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U-shaped Relatlonship Between Genre Atypicality and
Popularity in K-pop Based on Platform Audio Data: The
Moderating Effect of Artist Status

OB FAAY - B (@axzh
Jungwon Lee(First Author) * Okkyung Jung(Corresponding Author)
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K-g9] 224 G4t wgf gAg SZelA 9] JF ek $io] e84t ¥ A7e K-3Y o944 Apdst a9l
2 Hggadol 224 A1 A7md pX e Y 2. B AFe o] Gako] Y @A) ofd, Bl E A olH
o}E] 2E ] Al A 9]o] upzt debd Aolgk= S AR eta, AXE To](Spotify) o] 52 gkt o}g] ~EQ] E oF
16,000719] 244 3k volHE 9= ngday Bd=2 FAd0 24 23 2 vy gy Ede 22 Q7% A
ol BAHE foudt UAY (U-shaped) #A7F Yt ol F2 i da 52 £5(low atypicality)
T w2 o2 (high atypicality) o] T3t 9 HAFYET o] w2 7|z} AAH S ofn|dict, g 2 gy
A7} 71 =9 A ol AES AR A9 5] 2AHAT A U SHE ofHAEYFE =2 v Ago] V&
o] mR)E FAA BA} A3tE e AR vehdth, E ATE K-39 22Y By A A B34 o|2S A galo] &
431, K-pop OFE|2-E % K-pop NETEIQIAE 7]1el7] 47 S EA MY tfd 7A14Q) debs waks A g,
FAo: ZYE S vlolE], K-, F2 v 3A, 4 53449 o2, A BAl, UAE &3}, AxE| gl

As K-pop continues its global expansion, the formulation of data-driven strategic frameworks for digital
platforms has become imperative. This study examines the impact of genre atypicality—a primary
differentiating factor in K-pop—on global market performance. We hypothesize that this relationship is
non-linear and moderated by an artists established market position. Utilizing an annual fixed-effects
model, the study analyzed approximately 16,000 tracks by Korean artists on Spotify, leveraging objective
audio metadata to quantify stylistic deviation. The empirical results reveal a statistically significant
U-shaped relationship between genre atypicality and commercial popularity. Specifically, both high genre
conformity (low atypicality) and pronounced stylistic innovation (high atypicality) yield greater popularity
than intermediate levels of atypicality. Furthermore, this relationship is significantly moderated by
market tenure: as an artists market presence becomes more established, the positive correlation
between high atypicality and popularity intensifies. By applying Optimal Distinctiveness Theory to
K-pop's global branding, this research extends the theory's reach and offers actionable strategic insights
for artists and entertainment agencies regarding positioning across different growth trajectories.

Keyword: Platform Audio Data, K-Pop, Genre Atypicality, Optimal Distinctiveness Theory, Fandom
Economy, U-shaped Effect, Spotify
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%(TikTok) & 224 tAd ZHFY Fto]
(Autio et al., 2018; Sinkovics and Sinkovics,
2020). "HAE 7]ze] Fogk de fle 924
(digital affordances)2 K- olE|~EE0] HE
2 Q1 wte] Al E7|HE F-3lsto] A AlA &E|A}

ol A4 AL FAsta, et R AHS T
Z3te AL 7FseAl Foh(Nambisan et al.,
2019). olAY K-He B&d 9o 428 Yol

gAE Altel 23t itk 2n), aea 2

=224 5

Aol A e BT a8 AT il 9
ATHAEE, 2022).
ae} OAE EgEe] Aere 718E BAd

gt AAolghe= o|HS T wjd Fut 7Y
NEE 5o] LopAle L aHAEo| Hdst
71 A& 2] FE 2H8Hinformation overload)
=2 012715}5} Malhotra, 1982: Schwartz, 2004;

, 2022). ol= df A o] EAA

73 Al (attention economy)'?] =zl 2|
AE Akt &, 49 AR
AelEky] 93l olg] ~E 7he] AAL
Adaison, olggr SAdA 7
ZFRINFNIZT f1e ZHAQ A Al
& Aldo] o}

ENE

(market signal) @413} 283} A2k
d Azl I 8 710] HAtH(Deephouse, 1999).
olgfgt Al T2 Fol|A] &H|AR} AYatal B

A Z8% F4 B2 A8t o] ww g2
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(genre)’o]r/}. A2 EA A YA ArAEo]
frote AAAelAL, aHAE] AlFe 545 <

115}3 Adate AAAQ AAH HF

(cognitive category)® 7]%&tH(Hannan and

Freeman, 1977: Zuckerman, 1999).

Ex 2o 7T A4

w}etA|
T3 A2 At

NA Aol B (legitimacy) S Folsta, &
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L AE 7E] AL =oAL AslE 4
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& frEd ol 24 52 A =34 o] &(Optimal
Distinctiveness Theory, ODT)°]tH(Brewer,
1991: Zhao, 2022). 4 =34 ©]&(0DT)<
ZA ol AF] AN HA Y AR W] 9
af, 494 FEE Hd 44 (homogeneity) %
A +9E 9 o]d4 (heterogeneity) Atol€]
TPHE ZFopop dvpa FHgTH(Deephouse,
1999; Zhao et al., 2017: Zhao, 2022). #4 =
4 o] &(0DT) & theFst 214 (e.g., van Angeren
et al., 2022)% 714 #=F(e.g., Zhang et al.,
2020) Aol AgEol 1 AWEs g5 st
2y 7]1E AFES TF oln AR AHSE A
A7Ee] FA diE] HFAN #AE TP sAY
(Berger and Packard, 2018 Betancourt et
al., 2025: Hsu et al., 2009: Kovacs and
Hannan, 2015: Sgourev and Althuizen,
2014), =3 AR #¥e HAHE e
738kl Idth(Silver et al., 2022; Askin and
Mauskapf, 2017). A& EA| wg} 7 5

o R5g ApsrL e8] Al WS Wi, &
Sl wWee IAMY (T =8 & S
ga)o] o EAAY 4 doke BAAdA #A 7t
SRS AdH R FEol gt HA 534 o
£(0DT)& AlgelA el A sk (distinctiveness)
o} 52 (conformity) Alele] THA oA 2 A <]
TS 2= Aol Al Fesitta 2o (Brewer,

71%|6+

re

- M55 HM1Z 202614 2

"

1991: Zhao, 2022), o|& F&l=9]
Fol A £843 o8 AZHE=AE
UA gtk e HA 534 o] &(
7} ol oe HAlE et e 8
aEatA] Fata glt. o] & Bear] fsf, 4l
£ (Signaling Theory)2 %2 H|3 A3} 22
= EE& Ao Bl 223 A3 (intentional
signals) 2 7HFstn, 8A450] o] & @M ete W
2jo] A Bt A5 Az upe} gzl
Cha 2o}

o yolrt, apdslee s g 4l

=

o
o g o

e

e o

O

=

B

(¢3 1-011 lé _©,
B T e

ri

e

NG o] &
(Signaling Theory)e] #4IA & wf, 4S5 B
W= A (signaler) o] 54 wet 27 244
Atk (Spence, 2002). HIZEAE TF FAE
Az A Ee, HFdAd w3t AES 7]
WA Hloju ojdee MR AAXE AE
sh2 Ro7] wFo|th(Sgourev and Althuizen,
2014; Uzzi et al., 2013; Cudennec and Huynh,
2023). dl& £°] Berger and Packard(2018)&
vl A HAGY o] EeE HHH0E H L
AE= AFdte e HAFH(Cudennec and
Huynh, 2023). ZE B|thAgo] E& A7el|A
2HZE Al 45 AR dde] ode o,
Aazke] WAdolu AT A9 E Fad F4 BAR
83t} (Kirmani and Rao, 2000; HA]8] &°]
e, 2022). &, T4 79 FAAQ A=

e, AN 29 BAS e 714 o

oot

g 7 e W, ARl ofE| 2Ef] AlEE Ao
B g oR TR0 Hrhks 99| 9l
o o] AE SE A A s A AT £ 3
T 9% A4 Z2 H7Hlicense) B A4
o™ (Rao et al., 1999), o= A 34 ol&
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4ol URKE =t

[e) 10
v 22
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[¢}

@A) (experience goods) A7l

A ZHAE o A FEE EA8] gekebr] oY
7] wzel], Aol deshe vget Ao &t
o FulE ZH 3 (Nelson, 1970). ©] F H&
© &Hz] Vg E et R 2 B S o
w3tete 7P A WA AlS (categorical

signal)°]tH(Hsu and Hannan, 2005). &3} A]
oA F2E 7314 JES AR AdEeR 93
AA A& JI9E Fxgske 9| WEa 2
f31tH(Becker, 1982). o

o)l
=

&t} (Cudennec and Huynh, 2023).
gellA F= HH g2 K-35 Egol
) e 2HH duh Blout vehl = g
olth(Berger and Packard, 2018). ol#d A=
TR N AEY S B4 Alele] B4,
2 A2 AR 7t B3AQ 932
© T A2 ERE oA,
(sound features)®] FHolx 224
2|E g oz Akelo 24 (Berger and Packard,
2018), K-#¢l &3}(assimilation) ke
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€ oldg A3}t A=E HE HFY
Atypicality) &2 7R3 3lsla,

897 w2 39 F=2 v

T
el A2 v

AEAE

=

- >~

e}

. ©]

|
ox,

)

T
EE

3 (Genre
< Y F2
g4 agla F3b
A2 vy

=
1ro
2

;

[¢)
4350z Frea

ox

=k

St H55A M1 2026\ 2



2.1.1 22039 o]d: Azt A=
@ 3o H=2 ‘ﬂzésé/‘é = 22 el ot
ST 34 (legitimacy) & ZH
@@QOIU}(Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002).
A8 M2 Foh Ak

$744 (processing fluency) & =

Jﬂr(Reber et al., 2004). ¥3} 4
x}e,] aﬂ}\l &ML Ujrg ”:H
=7] w&e]th(DiMaggio,

102 Aeletr] A% =
= %@@Q—E %17}5} 748ko] 9l o™ (Novemsky
et al., 2007), HAYGA L 7k golo]
Aol T/ anAeAl fA 82
A 7]xke] € 5 A
Y AT FoE BAtEY, o
A S

s o] ¢

o of

&
AN
)
[
ok,
[

PR >
e
o
f
o
rr
POV I
o
1o,
sy
_(f)‘L
N
=)

AL el E-g gt Al
ZER JIE X ’
“c}(Porter, 1980 Olﬂi?ﬂ Aol A Anjzte] 3
= el Yeie 7129
&= e Adst Jjﬁﬁoll’/} Deephouse 1999).
54, g2 FHdA 27 Hold Be sze
g Al é(lnnovatlveness)ﬂr =
(originality) o] 2k =3 A5 Ao 2l

e

o
oox

AYSHTT Mp5A 13 20264 22

o UXKY zHl: OlE|AE X|9lo] ZHEIE FAloR

(Navis and Glynn, 2011). #2 dAFolA = Y]
Aol MEFS 7HTTH, metr 94 s+
e Fgietes ARE At Berger and
Packard, 2018 Silver et al., 2022). d& £
o] Berger and Packard(2018)& &<tolA B4

Yol =242 PaFon i & YT o=
o= AE HojFtHCudennec and Huynh, 2023).
ol MEgs A4 g5t £ 5 2
== Froke 2HAe 72 F5AIH( Steenkamp
and Burgess, 2002), °l&% $A R 2T %
7l WS sy vErkee] 3oH9 BrkE
ofgeld & 7] wioltt. wetd HF2 HAY Y
e eRAeR 4% $= 3% ZoltHCudennec

and Huynh, 2023).

_L.

wAe FFEY St A8 o F3teHmod-
erate) 2 HF Aot MF o] Z(catego-
rization theory)ol wew, AvalE AES 5%
o WEstA AEA7IA XE o AR A T
A=t (Mandler, 1982; Zhao, 2022). 53 <
o HIAPAL /X &L 7= A2 dSAE

oA g AR oWty il Fehe
HZb Al el A EA ot UHE—?T% B4
T G AN AN E AR 7hede] B
ALs] oA o]l #A2 M E<l(categorical
discount) F= A &
o % Ay, weg
A A iloq Z]-‘—:—iljrﬁ bz}

b

b
ol

F

£0]9(illegitimacy discount)’
HFo| &3lA] g EAle

371k BRE AL qEso e

7427} Aebath(Zuckerman, 1999: Hsu, 2006).
web, e HEEAT se WPIAE 47
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kA HE Y
9| A=t }ML aB|AL 7} 7
Oﬂ EE]-E]— A]—o] &} )
dXe & wHg Pl
WH(Wei et al., 2022),
< FAstE ZEA Al
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SSUE 3¢ HolE J|E K-pop B2 H|YFHD 27|29 UXIY &l: OlE|AE X|9lo] ZHEIE SHCZ

= o 75 e Aol 2E Aul 29l 23 ko] (Spotify) 7 it
oAl Al F3tE API(Application Programming

A, 22 T2 e Ay FEE ol A Interface) & €83t Ho|EE -3t A<
Eo gl A AuE AR 22 ASA A e K-3e 224 A% daolnz AxET
9o A7|E 9ou]at}H(Bourdieu, 1986). At HY o]¢] ‘K—Pop' 22 Fhe agld EgE ALY, ofF~
2 GolAQ A=t Aofg 799 i F5ehe E9 F dF 7P} dgRlzo g A" gk o}
‘&= A (buffer zone) 4L 3, A2 &< ﬂ/\EJ Edoz g3} do|eE 2000 S

o gt 7] 885 BT (Colombo et al., 20244717 e ES dgior £FEomH,
2015). B3 FALE =& AEL off|AEY] T} ] 717k K-go| 224 F=2=2 A3stn trE &
g HAAA A4S ugos 19 QRS EAS A JLo] ot AkRle] dlA] o2 FAtek A7|9f dA| st
Asta, FGA A gIE FEste] FAH A 73101519] A FHE AA, 24l 2o F8
9] 7]%ke mlEgch(Harmeling et al., 2017). AT (2 54, ol 2E JE W) A& 5)7F
2y #SA = AP}, T3 s JXER

7Fd 2b: off]A~EQ] AY 7RIl FE =2 Y(instrumental), 27l(skit) EY T LukH 9l
T 2 vl Yo ?_77]5077 o]zl Y 29T el bE EYEL BAY dBdS

= GZ= o FepA JERd ol Aal FEAA AABIAE. ol¥e A FHE F

I, drdi
3.2 H= =4
3.1 Hloje{ & F2 (Data and Sample) 3.2.1 & ¥
AT 7ME des] A, AA Al ¥ Edo] Y A A5 S45t7] Y8 ~XE

OFE|~E AIEX| %
OfFl~E #9, BE 7)

Kpop
SERTEEER 222 W=

Low / Medium / High

(Figure 1) g7zd
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olEe - B
gto| oA A F3ke= 27| % A4 (popularity score) ttoo| %3l%=(assimilation) A 19 E
£ 5 WgrE AR o e 03dA 100 e A8 AP stet=(differentiation) HE
A Atol9] s 7HAIH, dllF Ede] HA A4 3 Z ot YAsteAE ARA g HoFh 4
% 2 A SFE HEPH R Y= %‘.T’_"J% = 99 vt 22 2vA HEWe AR T
o oaf AEE = A Q7] Aot A AA 2~ AHOoE HE FFOoRFE 7 Fo| duh Hlojyk
XE|gfo] AMEALe] AHF sde] W ER K-F =AE B3 /R vAEdE ALt Berger
of 22 A7IEE 45t U A%e vl ¥4+ and Packard(2018)9] A& Fxste] FFHC
olty, ¥ d%(skewness)E &3lstn AR = AU FHH LE Berger and Packard
Ao & FFAI7171 98, I A 1+ (2018)9 A9t frAket =8 F2E A8k 7t
O & A28 A log(popularity + 1) gk A & Bl 23 Ego|o] 34 &5 L-§oto]
= T ARSIt A2 B ZREEY A AR E AESith
AR, 22Y A2 ZZEEFY](Global Genre
3.2.2 59 ¥ Prototype)e T-Fatth. E44Q1 T4 oA,
A AA S 3= F 2,090,05071¢ EY
B i 59 il 2 udPEL K- o2 FAE UR 224 dolHAS g835td 2
F Edo] 22 Fof AR HAAQ A2 29 F3o A=d 7|Ede A4 2XE o]
SREE FPHoE duph Hojy Sl=AE 3% | A= +8 42 (e.g., Pop, Hip-Hop, R&B,
ot AfEold, ol K-#9] Ae=rt 224 28 Rock, Electronic &) 2zl diall, aid &=l
(Table 1) AZE|mlo| 97}X| 38 4
Track’s Audio Description Example”
Features
Danceability e Edo] gt H37] 224 & vEhlle A1, 0.585
Energy o] Zte A%, @7], FARE YehlE AR 0.842
Loudness To] AAAQ =% A7) (A, dB dY = 54). -5.883
Speechiness Edo Atge] T(F4)o] drivt 23HE] A 0.0556
Acousticness o] ofF 2y 7] 7|HIAE YERY Range: 0 - 1, 0.00242
Instrumentalness To] B4 §lo] 7ot FAAAE 54 0.00686
Liveness o gholB Fdo E7I7F 2o e H=E. 0.0866
Valence o] duht ¥ru FHH S FeA 4. Range: 0 - 1, 0.428
Tempo Sote] w2k &% (BPM, beats per minute) 118.211

=4 :developer.spotify.com

1) “Tllustrative Value” €l AAE &S
AFE dAl A
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41t 7|2

HE ST OO0l 7|8t K-pop E2 HEYEY

=

4

3 BE F2H EdEY ] 58 EAleg.,

danceability, energy, loudness, speechiness,

acousticness, instrumentalness, liveness,
valence, and tempo)9 TS AT o=
ol 2z A2 HaAed 2% 54S Usle 2
24 A= iiEE}O‘ WE'S Yo

E] t‘l?‘“ﬂ“ A4 Arkeie.
491 1627270 K-# =& 7
ol l‘%oilﬂ q= ﬂ%lg 7]%9_

Pop o BEHF

94, ‘:litn TJJ— _Y_L_EEH,O]

(Euclidean distance)Z

55 Y K-¢ Ego] 224 #9| g

ol Blojy &S, & A= vy gyol
3T

dlo
o
1o

=
ngt}, o] g2 EF3}(standardization)dte]
T 54 R AR

B

3.2.3 24 W

7H3 2041 AAE ofE] ~EC] AJF 2|9 A
A TR F R dgR ST A, olgl A
E 3L g Ede] Wl AmolA ol ~ET} &
TE|gold] R EVL et ARES WA Ao}
ol AgdXe &% 717 A9 B vkl

HYSHATL x5 1% 20261 22

of UXIE #Hl: OlE|AE X|9lo] ZHEIE SHCZ

3.2.4 A W

e 94

Edg d/md] 9% v + Ak
£ EA%]
=

Hesl 39S BAS] Hd v 2 Hes
= B4 23 23} EY £F A= Y =
gk £/ (danceability, energy & 971l ¥1), 59
z2 (key), A2 (mode) 55 A4l HEFE ALS-
Sfith. 12]al ol 2E £ SAle Edd Fof

=
@ olEl2E & Edd YoE 42 91 5 5L
£

B ool 7MS AZFs] el v53H
AN Azt w2 AAA 8 By

Be) AwAe BdE 5 BREA 9 8

A
a _m
ruo

dlo
>,

ro s

o)

‘O,
N,
1
2,
=3
l‘l[‘
o2
09,1
o
offt
Y
1 ol
N
Ho
:?L_',
sl
et
SN

gt ole %Xé Aol wojg
o= Agste AIE A, Hoh Ui
HAE A 2= 9l B}, w3 £
F29 7374 (robustness) < &1H3l7] & &
L % (year)E 71Zo2 Z| 2P}
HUAE 2A) T& A e
= Az HH Ao A} A
F& Ao Fheke 23 v 39 2L A

]

$H% AZUL ATALA SAR02 g
ok =2

[e}

BE EgY F

AN X R o l-tl i

Aze

H

()9 &= 7 A5, UAd #A7E EAe
7Hd 10] X]%l%u}.

W 2 (24 39 A5 M 19 B3] F=

R AP AT (ol 2E A, Y
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el 24 G237t dioly e =9
He 7hede wAle] e a4

ANGan. o8 94 =Y W g2

_]

o
g W4 diste] A sH9 1% EFdolA A e
%) (Winsorizing) & A-&3t9th. A S &

d B} s 7Md& Asstac

AA4(VIF, Variance Inflation Factor)E #
I BE W] VIF gho] 4ubzgl

I Aoz ey}

Aoy 24

Fdt 7182l

(Table 2) 7|=EA2¢

0& 23Ha7)

=
=
K
2,
>
o
)

=

w

o

2
o
)
e
3

e

Mean SD Min Max
Track Popularity (log) 2.84 1.26 0.00 4.39
Genre Atypicality(std.) -0.03 0.96 -1.31 5.02
Career (Log) 2.13 1.18 0.00 4.32
Fandom (Log) 13.35 1.98 4.19 18.18
Genres per Track (log) 0.92 0.26 0.69 1.95
Artists per Track (log) 0.76 0.19 0.69 3.93
Danceability 0.63 0.14 0.09 0.96
Energy 0.69 0.21 0.00 1.00
Key 5.31 3.56 0.00 11.00
Loudness -5.51 3.14 -32.78 0.11
Mode 0.62 0.49 0.00 1.00
Speechiness 0.08 0.08 0.02 0.90
Instrumentalness 0.03 0.16 0.00 0.98
Liveness 0.19 0.15 0.01 0.98
Tempo 119.80 27.59 43.22 229.83
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ZUE S dlole 7|8t K-pop &2 ™ALt 217|=o UK Al OlE|AE X|9lo] ZERIE FHC=R
(Table 3) Azt &4
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ] 14] 15

1. Log Popularity 1 .

2. Genre Atypicality | -.03" 1.

3. Career (Log) 02 4™ 1 .

4. Fandom (Log) B -01 |-127 1 .

5. Num. Genres (Log)| -.06™*| .06***| .16™*|-.18"* 1 ,

6. Num. Artists (Log)| .06"*| .02 | .15"*-.06™" 15" 1 .

7. Danceability Q1M 38T S 1T 19T 08T 12 .

8. Energy 087%| =127 -.32"| 20| -.06™| 05" 39" 1 .

9. Key 01 =01 |-02 |-02 | .02 | .02+ | .04 03%| 1 .

10. Loudness 17| 087 =27 227 | -.08"F 01 | 31T 18| .02 1 .

11. Mode =02 | 05" 07T 06" .02 =02 |- 14M =197 - 15 =12 1 .

12. Speechiness 0675 17| =09 10™%| 03" 22" .16™*| 28" | 03" 14™*|-11"" 1 .

13. Instrumentalness | -.06™*| 03" | .09™*| - 10" -.02 |-.04"*|-19"* -.28"*-00 |-53"*| 02 |-06™ 1 ,

14. Liveness -05"* .00 |-.08"*[-01 |-00 | .01 |-.04"™ 17"*[-00 | .08"™*[-.03"* .09 04" 1 .
15. Tempo =01 | 217057047 | =03 | -.08™ | 18" 117 |-.00 | .11 .00 | 07" -.03"|-.00] 1
F N = 16,272. ™ p € 0.001, ** p € 0.01, * p € 0.05.
A% S B4 NS ol Oh B ABWAYL  Rsd AUHEY 198 4NE FEIe AL
Egon, Bdel AL A A = Sluland Sel N3P0l we N Al
2o ofd Ao Bulel WE WEE BAd X sbiedl 4dke A9e 22U AAs] K3
gataet. o FelHoln 4R AgEe] FH Hg3t

M ASE A8 AA dE ugEd ARY 1 geE sdn
o] A= (Table 4)ol 2.2k=]o] Sict S0z 2l 304 olg|~E Ao 24 g3}

M A% Aok oest Aok v o BY B A% M 29X BAALE Rond 2
Al A2 v YA Algde] SAACE 9 (beta=0.052, p0.01)E HolH AA=HUH
ng A (+)o] BA(beta=0.024, p<0.05)E Uet  (Figure 3)9 43¢ 2=E Faf AT
Hogm 7Hd 1o AAHUG, ol e & Vi A3 SlRo] olg2ES o] Fe v v S <
£ A7 (Figure 29N E lEed F2 ¥l 7% ¥A7} F51d UGS 220 42 &g
9945} 224 IS Adde Su URY  Fedel 225t v A2l 2 1 2
(U-shaped) #A7F @49 Ao, ol= K- Al grgol EoHFE QU|wrt AP JIutEA
RN 2 el e 2ARAG §& Az A¥sE 4FL AT ot ke A9 dua
5< 98 Woldk Fud FAMYol 27 529 ohel2Ee] AUA AwA G pl4ge] ofd
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(Table 4) &= H|E™d0| E 2l7|z0j o|x|= 2

Ask(Full Specification)

Mode] 1 Mode] 2 Mode] 3 Winsor Model
Genre Atypicality -0.007 -0.031 -0.031
(0.019) (0.025) (0.024)
Genre Atypicality® 0.024* 0.023*
(0.012) (0.011D)
Genre Atypicality (Winsor) -0.029
(0.029
Genre Atypicality? (Winsor) 0.021
(0.013)
Artist Career (Log) 0.071 0.070 0.086* 0.087*
(0.041) (0.041) (0.042) (0.042)
Fandom Size (Log) 0.146™" 0.147"** 0.159"** 0.161%*F
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
Atypicality x Career 0.052%*
(0.019)
Atypicality® x Career -0.016
(0.009)
Atypicality x Fandom 0.019
(0.010)
Atypicality’ x Fandom -0.012%
(0.005) -
Atypicality (W) x Career 0.053**
(0.019)
Atypicality” (W) x Career -0.018
(0.010)
Atypicality (W) x Fandom 0.020
(0.010)
Atypicality? (W) x Fandom -0.014%
(0.006)
Num. Genres (log) -0.114 -0.113 -0.111 -0.111
(0.223) (0.222) (0.220) (0.220)
Num. Artists (log) 0.355** 0.354** 0.348"* 0.349%F
(0.114) (0.113) (0.114) (0.114)
Danceability 0.354 0.339 0.337 0.337
(0.283) (0.283) (0.281) (0.281)
Energy 0.096 0.095 0.069 0.068
(0.217) (0.217) (0.217) (0.217)
Key 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Loudness 0.007 0.006 0.008 0.008
(0.011D) (0.01D) (0.01D) (0.01D)
Mode 0.033 0.033 0.034 0.034
(0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035)
Speechiness 0.031 0.033 0.048 0.049
(0.394) (0.393) (0.393) (0.393)
Instrumentalness -0.102 -0.107 -0.123 -0.123
(0.179) (0.180) (0.178) (0.178)
Liveness -0.358" -0.358" -0.346" -0.347%
(0.157) (0.157) (0.149) (0.149)
Tempo -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
R2 0.137 0.138 0.140 0.140
R2 _Adj. 0.135 0.136 0.137 0.137

T 83T ¢ FA e AR 71E FHaE A 222K Cluster-robust S.E.) ot}
¥ p < 0.001, * p(0.01, * p<0.05
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AR Solie s 24 712900 beta=0.019,
p0.05). T2 H G2 vFI4 AF
A = 2t Hax& E3(beta=-0.012,

p<0.05)7F 24 33} A2

§ 4% 5 mRA §

o @ o

om|gk ()¢ AFE Uelthe AMelth o=
WY 27 ARFE B I 7= Atele] U
Ag FEo] et = s EdS ofnjgitt,

nprEte 2 Aol S AL A A5 B
g (Winsor model)= &3l 4 Z7e A=
AESGUT. ARl Al Al B AFF
AA ] frolide tha golxl o) olf ~E Ay

H158A 7] a8 &3 beta=0.053, p<0.01)
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I} ko] BATE olE| 2ES AR A9l uhg} of¥
A gEH RS A Er] 98 24 29 (moderator)
o7 ARgSte] A WSS At webA g
T AFelld e Bop gud Ay FE S

S FusiA 24 97t sl
nAge R B ATe K-8 EdY 534 F2
HIA g o] Al Adaet ou gt A ZerE A
THORE FAB oY, 7|4 AREE BIEEA A
HE Spotifyd] & SHE 7|Htez stz 53
A 2PE A (sound-based differentiation) S 2]7]
ot o] ZHE LHAL AR AZdte FHA
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Consumption: Effects of a Purchase Rank
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Appendix: Specific Track Examples by Atypicality Level

1. Low Atypicality (Bottom 10%)

Table A. Low Atypicality Examples (Genre Conformity)

Artist Track Title Year Atypicality (Z) Popularity (Log)

LeeHi ONLY 2021 -1.116 4.37

BTS Boy With Luv (feat. Halsey) 2019 -1.268 4.36
Stray Kids MANIAC 2022 -1.200 4.33

2. Medium Atypicality (Near Mean 0)

Table B. Medium Atypicality Examples (Stuck in the Middle)

Artist Track Title Year Atypicality (Z)  Popularity (Log)
NAYEON POP! 2022 0.069 4.29
BLACKPINK PLAYING WITH FIRE 2016 0.059 4.29
SOYOU Some (feat. Lil Boi) 2014 0.076 4.25

3. High Atypicality (Top 10%)

Table C. High Atypicality Examples (Genre Innovation)

Artist Track Title Year Atypicality (Z) Popularity (Log)
TWICE What is Love 2018 1.534 4.32
Stray Kids Thunderous 2021 1.657 4.29
NewdJeans Hurt 2022 2.108 4.29
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