market-movement dynamics may have been responsible for the growth and 
expansion of the dance field in the UK.

Finally, we focus on the development of dance, specifically in the US, UK and the Netherlands, since the popular music fields in 
these three countries hold quite different positions in the overall transnational music field. As various studies have found, transnational 
import/export ratios can greatly vary between national fields (Janssen, Kuipers, and Verboord, 2008). Verboord and Brandellero 
(2018), for example, found that the Netherlands had the most globalized charts (about 70–90 % foreign acts between 1985 and 2005, 
most of which originated from the US and UK). The UK scored lower with 40–60 % foreign acts, and the US relied the least on imports, 
with only 8.8 % of hits in the US chart in 2005 being foreign (Verboord and Brandellero, 2018). While these figures concern the 
transnational connection of the mainstream markets in the three countries, the development of the dance music field in each country 
was, to a large extent, also influenced by developments in the other countries. Indeed, the early emergence of dance music in the UK 
was premised on the import of not-yet-commercialized genres from the US: house, acid house, and techno in particular (van Venrooij, 
2015; Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019; Thornton, 1996). However, following the adoption of US-origin genres, the UK also became 
the birthplace of entirely new dance genres (e.g., drum ‘n’ bass, UK garage, and trance). The emergence of dance in the Netherlands 
also seems to have followed developments in the UK and the US, while also becoming the birthplace of a local genre unique to the 
Netherlands (“gabber”). While the conduits for these transnational influences have been a mixture of social network relations, con
ferences (such as the “New Music Seminar” in New York, where British labels first “discovered” house music), visibility in the 
mainstream charts may have been an additional channel of diffusion. We will therefore assess whether market visibility may have 
mediated these transnational influences.

5. Data and methods

5.1. Defining dance

As discussed, we consider house and techno as the two germinal genres of the dance genre stream (Lena, 2012; van Venrooij, 2015). 
Germinal genres, as social constructs, “represent a significant departure from how earlier judgments about music were made” (Lena, 
2012: 116). The advent of house and techno music was a critical turning point in the transition from instrumentally produced dance 
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music (notably disco and funk) to electronically produced dance music, yet these genres were also considered distinct from other 
electronically produced genres, such as Synth-pop and Hi-NRG, which were historically prior to house and techno. We therefore define 
dance as being comprised of house and techno, and the genres that emerged out of those genres (see Appendix I for a list of these 44 
dance genres; Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019).

5.2. Genre movements as organizational populations

To measure the emergence and development of dance genre movements, we track the dynamics of the organizational populations 
of dance music record labels. As argued by Crossley (2015: 72), previous studies on field-level influences on genre emergence, such as 
studies on concentration and innovation (Peterson and Berger, 1975; Peterson, 1990), relied primarily on chart data, and when 
addressing the emergence of genres these studies were “less focused upon its emergence than upon its breakthrough into the main
stream pop world.” We concur with this critique, and therefore measure genre movement development with data on record labels 
gathered from a crowd-sourced discographical data set. Furthermore, the population of labels that supported and produced dance 
genres consisted largely of “micro-companies”: small record labels formed by one or two individuals who put out only a few records, 
and mostly existed for only a short time (Hesmondhalgh, 1998). The dynamics of these organizational populations can thus be taken as 
a good indicator of the development of genre movements, and crowd-sourced discographical data (i.e., Discogs.com) can be used to 
measure the development of these populations, which has generally escaped the purview of traditional data sources, such as industry 
statistics (i.e., chart data). Moreover, Discogs.com was developed specifically for cataloging dance music recordings, and although it 
has opened up the platform for other genres, dance music still makes up the majority of the entries. As one of the most comprehensive 
sources for dance music records, it contains release information for a large number of record labels, including small, obscure, and 
short-lived labels (see van Venrooij, 2015, for an assessment of the comprehensiveness of the database). We used this data to construct 
the following variables.

Label Foundings—To assess the emergence and development of different dance genre movements, we measure the annual number of 
new record labels, i.e. label foundings, as indicative of the growth of a genre movement. We measured the number of label foundings at 
two levels. First, we measured new label foundings within the dance music stream as a whole, i.e. the number of labels that had their 
first release within one of the 44 dance genres. Labels that had a prior release in another genre and later released dance records were 
not included. Second, we also calculated the number of label foundings for each of our 44 dance genres. Labels that had a prior release 
in another genre were also not counted as new labels. Both these measures of label foundings were measured per country. Labels can, 
however, release material in multiple countries (especially larger labels). Therefore, we assessed the “nationality” of a label by coding a 
label as, for example, a UK label, when most of their records were released in the UK (see Appendix A for further details). The average 
number of new labels per year for the entire dance genre stream differs considerably between the countries; between 1985 and 2005, 
on average 303 new labels were founded per year in the US, 541 in the UK, and 88 in the Netherlands.

Density—We calculated a yearly count of density as the total number of active labels in that year. For each included record label, we 
collected the full release information from Discogs, and, to avoid censoring, coded whether record labels were active and released 
records between 1979 and 2010. We define a label as active if it had a release in that year or had not had their final release (as observed 
until 2010). We assumed that if a label did not have a release within a (minimum of a) five-year window (from 2005 to 2010) then that 
label had become inactive. We measured density at different levels. We measured density stream as the density of the dance music 
stream as a whole per country; we also measured the density genre, which captures active labels in each of the 44 dance genres 
individually. To assess the curvilinear effect of density on founding rates, we include first order and second order effects of density 
(density squared divided by 1000).

Density other countries—We measure the transnational effects of density (at the stream and genre level) by adding up the density in 
the two national contexts that are not the focal context.

Density of proximate genres—We measure the effect of the proximate environment by counting the active labels in the same “genre- 
form” as the focal genre. Using information from Discogs on co-occurrences of genres at the level of labels, we grouped genres into 
similar clusters of proximate genres (or forms of genres), as we wanted to assess whether label foundings in a focal genre benefitted 
from foundings in a similar genre (see Appendix A for further details).

5.3. Market visibility and concentration

We include data from weekly music charts in the US, UK, and the Netherlands: the Billboard Hot 100 chart, The Official UK Top 40 
Singles Chart, and the Dutch Top 40.6 During the period under consideration, each chart was based on a combination of sales and radio 
airplay.7 These charts were featured on weekly radio and television shows, usually broadcast over the weekend (e.g., The British 
Official Chart), or published in print. While popular music charts function as a pivotal attention focus for industry professionals (Anand 
and Peterson, 2000), they are also significant foci for lay audiences, with some television programs reaching millions of viewers per 
show during their heyday.

We coded the genre of each charted single—± 24,000 entries—using two independent databases: Allmusic, which provides genre 
information on the level of the performing act, and Discogs, which provides genre information on the level of the release. We coded 

6 In accordance with the British and Dutch chart data, the Billboard Hot 100 data were limited to top 40 singles.
7 The Dutch Top 40 considers airplay only since 1999. Each chart incorporated digital downloads by 2005, and more recently also streaming.
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chart entries as belonging to the dance stream if (i) Allmusic classified the act/individual artist as “electronic” in one of their main 
genre classifications, and (ii) the release was classified in Discogs using one of our selected 44 dance genres (e.g., including genres such 
as house, techno, jungle, triphop, etc.).

Market visibility—the market visibility of the dance music stream was calculated by taking the annual share of all dance hits in the 
charts. The market visibility of particular dance genres (market visibility genre) was calculated by taking the annual share of each of the 
44 dance genres in the charts.

Market visibility of other genres—we also measure the market visibility of other genres, which captures hits in all the dance genres 
except for the focal genre.8

Market concentration—We also used the chart data in each country to calculate levels of market concentration. Using the chart data, 
Discogs database, and liner notes, among other sources, we noted not only the label of each hit, but also the firm that owned these 
labels or that acquired the copyrights or distribution rights of the hit (see Appendix B for more information). This allowed us to 
calculate the Herfindahl-Hirschman index of market concentration, given by squaring the market share of each label (Dowd, 2004).

5.4. Analytical strategy

We start our analysis at the level of the dance stream, comparing the development of dance music as a whole in the three countries.
We test density-dependence models on label founding rates using negative binomial regression analysis. Negative binomial 

regression is appropriate in the case of count data and is used instead of Poisson regression when there is evidence of overdispersion (i. 
e., when the variance exceeds the mean). As a general strategy, we start with a baseline density-dependence model (including density 
as an indicator of endogenous resource mobilization) and assess first-order and second-order effects of density on founding rates. 
Positive first-order and negative second-order effects would indicate that there is an inverted U-shaped relation between density—the 
size of the label population in a country—and the founding rate.

Next, we include field-level influences, such as the mainstream visibility of dance in a country, and density of dance labels in other 
countries. Positive effects on founding rates would indicate that the emergence and development of dance in a particular country is 
affected by more than resource mobilization. We also analyze possible changes in the effects of the first- and second-order density 
effects after introducing field-level factors. In particular, a decrease in the first-order effect of density would indicate that field-level 
factors would be operative in creating legitimacy for the category in the emergent phase, i.e., at low levels of density (Baum and 
Powell, 1995; Hannan et al., 1995).

Next, we move to the level of the specific dance genres and create a data set consisting of genre-year dyads for the three countries. 
We included 27 genres in the UK, 19 genres in the Netherlands, and 20 genres in the US.9 Using fixed-effects negative binomial 
regression models, we again start with a baseline model of the curvilinear effects of density of the focal genre on founding rates. We 
then include the effects of proximate genres, market visibility of the focal and other genres, market concentration, and density in other 
countries. Again, we also investigate whether these field-level factors decrease the first-order effect to assess whether these might be 
particularly relevant in explaining the emergence of genres.

6. Results

6.1. Genre stream-level analysis

We first analyzed the development of the dance genre stream as a whole in the US, UK, and the Netherlands (see also Fig. 1a, b, c). 
In Table 1a, b, and c we present results of negative binomial regression analyses of label foundings per country. In model 1, we test, per 
country, a baseline density-dependence model to assess the impact of endogenous resource mobilization on the founding of new labels 
within the overall dance category. In model 2, we only include the effect of market visibility on founding rates. And finally, in model 3, 
we include both (endogenous) density effects and (exogenous) market effects.

For the UK, in model 1, we find the expected positive first-order and negative second-order effects for density, yet both are 
insignificant. Model 2 for the UK shows a significant effect for market visibility on foundings. In model 3, we introduce both density 
and market effects. The effect of market visibility remains significant at the 0.1 level. Density effects continue to have the expected 
direction, yet they are not significant. It is noteworthy that the first-order density effect decreases in size, which suggests that the 
legitimating effect of market visibility is particularly effective at lower levels of density, i.e., in the emergence phase of the dance 
stream.

For the Netherlands, in model 1, we find that density has the expected curvilinear effect on founding rates, with significant positive 
first- and negative second-order effects for density. In model 2, we again find a significant effect for market visibility. In model 3, we 
include first- and second-order density effects, and market visibility. While the effect of market visibility decreases, it remains sig
nificant at the 0.1 level. After market visibility is included in model 3, the size of the positive first-order effect of density decreases, 
again suggesting that market visibility was especially important during the initial emergence of dance (i.e., at low density).

8 Although there are cross-national differences, the majority of dance hits are formed by a small number of dance genres, i.e., house, techno, 
(happy) hardcore, euro-house, and trance.

9 In constructing the data set, we removed the string of zeros at the start of more recent genre populations (cf., Hannan and Carroll, 1992: 104). 
Therefore the number of cases are fewer than the number of genres times the number of years.
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Fig. 1a. Market visibility (annual share of dance hits) and label foundings in the dance genre stream in the US.

Fig. 1b. Market visibility (annual share of dance hits) and label foundings in the dance genre stream in the UK.
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For the US, we find evidence of density-dependence in model 1 and market visibility in model 2, yet when combined in model 3, 
both endogenous and exogenous effects become insignificant, and therefore we would conclude that in the US external legitimacy 
through market visibility has no significant effect on founding rates.

Given the possibility that label foundings might be driving market visibility (instead of the other way around), we also conducted 
Granger causality tests for the variables market visibility and label foundings (see Appendix C, for details). In all three countries, it 
appears that, at the level of the dance genre stream as a whole, label foundings do not predict market success. In the two European 
countries, market visibility does predict dance label foundings, whilst this is not the case in the US. These findings corroborate the 
outcomes of the negative binomial regression analysis.

In model 4 of tables 1a-c, we investigate the transnational embeddedness of each national dance field. We follow Hannan et al. 
(1995) in re-specifying the density-dependence model to allow multiple levels of analysis and include density of other countries.

Fig. 1c. Market visibility (annual share of dance hits) and label foundings in the dance genre stream in the Netherlands.

Table 1a 
Dance label foundings in UK.

UK (1) UK (2) UK (3) UK (4)

Intercept 4.5028*** 
(0.2196)

4.3278*** 
(0.2191)

4.3215*** 
(0.2157)

3.5398*** 
(0.3169)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0003 
(0.0030)

0.0014*** 
(0.0005)

0.0006 
(0.0027)

0.0076* 
(0.0031)

Density stream (lagged) 0.0023 
(0.0021)

​ 0.0010 
(0.0021)

-0.0062 
(0.0029)

Density stream2/1000 (lagged) -0.0006 
(0.0005)

​ -0.0002 
(0.0005)

-0.0001 
(0.0004)

Market visibility (lagged) ​ 4.9336*** 
(1.6643)

4.0448^ 
(2.0814)

​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ 0.0071*** 
(0.0020)

Dispersion 0.1694 
(0.0564)

0.1445 
(0.0489)

0.1407 
(0.0478)

0.1039 
(0.0356)

Log-Likelihood -131.9456 -130.4137 -130.1850 -127.1054
N 20 20 20 20

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).
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We find that for the UK, density in other countries has a significant, positive effect and changes the sign of the first-order effect of 
country-level density (which is non-significant because we use one-tailed tests for density). In model 4 in Table 1b, we find the same 
results for the Netherlands, with a significant positive effect for density in other countries, and a change in the sign for the first-order 
effect of country-level density. In Table 1c, we see that in the US, the introduction of other country-level density does not change the 
direction of the local density effects. This suggests that in the UK and the Netherlands, the development of dance in other countries (for 
the UK this effectively means the US, and for the Netherlands both the US and UK) spilled over and legitimated the emerging category. 
In the US, the development of the dance genre stream as a whole does not seem to be affected by developments abroad, as the country- 
level density effects remain stable after including density in other countries. This confirms the overall view that dance emerged from 
the US and diffused to the UK and the Netherlands.

6.2. Genre-level analysis

We turn now to the emergence and development of specific dance genres. The figures showing the label foundings per genre within 
distinct genre clusters in the US, UK and the Netherlands (see Appendix I) suggest that the expansion of the dance genre stream is 
driven by further differentiation and innovation along new dimensions of the genre space. We can see distinct “waves” with successive 
peaks of label foundings, which suggests a pattern whereby the dance stream as a whole expands due to internal differentiation, 
starting with the germinal genres, house and techno, and later spawning a plethora of new dance genres. In this section, we analyze this 
dynamic process.

Table 1b 
Dance label foundings in NL.

NL (1) NL (2) NL (3) NL (4)

Intercept 2.5204*** 
(0.2091)

2.2937*** 
(0.2518)

2.3328*** 
(0.232)

2.0986*** 
(0.2288)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0053 
(0.0047)

0.0070** 
(0.0028)

0.0039 
(0.0046)

0.0206*** 
(0.0059)

Density stream (lagged) 0.0134*** 
(0.0036)

​ 0.0075^ 
(0.0046)

-0.0041 
(0.0058)

Density stream2/1000 (lagged) -0.0212*** 
(0.0054)

​ -0.0115^ 
(0.0072)

-0.0109* 
(0.0054)

Market visibility (lagged) ​ 6.7846*** 
(1.7797)

4.1529^ 
(2.2993)

​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ 0.0011** 
(0.0003)

Dispersion 0.1499 
(0.0659)

0.1596 
(0.0635)

0.1295 
(0.0561)

0.0833 
(0.0403)

Log-Likelihood -94.7356 -94.3060 -93.1104 -90.1459
N 20 20 20 20

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).

Table 1c 
Dance label foundings in US.

US (1) US (2) US (3) US (4)

Intercept 4.3344*** 
(0.0936)

4.4176*** 
(0.0715)

4.3907*** 
(0.0940)

4.1070*** 
(0.1117)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0033* 
(0.0015)

0.0034*** 
(0.0002)

0.0027^ 
(0.0014)

0.0018 
(0.0012)

Density stream (lagged) 0.0011^ 
(0.0006)

​ 0.0008 
(0.0006)

0.0037*** 
(0.0009)

Density stream2/1000 (lagged) -0.0006*** 
(0.0002)

​ -0.0003 
(0.0002)

-0.0011*** 
(0.0002)

Market visibility (lagged) ​ 2.8669*** 
(0.5741)

1.6529 
(1.0895)

​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ -0.0006 
(0.0002)

Dispersion 0.0080 
(0.0045)

0.0082 
(0.0043)

0.0063 
(0.0039)

0.0037 
(0.0026)

Log-Likelihood -98.0600 -98.0545 -96.9894 -93.3219
N 20 20 20 20

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).
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6.3. Genre-level analysis in the UK

Table 2a presents results for the UK. Model 1 shows the baseline density-dependence model with a positive and significant first- 
order density effect, and a negative and significant second-order density effect. Model 1 also shows that foundings in the previous 
year positively affect foundings in the following year. Model 2 shows strong effects for cross-form legitimation and competition between 
genres: density of proximate genres increases the founding rates of the focal genre, but the negative and significant second-order effect 
shows that at higher levels this effect decreases.

In model 3, we include the (lagged) values of market visibility per genre and find a significant positive effect (at the 0.1 level; 
p=0.0549). Founding rates of labels within genres are positively affected by the market visibility of these genres. This does not change 
the density effects, so genre market visibility seems to positively affect label foundings during the full trajectory of genres and not 
particularly at low levels of density (so, in the early stages of development). Model 4 shows a positive and significant effect of market 
visibility of other dance genres. Comparing the first-order effect of density in model 1 and 4, we see a decrease by almost 50 %. The 
market visibility of other genres therefore seems to particularly affect founding rates in the emergence phase of genres and stimulate 
the growth of new genres. In model 5, we also find a positive and significant effect for market concentration. In the UK, resource 
partitioning is a factor in explaining the rise of new dance genres.

In model 6, we see that the effect of market visibility of the focal genre becomes significant at the 0.05 level when also including 
density effects of proximate genres. Model 7 shows that the effect of market visibility of other genres remains robust to including the 
density effects of proximate genres, and we find the same for concentration in model 8. Comparing model 2 and model 7, we see that 
after including the market visibility of other genres, the first-order effect of the density of proximate genres (at low levels of density) 
decreases, suggesting that the market visibility of other genres might mediate some of the legitimating effects of the growth of other 
genres on the rise of the focal genre.

In models 9–11, we include the density of genres in other countries. These models show that transnational influences are also 
present at the level of specific genres. Interestingly, inclusion of this variable makes the first-order effect of local density insignificant, 
suggesting that also for specific dance genres, the development of genres in the US and the Netherlands provided the early legitimacy of 
emerging genres in the UK. Inclusion of market visibility does not strongly decrease this effect of density in other countries. We can 
therefore not conclude that this influence from abroad was channeled through the mainstream charts. Unmeasured diffusion channels, 
such as network contacts, media attention, etc. may possibly be at work here. However, we can also not rule out that the charts might 
provide a gateway for developments in countries other than the US and Netherlands. Finally, model 11, shows that the effect for density 
in other countries also remains robust when including the effect of proximate genres.

6.4. Genre-level analysis in the Netherlands

Moving to the Dutch context in Table 2b, model 1 shows the expected density dependence effects. The large effect size for the first- 
order effect of density is noteworthy: in small countries, such as the Netherlands, the legitimacy of a genre could potentially spread 
more quickly. 10 In model 2, we find the expected effects for the density of proximate genres, and, interestingly, the first-order effect of 
the density of the focal genre now becomes smaller and insignificant, suggesting that the emergence of genres is strongly affected by 
the increasing density of proximate genres.

In model 3, we find a positive and significant effect for prior market visibility on founding rates of that genre. As this does not affect 
the density effects, we conclude that this positive effect of market visibility extends over the whole period and is not specific to the 
emergence phase. In model 4, we also find a positive effect for the market visibility of other genres on the development of genres, 
which does reduce the first-order effect of genre density, but to a lesser extent than in the UK. In model 5, we do not find evidence that 
market concentration affects founding rates of genres.

Models 6, 7, and 8 show that these results remain robust to the inclusion of the density effects of proximate genres. In all three 
models, the first-order effect of the focal genre’s density becomes small and insignificant, due to the inclusion of the effect of the 
proximate environment. Comparing model 2 and model 7, we see that — similar to the UK — after including the market visibility of 
other genres, the legitimating effect of the density of proximate genres decreases, again suggesting that the market visibility of other 
genres might “absorb” some of the effect of proximate genres.

We also find evidence of transnational influences. Inclusion of the density of genres in other countries (US and UK in this case), 
decreases the first-order effect of the density of genres in the Netherlands, and becomes insignificant. Genre emergence in the 
Netherlands therefore also seems to be strongly affected by developments abroad. Inclusion of the market visibility of genres and the 
effect of proximate genres does not change the effects of other-country density. Also here, we cannot conclude that the positive effect of 
market visibility was primarily a mediator for exposing influences from abroad.

10 Differences in positive, first-order, density-dependence effects on foundings have previously been interpreted as indicating differences in the 
possibilities and scale of mobilization processes. In their cross-national study of the emergence of the automobile industry, Hannan et al. (1995), for 
example, explain the relatively strong first-order effect in France by noting that the social movement activity sustaining the organizational form was 
located in Paris, which enabled the quick diffusion of the movement.
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Table 2a 
Dance label foundings in the UK (genre-level).

UK (1) UK (2) UK (3) UK (4) UK (5) UK (6) UK (7) UK (8) UK (9) UK (10) UK (11)

Intercept 2.6410*** 
(0.2241)

2.7179*** 
(0.2218)

2.6497*** 
(0.2224)

2.0309*** 
(0.2432)

0.4707 
(0.4270)

2.7313*** 
(0.2197)

1.9922*** 
(0.2659)

0.6423 
(0.4620)

3.0287*** 
(0.2387)

3.0094*** 
(0.2370)

2.9430*** 
(0.2299)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0155*** 
(0.0021)

0.0145*** 
(0.0021)

0.0144*** 
(0.0021)

0.0158*** 
(0.0020)

0.0157*** 
(0.0020)

0.0133*** 
(0.0021)

0.0135*** 
(0.0020)

0.0139*** 
(0.0020)

0.0207*** 
(0.0022)

0.0198*** 
(0.0023)

0.0172*** 
(0.0023)

Density genre (lagged) 0.0041*** 
(0.0012)

0.0033* 
(0.0015)

0.0040*** 
(0.0012)

0.0023* 
(0.0012)

0.0030** 
(0.0012)

0.0031* 
(0.0015)

0.0041** 
(0.0015)

0.0041** 
(0.0015)

-0.0002 
(0.0014)

-0.0001 
(0.0014)

0.0011 
(0.0016)

Density genre2/1000 (lagged) -0.0116*** 
(0.0022)

-0.0112*** 
(0.0024)

-0.0119*** 
(0.0022)

-0.0093*** 
(0.0021)

-0.0112*** 
(0.0021)

-0.0114*** 
(0.0023)

-0.0116*** 
(0.0023)

-0.0127*** 
(0.0023)

-0.0141*** 
(0.0021)

-0.0143*** 
(0.0021)

-0.0147*** 
(0.0024)

Density proximate genres (lagged) ​ 0.0036*** 
(0.0007)

​ ​ ​ 0.0037*** 
(0.0037)

0.0019* 
(0.0008)

0.0023** 
(0.0008)

​ ​ 0.0026** 
(0.0008)

Density proximate genres2/1000 (lagged) ​ -0.0048*** 
(0.0009)

​ ​ ​ -0.0037*** 
(0.0009)

-0.0034*** 
(0.0009)

-0.0037*** 
(0.0009)

​ ​ -0.0039*** 
(0.0009)

Market visibility  
genre (lagged)

​ ​ 5.6755^ 
(2.9570)

​ ​ 6.2591* 
(2.8055)

​ ​ ​ 3.4846 
(2.8233)

4.2802 
(2.7556)

Market visibility other genres (lagged) ​ ​ ​ 3.1888*** 
(0.5889)

​ ​ 3.0917*** 
(0.6662)

​ ​ ​ ​

Market concentration ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.0016*** 
(0.0003)

​ ​ 0.0014*** 
0.0003)

​ ​ ​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.0056*** 
(0.0011)

0.0053*** 
(0.0011)

0.0043*** 
(0.0012)

Dispersion 0.4528 
(0.0396)

0.4154 
(0.0367)

0.4475 
(0.0393)

0.4185 
(0.0369)

0.4093 
(0.0366)

0.4088 
(0.0363)

0.3923 
(0.0348)

0.3837 
(0.0345)

0.4166 
(0.0374)

0.4146 
(0.0373)

0.3894 
(0.0352)

Fixed effects (genre) Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included
Full Log Likelihood -1867.00 -1848.35 -1864.69 -1849.61 -1846.99 -1845.23 -1835.44 -1832.83 -1851.88 -1850.91 -1837.18
N 452 452 452 452 452 452 452 452 452 452 452

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).
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Table 2b 
Dance label foundings in the NL (genre-level).

NL (1) NL(2) NL(3) NL(4) NL(5) NL (6) NL(7) NL (8) NL (9) NL (10) NL (11)

Intercept 1.7960*** 
(0.1878)

1.5648*** 
(0.2082)

1.6710*** 
(0.1838)

1.4888*** 
(0.2019)

1.9462*** 
(0.2645)

1.3953*** 
(0.2068)

1.3974*** 
(0.2137)

1.7623*** 
(0.2692)

1.8300*** 
(0.1772)

1.7095*** 
(0.1747)

1.5196*** 
(0.1994)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0477*** 
(0.0067)

0.0491*** 
(0.0066)

0.0425*** 
(0.0065)

0.0457*** 
(0.0064)

0.0454*** 
(0.0072)

0.0439*** 
(0.0064)

0.0471*** 
(0.0065)

0.0460*** 
(0.0071)

0.0484*** 
(0.0063)

0.0436*** 
(0.0062)

0.0442*** 
(0.0061)

Density genre (lagged) 0.0125** 
(0.0040)

0.0029 
(0.0056)

0.0102** 
(0.0039)

0.0091* 
(0.0040)

0.0144** 
(0.0047)

-0.0003 
(0.0054)

0.0034 
(0.0055)

0.0049 
(0.0058)

0.0041 
(0.0041)

0.0027 
(0.0040)

-0.0035 
(0.0053)

Density genre2/1000 (lagged) -0.1030*** 
(0.0263)

-0.0745** 
(0.0282)

-0.0927*** 
(0.0255)

-0.0865*** 
(0.0259)

-0.1096*** 
(0.0276)

-0.0621* 
(0.0271)

-0.0709** 
(0.0278)

-0.0816** 
(0.0288)

-0.0952*** 
(0.0248)

-0.0866*** 
(0.0241)

-0.0666** 
(0.0259)

Density proximate genres (lagged) ​ 0.0098** 
(0.0034)

​ ​ ​ 0.0105** 
(0.0033)

0.0065* 
(0.0036)

0.0103** 
(0.0034)

​ ​ 0.0075* 
(0.0033)

Density proximate genres2/1000 (lagged) ​ -0.0305** 
(0.0113)

​ ​ ​ -0.0319** 
(0.0110)

-0.0200* 
(0.0118)

-0.0311** 
(0.0113)

​ ​ -0.0231* 
(0.0108)

Market visibility  
genre (lagged)

​ ​ 7.3428*** 
(1.9407)

​ ​ 7.6476*** 
(1.9133)

​ ​ ​ 6.4645*** 
(1.8327)

6.7698*** 
(1.8295)

Market visibility other genres (lagged) ​ ​ ​ 2.4172*** 
(0.6681)

​ ​ 1.9758** 
(0.7088)

​ ​ ​ ​

Market concentration ​ ​ ​ ​ -0.0001 
(0.0002)

​ ​ -0.0002 
(0.0002)

​ ​ ​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.0020*** 
(0.0004)

0.0019*** 
(0.0004)

0.0017*** 
(0.0004)

Dispersion 0.2204 
(0.0350)

0.2064 
(0.0338)

0.1942 
(0.0326)

0.1997 
(0.0330)

0.2190 
(0.0349)

0.1769 
(0.0312)

0.1947 
(0.0326)

0.2041 
(0.0336)

0.1851 
(0.0311)

0.1642 
(0.0292)

0.1545 
(0.0286)

Fixed effects (genre) Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included
Full Log Likelihood -820.20 -814.96 -811.09 -812.20 -819.80 -804.73 -810.14 -814.13 -805.43 -797.58 -794.31
N 278 278 278 278 278 278 278 278 278 278 278

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).
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6.5. Genre-level analysis in the United States

Table 2c shows results for the US. In model 1, we again find the expected effects for density, and in model 2, the inclusion of the 
proximate environment shows significant results on the founding rates, and the first-order effect of focal genre density becomes small 
and insignificant, suggesting that the emergence of genres is, to a large extent, stimulated by the development of other proximate 
genres.

In model 3, we find no effect for the market visibility of genres. In model 4, we do find that the increased market visibility of other 
genres stimulates the founding rate of focal genres, yet this does not change the first-order effects for density, so we cannot conclude 
that this particularly affects the emergence of genres, but increases the founding rates relatively independently of the density of the 
focal genre. In model 5, we find no evidence that market concentration affects founding rates in the US. Models 6, 7, and 8 show that 
these results on the three market variables do not change when including the proximate environment.

In models 9–11, we see that for the US there is a significant positive effect for density in other countries. While we did not find this 
at the level of the entire dance genre stream, this most likely indicates that although the rise of the category as a whole (which, as we 
know, started from US-based genres) was not stimulated by developments in Europe, but that in later years the influence reversed: 
dance genres such as Trance, Jungle and Drum ‘n’ Bass originated in the UK and diffused to the US, thus explaining the importance of 
density in other countries for the emergence of genres in the US. Model 11, however, shows that this effect disappears when including 
the effect of proximate genres, and the effect of transnational influences is less robust in the case of the US.

7. Discussion and conclusion

One important stream within the sociology of art and music describes the emergence of new genres as the building of movements: 
groups of people which organize collectively, found organizations and accumulate resources to develop a new cultural category 
(Becker, 1982; Baumann, 2007; Crossley, 2015; Lopes, 2019). These “movement-centric” studies have mostly studied the emergence 
and development of genres on a case-by-case basis and focused on the internal, endogenous processes of building movements—such as 
resource mobilization processes. This study aimed to analyze how endogenous resource mobilization and the embeddedness in field 
environments affects (multiple cases of) genre movement development. Using the analytical framework of density dependence theory, 
we studied the emergence and development of 27 genre movements in the UK, 19 in the Netherlands, and 20 in the US between 1985 
and 2005. We identified three field environments: (1) proximate genres, (2) the mainstream market and (3) transnational fields.

Our results show that the environment of proximate genre movements has a strong and consistent effect on the development of new 
genres in all three countries. Dance genre movements do not develop in isolation but are influenced by other, similar genre movements. 
In other words, genre movements develop as part of a larger “type” of genre. As the density of this larger collection of proximate genre 
movements increases, the founding rates of the focal genre also increases. This positive effect of the proximate environment on the 
emergence of new genres, however, also reaches a saturation point whereby at higher levels of density the “niche” for the type of genre 
has reached its carrying capacity.

These findings on the proximate environment corroborate earlier community ecology models of genre development in the dance 
field (van Venrooij, 2015) and is consistent with recent research adopting an “internalist view” on cultural systems which argues that 
relationships among cultural forms are pivotal to explaining cultural change and innovation (e.g. Godart and Galunic, 2019; Sgourev 
et al., 2023; Denrell and Kovács, 2020). We add to this research stream by demonstrating how other field environments—in particular 
cross-national differences in the “coupling” with the mainstream market—shape the boundaries of cultural environments and, as such, 
might mediate these ecological mechanisms of imitation and differentiation.

As we demonstrated in earlier work, the mainstream success of dance varied across these countries between 1985 and 2005 due to a 
number of interrelated processes (Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019). This paper shows how these cross-national differences in 
mainstream success influenced the emergence and development of new dance genre movements. We find suggestive evidence that the 
stronger market visibility of dance in the UK and the Netherlands provided an incentive for differentiation and the emergence of new 
genres. The market visibility of other dance genres appeared to have contributed to the expansion of the genre space through dif
ferentiation as new genres emerged as a reaction against the mainstream adoption of other genres. In the UK and the Netherlands, 
market visibility of other genres also decreased the effect of proximate genres, suggesting that the effects of the community ecology of 
genres are mediated by market information in the two European countries. This also aligns with findings from earlier work that 
widespread media attention (which likely correlates with mainstream market success) leads to genre differentiation (van Venrooij, 
2015: 121). There we also found that in the UK the mainstream success of genres in dance music signals the atrophy of a genre and acts 
as a cue for the field to shift attention to other niches of the field as a result of the logic of ‘planned obsolescence’ (Lena, 2012; McLeod, 
2001). We now find that this “mediated” genre differentiation also holds for another country where dance became commercially 
successful, the Netherlands. In the US, however, the ecology of dance genres does not seem to be affected by dynamics in the 
mainstream market. Here the lack of commercial success of dance indeed also provided less of a reason for developing new genres. 
More generally, these findings suggest that community ecological effects between genres can be conditioned by their specific field 
environments, altering the specific drivers of observed fashion cycles (Zuckerman, 2012).

In identifying this differentiation effect of market visibility, it proved crucial to move down from the stream-level to the genre-level. 
The stream-level analysis of the UK and the Netherlands found a positive effect of market visibility on founding rates at the level of the 
dance category as a whole. This could have been interpreted as evidence for the argument that the commercial success of a cultural 
form might drive the growth of the genre, providing direct legitimation for the genre. Yet, the analysis at the genre-level nuances this 
interpretation. We find that new genre movements are triggered by reacting against increasing market visibility of other genres, i.e. 
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Table 2c 
Dance label foundings in the US (genre-level).

US (1) US(2) US(3) US(4) US(5) US(6) US(7) US(8) US (9) US (10) US (11)

Intercept 1.7060*** 
(0.1761)

1.2896*** 
(0.1690)

1.6944*** 
(0.1760)

1.3524*** 
(0.1863)

1.7082*** 
(0.2510)

1.2817*** 
(0.1688)

1.0711*** 
(0.1763)

1.3232*** 
(0.2403)

1.7147*** 
(0.1744)

1.7010*** 
(0.1739)

1.2958*** 
(0.1691)

Foundings (lagged) 0.0254*** 
(0.0051)

0.0176*** 
(0.0049)

0.0267*** 
(0.0051)

0.0204*** 
(0.0050)

0.0254*** 
(0.0053)

0.0184*** 
(0.0049)

0.0139** 
(0.0049)

0.0174*** 
(0.0050)

0.0250*** 
(0.0051)

0.0265*** 
(0.0051)

0.0182*** 
(0.0049)

Density genre (lagged) 0.0057** 
(0.0020)

0.0012 
(0.0025)

0.0057** 
(0.0020)

0.0076*** 
(0.0020)

0.0057** 
(0.0023)

0.0016 
(0.0025)

0.0036 
(0.0025)

0.0013 
(0.0025)

0.0033 
(0.0022)

0.0031 
(0.0022)

0.0012 
(0.0025)

Density genre2/1000 (lagged) -0.0152*** 
(0.0025)

-0.0081** 
(0.0029)

-0.0154*** 
(0.0025)

-0.0166*** 
(0.0024)

-0.0152*** 
(0.0027)

-0.0087** 
(0.0029)

-0.0104*** 
(0.0028)

-0.0081** 
(0.0029)

-0.0149*** 
(0.0025)

-0.0152*** 
(0.0025)

-0.0092** 
(0.0030)

Density proximate genres (lagged) ​ 0.0072*** 
(0.0008)

​ ​ ​ 0.0071*** 
(0.0008)

0.0065*** 
(0.0008)

0.0072*** 
(0.0008)

​ ​ 0.0069*** 
(0.0009)

Density proximate genres2/1000 (lagged) ​ -0.0097*** 
(0.0011)

​ ​ ​ -0.0097*** 
(0.0011)

-0.0090*** 
(0.0011)

-0.0097*** 
(0.0011)

​ ​ -0.0095*** 
(0.0011)

Market visibility  
genre (lagged)

​ ​ -5.1075 
(3.3543)

​ ​ -4.5593 
(2.9217)

​ ​ ​ -6.2569^ 
(3.2872)

-5.0309^ 
(2.9415)

Market visibility other genres (lagged) ​ ​ ​ 4.1453*** 
(0.8742)

​ ​ 2.9026*** 
(0.8078)

​ ​ ​ ​

Market concentration ​ ​ ​ ​ -0.0000 
(0.0001)

​ ​ -0.0000 
(0.0001)

​ ​ ​

Density other countries (lagged) ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 0.0016** 
(0.0006)

0.0017** 
(0.0006)

0.0006 
(0.0005)

Dispersion 0.2623 
(0.0300)

0.1862 
(0.0232)

0.2585 
(0.0299)

0.2347 
(0.0280)

0.2623 
(0.0301)

0.1831 
(0.0230)

0.1741 
(0.0222)

0.1861 
(0.0232)

0.2547 
(0.0293)

0.2492 
(0.0290)

0.1832 
(0.0230)

Fixed effects (genre) Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included
Full Log Likelihood -1266.63 -1222.36 -1265.22 -1253.27 -1266.63 -1220.87 -1214.55 -1222.33 -1262.28 -1260.09 -1220.18
N 351 351 351 351 351 351 351 351 351 351 351

^ p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed for density effects).
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that market visibility leads to differentiation of the genre space rather than further legitimation of the commercially successful genre. 
This process of differentiation and continuous transformation again emphasizes the need to study genre development as part of an 
expanding cultural classification system (DiMaggio, 1987; Lena, 2012). Studies focusing on the expansion of a single genre category 
would have failed to grasp this dynamic.

The effects of market concentration also showed cross-national differences. Yet, the UK is the only country where we find positive 
effects of market concentration on the emergence and development of genres. Combined with the finding on the effect of the market 
visibility of (other) genres, this suggests that the genre differentiation process in the UK may be enhanced by the opening up of re
sources due to a concentration within the center of the market. The emergence of new dance genres in the UK seems the result of anti- 
mass cultural movements, enabled by the opening up of resources at the periphery of the field, and reacting to increased market 
visibility of the dance category.

Finally, the emergence of new genres in the UK and the Netherlands, and to a lesser extent in the US, is also strongly affected by 
developments abroad. The field of dance music is a transnational field wherein the legitimacy of genres travels quickly across borders. 
We, however, do not find evidence that this transnational diffusion operates through market information regimes such as the charts. 
The effects of transnational influences remain robust to the inclusion of market visibility of the focal genre in the domestic coun
try—which is a possible strategy to test whether charts might provide the information on developments from abroad and therefore 
work as a diffusion channel for developments abroad (Wilderom and van Venrooij, 2019). The finding that genre development (at the 
level of specific genres but not at the stream level) in the US was stimulated by developments abroad also suggests that genre dif
ferentiation might predominantly have been a European development (in countries where dance was commercially successful) which 
subsequently influenced the founding of genre movements in the US.

At this point it is useful to consider the limitations of our study and opportunities for further research. First, within (cultural) 
markets and fields there can be multiple and potentially competing sensegiving devices (Maitlis and Christianson, 2014). In this 
paper—to allow for a cross-national comparison—we have only focused on the charts (Kim and Askin, 2024). Our approach could be 
advanced by comparing the (changing) effects of multiple sensegiving devices, including the general press (Thornton, 1995), music 
press (Van Venrooij, 2015), micro-media covering certain niches (McRobbie and Thornton, 1995), or online charts (Kaimann, Tan
neberg, Cox, 2020). Noting the continuous process of field formation in modern societies (Fligstein and McAdam 2012), future studies 
could ask whether this leads to the creation of many new and specialized market information regimes or sensegiving devices, each 
catering to their own audiences, such as the participants in particular genre movements. Or, conversely, can we observe the erosion of 
old specialized regimes or devices, as they are being overtaken by newer, powerful (digital) platforms which shape sensemaking 
among vast groups of people. Such new research on various sensegiving devices offers an interesting opportunity to deepen our un
derstanding of how genre movements are embedded within broader field contexts.

Second, while this paper draws on density dependence theory—where label foundings are seen as indicative of (increased) genre 
movement activity, which provides possibilities for across-case analysis of multiple cases of genre emergence—this does not preclude 
more within-case analysis and the use of, for instance, network data to study how both endogenous and environmental factors can 
drive movement expansion (Crossley, 2015). In various models of our analysis, we have found (remaining) evidence for endogenous 
resource mobilization as driving the expansion of particular genre movements.

Third, another direction is to further examine the relationship between local genre movements and developments in other 
countries. Our results show that developments (i.e., the density) in other countries was particularly important for the growth of genre 
movements in the UK and the Netherlands, but fruitful research is to be done on the channels and mechanisms through which 
transnational influences can drive the development of new cultural categories. The observation that market visibility does not mediate 
the effects of developments in other countries suggests that other forms of diffusion are at play here, such as network connections, 
firms, or industry events that operate at the transnational level.
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Denrell, J., & Kovács, B. (2020). The ecology of management concepts. Strategy Science, 5(4), 293–310.
DiMaggio, P. (1987). Classification in art. American Sociological Review, 52(4), 440–455.
Dowd, T. J (2004). Concentration and diversity revisited. Social Forces, 82(4), 1411–1455.
Dowd, T. J. (2007). Innovation and diversity in cultural sociology. Sociologica, 1, 1–47.
Dowd, T. J., Ryan, T., Schmutz, V., Parris, D., Bledsoe, A., & Semenza, D. (2021). Retrospective consecration beyond the mainstream: The creation of a progressive 

rock canon. American Behavioral Scientist, 65(1), 116–139.
Fligstein, N., & McAdam, D. (2012). A theory of fields. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Florida, R., Mellander, C., & Stolarick, K. (2010). Music scenes to music clusters. Environment and Planning A, 42(4), 785–804.
Godart, F. C., & Galunic, C. (2019). Explaining the popularity of cultural element. Organization Science, 30(1), 151–168.
Goldberg, A., & Stein, S. K. (2018). Beyond social contagion. American Sociological Review, 83(5), 897–932.
Graham, St. J. (2009). Technomad. London: Equinox Publishing Ltd. 
Greve, H. R., Pozner, J. E., & Rao, H. (2006). Vox populi. The American Journal of Sociology, 112(3), 802–837.
Hannan, M. T. (1988). Social change, organizational diversity, and individual careers. in. In M. W. Riley (Ed.), Social Change and the Life Course (pp. 48–89). Newbury 

Park: Calif.: Sage.
Hannan, M. T., & Carroll, G. (1992). Dynamics of Organizational Populations. Oxford University Press. 
Hannan, M. T., Carroll, G. R., Dundon, E. A., & Torres, J. C. (1995). Organizational evolution in a multinational context. American Sociological Review, 60(4), 509–528.
Hebdige. (2002). Subculture [1979]. London: Routledge.
Hesmondhalgh, D. (1998). The british dance music industry. British Journal of Sociology, 49(2), 234–251.
Janssen, S., Kuipers, G., & Verboord, M. (2008). Cultural globalization and arts journalism. American Sociological Review, 73, 719–740.
Kaimann, D., Tanneberg, I., & Cox, J. (2020). I will survive”: Online streaming and the chart survival of music tracks. Managerial and Decision Economics, 42, 3–20.
Kennedy, M. T. (2008). Getting counted. American Sociological Review, 73, 270–295.
Kim, K., & Askin, N. (2024). Feature-based structures of opportunity: genre innovation in the american popular music industry, 1958 to 2016. American Sociological 

Review, 89(3), 542–583.
King, B. G., & Pearce, N. A. (2010). The contentiousness of markets. Annual Review of Sociology, 36, 249–267.
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