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marketing and consumer research. Equally animated by the 
desire to re-establish the central position of markets, a disci-
pline subfield called ‘market system dynamics’ (henceforth 
MSD) has gained traction in the current literature.

Only recently formalized into a distinct approach (Giesler 
& Fischer, 2017), MSD has rapidly undergone a process of 
cultural and social legitimation–as testified by a specific 
‘area of jurisdiction,’ a well-identified set of theoretical per-
spectives, a growing community of followers, an increasing 
number of journals publishing MSD research, and the exis-
tence of a sense of community based on the ‘consciousness 
of kind principle’ whereby MSD scholars identify them-
selves as belonging to the community, interact with each 
other and are familiar with each other’s work (Coskuner-
Balli, 2013). Emblematic of this legitimation is the fact that 
the newly-released website of the Journal of Consumer 
Research suggests three papers–Dolbec and Fischer (2015); 
Humphreys, 2010b); Karababa and Ger (2011), all of them 
falling within the scope of MSD–as notable benchmarks 
and examples of inspiration for impactful consumer culture 
research.

MSD has been established as a theoretical perspective 
from which to describe markets as complex socio-cultural, 
political, and historical systems that stem from discursive 

Introduction

In the past two decades, marketing and consumer studies 
have seen a surge of interest in the market as the core unit 
of analysis (Araujo, 2007; Araujo et al., 2010; Kjellberg et 
al., 2012; Kjellberg & Murto, 2021; Mountford & Geiger, 
2021). Proponents of constructivist market studies (CMS) 
(e.g., Fuentes and Sörum, 2019), theorists of the service 
dominant logic (SDL) (e.g., Vargo and Lusch, 2011), sup-
porters of the systemic approach to marketing (e.g., Lay-
ton, 2019), and the community of macromarketers (e.g., 
DeQuero-Navarro et al., 2020) have to various extents all 
contributed to reintroducing the market to the main stage in 
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spective. Since studies drawing on MSD have significant overlaps with other research traditions equally focused on market 
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negotiations and involve multiple market-shaping actors 
(Giesler & Fischer, 2017).

Rooted in social constructivism, the MSD perspective 
relies on an ontology that involves the framing of markets 
as social systems that contextualize a myriad of socio-
cultural relationships (Giesler, 2003) which are constantly 
challenged by both inward and outward forces contributing 
to markets’ (temporal) stability or instability (Giesler, 2008; 
Mountford & Geiger, 2021).

Born with a focus on markets developing or transitioning 
toward novel configurations, MSD has emerged as an active 
response to scholars’ need to provide remedies for three main 
biases in the stream of marketing research with an interest 
in market phenomena. These biases are the excessive focus 
on the “hyper individualized, overly agentic, and ahistoric” 
inner world of consumers (‘micro level bias’) (Thompson 
et al., 2013, p. 151); overlooking the market role of actors 
other than consumers and firms (‘economic actor bias’); and 
the tendency to focus on variance, rather than historical and 
processual research questions (‘variance bias’) (Giesler & 
Fischer, 2017).

MSD has significant overlaps with other market-focused 
marketing paradigms (Kjellberg et al., 2012; Kjellberg & 
Murto, 2021), as well as with other research traditions like-
wise aimed at explaining how and why markets change, 
such as the sociology of markets (Fligstein & Dauter, 2007), 
category studies (Delmestri et al., 2020; Negro et al., 2010), 
and studies relying on socio-cognitive theories of market 
formation (Rosa et al., 1999). As such, identifying distinc-
tive intellectual domains and goals of MSD is becoming 
increasingly problematic and, for this reason, needed. This 
is particularly urgent in light of two main shortcomings of 
the extant MSD literature. The first is the tendency of some 
scholars (e.g., Ertekin and Atik, 2020; Ogada and Lindberg, 
2022; Ulver, 2019) to elevate MSD to the status of a theory 
rather than a broad theoretical perspective encompassing 
a multitude of theories. The second shortcoming, partially 
connected with the first, is the conflation of MSD with other 
highly popular sociological theories such as institutional and 
neo-institutional theory (Hartman & Coslor, 2019; Jafari 
et al., 2022; Slimane et al., 2019) or marketing and con-
sumer studies’ approaches such as market shaping (Baker & 
Nenonen, 2020; Nenonen & Storbacka, 2021; Nenonen et 
al., 2021). This has led to an unclear theoretical positioning 
of MSD.

Indeed, we contend that remedying these shortcomings 
requires tracing the intellectual boundaries of MSD research 
and how these have changed and adapted overtime. In fact, 
the ability of a new field to challenge an established com-
munity and the logics whereby it creates knowledge (see 
Coskuner-Balli, 2013 for similar reflection on MSD’s cog-
nate field of Consumer Culture Theory [henceforth CCT]) is 

the result of a longitudinal process that can only be unfolded 
by conducting a historical investigation of the challenging 
field (Augier et al., 2005; Tadajewski, 2006). Accordingly, 
unpacking the emergence of the MSD approach, and fully 
recognizing its merits, requires a historical reconstruction 
of how this field evolved, and reflection on whether and to 
what extent it has gained academic traction and legitimacy.

To address these points, the research reported in this 
paper aimed to answer the following research questions: 
What are the intellectual boundaries of the field known as 
MSD? How has the field evolved since its inception? How 
can MSD advance in the future?

Following the principles of process-theorizing (Giesler 
& Thompson, 2016), we paid attention to the field’s evolu-
tion by focusing on how the main tenets of MSD have been 
investigated over time, on the relative degree of agency that 
studies attribute to consumers, and on the type of change 
that is devised in MSD studies. The analysis pinpointed 
some under-researched areas that we discuss as more urgent 
to address, and that can inspire further work in the area.

Previous literature reviews on MSD

Despite its fairly recent inception, not only has MSD stimu-
lated the emergence of a number of studies, but it has also 
attracted the interest of scholars who have attempted to 
summarize and discuss what has been achieved within the 
MSD tradition since its inception. Three reviews have been 
published to date, namely by Branstad and Solem (2020), 
Nøjgaard and Bajde (2021), and Jafari et al. (2022). Brans-
tad and Solem (2020) provide a succinct overview of MSD 
research in order to summarize the thriving literature deal-
ing with phenomena of consumer-driven market innovation, 
adoption, and diffusion. However, because the literature 
analyzed is limited to the sub-set of studies that focus on 
the dominant role of consumers in innovation, a large num-
ber of studies that focus on actors other than consumers are 
overlooked.

Nøjgaard and Bajde (2021) provide a critical analysis of 
the differences and similarities between MSD and CMS and 
examine the potential for cross-pollination between these 
two streams of market-focused research. Their work stands 
out because it draws stable conceptual boundaries between 
two distinct, but partly overlapping, market-oriented tradi-
tions in marketing research. However, Nøjgaard and Bajde 
(2021)’s aim is not to systematically reconstruct the whole 
lineage of the MSD body of knowledge but rather to pin-
point the key axiomatic distinctions between MSD and 
CMS, and to do so by focusing on a narrow set of seminal 
papers.
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Finally, the analytical review by Jafari et al. (2022) 
attempts to classify MSD research in terms of Fourcade’s 
(2007) perspectives and Fligstein and Dauter’s (2007) five 
approaches to the study of markets. While this last review 
is noteworthy, it recategorizes the existing literature into 
five static silos, corresponding to as many approaches to the 
study of markets–namely network analysis, field analysis, 
performativity, political economy, and population ecology–
thus overlooking temporal dynamics and tending to con-
flate MSD with neo-institutional theory, which is frequently 
used in MSD research. For this reason, Jafari et al. (2022)’s 
review includes studies that may have limited connections 
with this field of research.

In sum, although previous research provides some sys-
tematization and interpretation of MSD research, we still 
lack a comprehensive understanding of how this domain has 
evolved over time, and of where it is heading.

Methodology

Data collection

To provide a thorough and compelling overview of extant 
MSD studies, we adopted an emergent methodology that 
integrated principles of selective (Booth et al., 2016) and sys-
tematic (Tranfield et al., 2003) review with an inductive onto-
logical analysis of the literature (Jones et al., 2011).

To identify relevant articles, we applied a processual, reit-
erative multi-stage strategy consisting of the three different 
consequential steps now described.

In the first step, we composed an initial sample of studies 
based on those identified as MSD research in the seminal edito-
rial by Giesler and Fischer (2017), as well as in the three litera-
ture reviews mentioned above (Branstad & Solem, 2020; Jafari 
et al., 2022; Nøjgaard & Bajde, 2021). This process resulted in 
34 publications after duplicates had been removed.

The second step involved adoption of a more systematic 
review approach to the literature, with an updating of our data-
set to comprise the most recent publications in the field. Jour-
nal articles were retrieved from Web of Science (Clarivate) and 
Scopus (Elsevier). The search within these databases was per-
formed by means of the query “market system dynamics” in all 
fields. Our initial search was performed in the Scopus database 
and led to identification of 120 articles. The same search was 
then performed on the Web of Science database. After merging 
the previously identified publications and removing all dupli-
cates, we identified 123 articles. Two authors independently 
assessed the suitability of each of the 123 articles by carefully 
inspecting its title, abstract, and full text. Studies that men-
tioned “market system dynamics” but did not have any factual 
connection with MSD were discarded (93). The second step 

thus led to identification of 30 papers, which, merged with the 
results of the first step, led to a total of 64 publications in our 
dataset.

Finally, for further exhaustiveness of the review process, a 
manual search of selected journals was performed. The search 
was limited to seven top-tier marketing and consumer research 
journals in which the debate on MSD has been fertile in the 
past decade. These were: the Journal of Consumer Research, 
the Journal of Marketing, Marketing Theory, the Journal of 
Marketing Management, Consumption Markets & Culture, 
the Journal of Business Research, and the European Journal 
of Marketing. The manual selection resulted in the addition of 
seven articles, thus bringing the total number of publications 
to 71. After removing reviews and editorial papers, the bib-
liographic database retained for the analysis comprised a final 
number of 63 articles.

Data analysis

The categorization of the 63 articles retained for the analysis 
was conducted in two different ways. First, we resorted to 
Giesler and Fischer’s (2017) editorial identifying the key tenets 
of the MSD perspective, and indicating these tenets as hall-
marks of MSD research.

The first key tenet is actor pluralism. MSD scholars 
acknowledge that markets and market-related phenomena 
are deeply embedded in complex social systems featuring 
the simultaneous presence of multiple actors. These multiple 
actors include, to name only some, the media (Humphreys, 
2010a, b; Humphreys & Thompson, 2014), governments and 
policy makers (Brei & Tadajewski, 2015), religious authori-
ties (Karababa & Ger, 2011), supra-firm institutions (Giesler 
& Veresiu, 2014), and opinion leaders (Parmentier & Fischer, 
2015; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013).

The second key tenet of MSD is theoretical pluralism. 
Because MSD is rooted in the same philosophical underpin-
nings as CCT, it should not be considered a ‘grand theory,’ but 
rather a research approach (Ertimur & Chen, 2020; Ertekin & 
Atik, 2020; Ertekin et al., 2020; Kertcher et al., 2020) open to 
a family of theories (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). In other 
words, MSD is a perspective which allows researchers to 
address the complexity of market systems and to achieve a bal-
ance between actors and structure (Fligstein & Dauter, 2007; 
Sewell, 1992) through the employment of different but mutu-
ally reinforcing theoretical lenses.

The third and last key tenet is the preference for longitu-
dinal methodologies. Because MSD came to the fore to chal-
lenge marketing’s variance bias (Giesler & Fischer, 2017), 
studies belonging to this research strand should rely on lon-
gitudinal methodologies. This implies a generalized tendency 
of MSD scholars to reject an overly agentic, experiential, and 
phenomenological approach to data collection and analysis, 
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criteria with which to make sense of the MSD’s evolution over 
time. They are the degree of consumers’ enrollment in market 
dynamics, and the nature of change in markets and consump-
tion systems (see Table 1). Although MSD scholars acknowl-
edge that markets are a terrain of action by a wide array of actors 
(e.g., Brei and Tadajewski, 2015; Giesler and Veresiu, 2014; 
Humphreys, 2010a), the field’s coupling with CCT makes it 
naturally skewed toward consumers, and principally concerned 
to account for the role that consumers play in prompting, resist-
ing or suffering market changes (e.g., Ertimur and Coskuner-
Balli, 2015; Humphreys and Thompson, 2014; Kjeldgaard et 
al., 2017). The focus on consumers thus makes it possible to 
highlight both cases in which consumers provoke changes at 
the market level and those in which the market structure does 
not offer any or very limited space for their action.

Three different consumers’ enrollment styles are identi-
fied: (1) the consumer as an agent of change, i.e., triggering 
market changes, (2) the consumer as a subject of change, 
i.e., experiencing a shift with the force of change dynamics 

and to adopt longitudinal techniques such as archival resources 
analysis (Diaz Ruiz & Makkar, 2021; Karababa & Ger, 2011), 
rich and extensive (n)ethnographies (Gollnhofer & Kuruoglu, 
2018; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013), and longitudinal panels 
(Press & Arnould, 2011; Ulver, 2019).

To be noted is that, although Giesler and Fischer (2017) 
cited these tenets as the distinctive hallmarks of MSD stud-
ies, they did not cogently recommend that they be necessar-
ily respected in order for a piece of research to be included in 
the MSD field of studies. Rather, these tenets are evaluative 
criteria to be taken into account both when doing research on 
market dynamics and when evaluating the extent to which a 
study focused on market dynamics provides a solution for one 
or all of the three biases of consumer research which motivates 
the very existence of MSD.

Once this first categorization of the literature had been con-
ducted, we resorted to Giesler and Thompson’s (2016) tuto-
rial on theorizing change in order to classify the publications 
identified into distinct clusters. The tutorial provides two main 

Table 1 Studies reviewed by genres of process-oriented consumer research and distinguished by temporal phase
Consumer as

Change type Agent of change Subject of change Recursive subject
Transformative Consumer-Driven 

Transformation
Adolescence:
Martin and Schouten (2014)*.
Adulthood:
Ulver (2019); Maciel and 
Fischer (2020); Diaz Ruiz and 
Makkar (2021); Valor et al. 
(2021).

Institutional Transformation
Infancy:
Press and Arnould (2011)*.
Adolescence:
Wilner and Huff (2016); Coskuner-Balli 
and Tumbat (2017).
Adulthood:
Humphreys and Carpenter (2018); Baker 
and Nenonen (2020); Ertimur and Chen 
(2020); Nguyen and Özçaglar-Toulouse 
(2021); Kullak et al. (2022).

Recursive Transformation
Infancy:
Sandikci and Ger (2010).
Adolescence:
Press et al. (2014); Brei and Tadajewski 
(2015).
Adulthood:
Baker et al. (2018); Biraghi et al. (2018); Kert-
cher et al. (2020); Collet and Rémy (2022); 
Ogada and Lindberg (2022).

Topological Consumer-Driven 
Reconfiguration
Adolescence:
Scaraboto and Fischer 
(2013)*; Dolbec and Fischer 
(2015)*;
Kjeldgaard et al. (2017).
Adulthood:
Debenedetti et al. (2020).

Institutional Reconfiguration
Infancy:
Humphreys (2010a, b)*.
Adolescence:
Finch et al. (2017)
Adulthood:
Hartman and Coslor (2019); Ertekin et 
al. (2020);
Yngfalk and Yngfalk (2020); Bajde et al. 
(2022); Philippe et al. (2022).

Recursive Reconfiguration
Infancy:
Thompson and Coskuner-Balli (2007)*; 
Peñaloza and Barnhart (2011)*.
Adolescence:
Giesler (2012)*; Ertimur and Coskuner-
Balli (2015)*; Hietanen and Rokka (2015); 
Coskuner-Balli and Ertimur (2016).
Adulthood:
Veresiu and Giesler (2018); Weijo et al. (2018);
Ghaffari et al. (2019); Ertekin and Atik (2020);
Coskuner-Balli et al. (2021); Huff et al. (2021); 
Regany et al. (2021); Mimoun et al. (2022); 
Schöps et al. (2022); Wiart et al. (2022).

Disruptive Consumer-Driven 
Disruption
Adolescence:
Parmentier and Fischer 
(2015)*; Kjellberg and Olson 
(2017).
Adulthood:
Gollnhofer and Kuruoglu 
(2018); Gollnhofer et al. 
(2019).

Institutional Disruption
Adolescence:
Giesler and Veresiu (2014)*; Humphreys 
and Thompson (2014)*; Vikas et al. 
(2015)*.
Adulthood:
Bajde and Rojas-Gaviria (2021); Koch 
and Ulver (2022); Wiebe and Mitchell 
(2022)

Recursive Disruption
Infancy:
Giesler (2008)*; Karababa and Ger (2011)*.
Adulthood:
Middleton and Turnbull (2021); Thompson-
Whiteside and Turnbull (2021).

*Studies categorized by Giesler and Thompson (2016)
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its inception, and for this reason named the three phases as 
infancy (2003–2011), adolescence (2012–2017) and adult-
hood (2018–2021).

Infancy grouped earlier studies on MSD. Adolescence 
was the phase during which the MSD literature started to 
acquire increasing consensus and growing legitimation as 
an autonomous stream of research. Finally, adulthood sig-
nified a phase in which the MSD field had gained ‘planful 
competence’ (Elder & Shanahan, 2006), i.e., had obtained a 
clear role within the broad field of consumer research and 
had precisely identified the goals it wanted to pursue. Each 
of the three phases is now described, with the reviewed jour-
nal articles being reported in Tables 2, 3 and 4 below.

The infancy of MSD (2003–2011)

Contributions published between 2003 and 2011 depict 
the infancy of the MSD approach (see Table 2). The time-
frame begins in 2003, with Giesler’s positioning paper that 
evidenced the need for a system approach to markets and 
marketing that was lacking at the time; and it ends in 2011, 
the year before the Association for Consumer Research 
roundtable specifically devoted to MSD (Siebert & Thy-
roff, 2012). Giesler (2003) initiated a lively debate within 
the CCT community. Thereafter, scholars began to more 
seriously challenge their ontological posture, their episte-
mological position, and their methodological toolkit, with 
the never-ending dispute on agency and structure (Sewell, 
1992). Consumer researchers realized that it was necessary 
to shift the focus from consumers’ lived experiences to the 
wider realms in which such lived experiences take place. 
The ensuing research culminated in Askegaard and Linnet’s 
(2011) seminal article. In their view, the way to achieve a 
substantive theoretical advance in consumer research was 
to accomplish a recursive dialogic regulation between the 
excessive individualism of early consumer studies and the 
structural determinism characterizing many sociological 
theories concerned with consumption. The reconciliation of 
these extreme poles could be achieved if the context of con-
text, i.e., “the structuring force of such large-scale contexts, 
and the meaningful projects that arise in everyday social-
ity” (Askegaard & Linnet, 2011, p. 396) was accounted 
for. While the concept of markets as systems incepted by 
Giesler was only timidly proposed (Thompson & Coskuner-
Balli, 2007), and a formalized agenda was lacking during 
MSD’s infancy, the first empirical studies employing this 
systemic approach started to be published.

MSD tenets

The findings emerging from the analysis of research pub-
lished in this period are now discussed on the basis of 

taking place in the market level, or (3) the consumer as a 
recursive subject, where consumers are both agents of 
change, and subject to the revised institutional conditions of 
the social realm in which they act.

Besides acknowledging different degrees of consum-
ers’ agency, Giesler and Thompson’s (2016) tutorial was 
deemed suited to our aim of making sense of MSD’s evolu-
tion because it assumes that the notion of market change is 
not univocal, and that different types of change are possible.

Three types of change are in fact identified: transfor-
mative change, which implies that change is a process of 
adaptive responses to contextual demands and influences; 
topological change, which rests on the assumption that 
changes are triggered by field level conflicts involving 
actors vying for the same resources; and disruptive change, 
which, like topological change, involves the existence of 
conflicts, but especially consists of historical changes that 
are so disruptive to the marketplace that the latter experi-
ences instability and unpredictability.

The intersection between consumers’ enrollment and the 
nature of change enabled us to allocate each study analyzed 
to one of nine genres of change, and to provide an original 
and non-immediate ‘snapshot’ of the research published to 
date.

The findings of this systematic approach to the literature 
are reported in the following sections, where a process-ori-
ented contextualization of the MSD literature in three suc-
cessive temporal phases is provided.

Results

A process-oriented review of MSD

Given that the research aim was to uncover hidden evo-
lutionary patterns of the MSD field, the 63 papers identi-
fied were clustered into temporal frames. To identify these 
temporal frames, we followed a methodological approach 
inspired by historical research (Wadhwani & Bucheli, 2014). 
Accordingly, we first chronologically ordered the materials 
collected, i.e., papers classified as MSD-related. Then, we 
searched for events that produced patterns of change. In our 
case, these events corresponded to the publication of articles 
that pushed the field transitioning to the next level of matu-
ration. Once the articles had been ordered and temporally 
bracketed, we engaged in an interpretive effort to understand 
how the field had evolved over time. This analytical proce-
dure led to identification of three temporal timeframes, each 
signifying a different degree of the field’s maturation. We 
deemed the metaphor of ‘human development cycle’ (Elder 
& Shanahan, 2006) suitable to rhetorically describe the 
developmental trajectory that the field has followed since 
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through phenomenological in-depth interviews, ethnogra-
phies, participant and nonparticipant observation, historical 
narratives, and content-analysis (Giesler, 2008; Humphreys, 
2010a, b; Sandikci & Ger, 2010; Thompson & Coskuner-
Balli, 2007), as well as the use of secondary data such as 
historical sources (Karababa & Ger, 2011). However, the 
influences of more traditional CCT traditions were still pres-
ent, with a number of studies resorting to single-method, 
purely interpretivist, research designs (e.g., Peñaloza and 
Barnhart, 2011; Press and Arnould, 2011).

Change theorizing

A common feature of the research published in this phase 
was a markedly socio-cognitive and micro-constructivist 
conceptualization of markets, where discursive frames 
and ideologies were considered to be central in the pro-
cess through which market systems form and change (Flig-
stein, 1996). The majority of the studies published during 
MSD’s infancy were in fact characterized by topological 
change (i.e., change produced by field-level conflicts) or by 
a disruptive approach to change (i.e., produced by conflicts 
where no stability is achieved) (Table 1).

This was apparent in Thompson and Coskuner-Balli’s 
(2007) exploration of countervailing markets, where mar-
kets were described as social systems that amplify, imple-
ment and promote countercultural principles, meanings, and 
ideals. Focusing on the emergence and subsequent institu-
tionalization of the gambling industry, Humphreys (2010a, 

perspectives on actor pluralism, theoretical pluralism, and 
longitudinal methodologies. When considering actors, ini-
tial studies adopted an agentic focus which was not lim-
ited to the traditional economic actors, i.e., producers and 
consumers. Exemplary of this inclusivity are the works 
by Humphreys (2010a, b), where the media, journalists 
and policy makers were considered as, and assumed to 
be, primary actors of market emergence and legitimation, 
and Sandikci and Ger’s (2010) study which gave religious 
movements and the media a primary role in explaining how 
the Islamic veil underwent a gradual process of populariza-
tion and acceptance.

As far as theories are concerned, it is clear that early 
MSD studies did not claim or try to establish the emerg-
ing systemic approach to markets as the ultimate grand 
theory explaining how markets work–which is the aim of 
market sociologists (Fligstein & Dauter, 2007). Rather, they 
relied on this approach as a perspective sufficiently broad 
to include several theories, such as co-optation theory, 
social utilitarianism, possessive individualism, institutional 
theory, stigma theory, Bourdieu’s theory of practice, Fou-
cault’s theory of power, De Certeau’s theory of consumer 
resistance, and organizational identity theory (see Table 2).

Only a few studies (e.g., Karababa and Ger, 2011; Sand-
ikci and Ger, 2010) were built on complex theoretical frame-
works where multiple theories were used at the same time.

Finally, with regard to the methodologies used, scholars 
began to approach contexts with longitudinal analysis, and 
combined multiple methods into a single program of inquiry, 

Table 2 The infancy of MSD
Authors Context Market 

Dynamic
Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Thompson and 
Coskuner-Balli, 
2007

Community Sup-
ported Agricul-
ture (CSA)

Emergence CSA farmers, evangelist 
consumers

Co-optation theory (Ewen, 
1988)

Historical analysis, 
in-depth interviews

Giesler, 2008 Music 
downloading

Change Consumers and producers Social utilitarianism and pos-
sessive individualism

Auto-ethnography, 
netnography, in-
depth interviews

Humphreys, 2010a Gambling 
industry

Emergence Casinos executives, policy 
makers, community activists

Institutional theory (Legiti-
macy) (Suchman, 1995)

Historical analysis, 
(automated) con-
tent analysis

Humphreys, 2010b Gambling 
industry

Emergence Journalists and managers Institutional theory 
(Legitimacy)

Historical analysis, 
(automated) con-
tent analysis

Sandikci and Ger, 
2010

Islamic veiling Change Middle-class women, 
Islamist movements, media, 
businesses

Stigma (Goffman, 1963) Historical analysis, 
in-depth inter-
views, ethnography

Karababa and Ger, 
2011

Coffeehouses Emergence State, religious authority, 
marketers, consumers

Foucault’s theory of power 
(1980); de Certeau’s theory of 
consumer resistance (1984)

Historical analysis

Peñaloza and Barn-
hart, 2011

Credit use Change Financial institutions and 
instruments; consumers

Cultural approach to credit and 
debt (Henry, 2005)

In-depth interviews

Press and Arnould, 
2011

Community Sup-
ported Agricul-
ture (CSA)

Change Consumers, employees, 
organizations such as an 
advertising agency

Organizational identity (Ash-
forth et al., 2008)

In-depth interviews
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approach started gaining academic traction. The emergent 
stream of research was generated by a conspicuous number 
of studies by a notable group of scholars, spanning heterog-
enous research contexts and theoretical avenues, and pub-
lished in top-tier outlets such as the Journal of Consumer 
Research (7 papers), the Journal of Marketing (3), Market-
ing Theory (5), the European Journal of Marketing (2), and 
the Journal of Marketing Management (1).

A bird’s eye view of the literature published during 
MSD’s adolescence suggests grouping studies issued in that 
period into two distinct clusters.

The first cluster consists of studies aimed at understand-
ing phenomena of market (de)legitimation. Inspired by 
the works of Humphreys (2010a, b) and leaning towards 
a socio-cognitive view of market formation (Rosa et al., 
1999), these studies viewed legitimation as a phenomenon 
occurring when relevant institutional actors have a conver-
gent (i.e., when legitimacy is achieved) or divergent (i.e., 
when legitimacy is not achieved) view about what a mar-
ket, market category, or a market practice stands for. Spe-
cifically, analysis reveals that all the studies clustered in this 
group focused on markets or market-related phenomena 
that suffer from illegitimacy, or that are not fully legitimized 
when they first appear or are first established.

The second cluster groups studies focus on consumer-
driven market dynamics, i.e., consumers’ individual or 
collective, intentional or unintentional actions that have 
the power to generate significant changes in extant market 
structures, or to spark the emergence of new ones. Although 
these dynamics were not necessarily without conflicts (Dol-
bec & Fischer, 2015; Kjeldgaard et al., 2017), the conflictual 
stance of consumers is often viewed as a generative rather 
than a dismantling force. As Martin and Schouten (2014) 
stressed, market dynamics are not necessarily conflictual, 
and do not necessarily imply that consumers have an antag-
onistic attitude toward the established market structure. 
Rather, consumers can provide support for existing logics, 
or they can drive the formation of a new market within and 
in harmony with an existing field, when incumbents are not 
able to provide solutions to untapped needs.

Acknowledgement that market dynamics are not always 
conflictual led scholars to balance their view of markets as 
being both sites of contention and competition, as well as of 
mutuality and collaboration (Kjeldgaard et al., 2017). At the 
same time, perhaps thanks to this shift in perspective, MSD 
research expanded its domain to include less idiosyncratic 
markets such as plastic-bottled water (Brei & Tadajewski, 
2015), oil (Finch et al., 2017; Humphreys & Thompson, 
2014), beer (Kjeldgaard et al., 2017), and agriculture (Press 
et al., 2014).

b) still placed conflicts in the foreground, but viewed this 
framing as unsuitable for analyzing the market phenome-
non. Accordingly, and consistently with the view of markets 
as socio-cognitive structures (Rosa et al., 1999), markets 
were supposed to be in flux so that a common understanding 
and shared meaning around both values and motives of mar-
ket exchange could be reached. In her research, Humphreys 
(2010a, b) showed that the possibility for casino gambling 
to gain legitimacy depended upon the market’s ability to 
achieve consensus around a common frame, through which 
casino gambling could be seen, interpreted and legitimized.

A disruptive-like type of change was instead discussed 
in the case of the emergence and rise of music download-
ing (Giesler, 2008), and in the study on the formation of 
Ottoman coffeehouse culture (Karababa & Ger, 2011). In 
the former case, markets were conceived as ideological 
battlegrounds, as stages on which dramas take place, and 
where institutional instability is recursive and ceaseless. 
In the latter case, the Ottoman coffeehouse culture and its 
respective market were found to be constantly triggered by 
irreconcilable tensions between the Ottoman man’s pursuit 
of pleasure and his religious morality.

On the other hand, Sandikci and Ger (2010) and Press 
and Arnould (2011) viewed change in transformative terms. 
More specifically, Sandikci and Ger (2010) showed how 
Islam veiling shifted from being interpreted as deviant to 
being considered a fashionable practice through a gradual 
process of adaptation to contextual demands and influ-
ences. A similar phenomenon of gradual market adaptation 
was also revealed by Press and Arnould (2011), who found 
how constituents come to identify with communities (i.e., 
community-supported agriculture) and organizations (i.e., 
an advertising agency).

When considering consumers’ enrollment in theoriz-
ing change, studies published during MSD’s infancy had a 
general tendency to downplay the agentic role of consum-
ers. In fact, consumers were considered subjects of change 
(Humphreys, 2010a, b; Press & Arnould, 2011), or recursive 
subjects of change (Giesler, 2008; Karababa & Ger, 2011; 
Peñaloza & Barnhart, 2011; Sandikci & Ger, 2010; Thomp-
son & Coskuner-Balli, 2007), while no study explicitly or 
clearly represented consumers as actors of change.

The adolescence of MSD (2012–2017)

The adolescence of MSD began with an Association for Con-
sumer Research roundtable aimed at discussing the “value 
and the open questions” of the nascent body of research 
(Siebert & Thyroff, 2012), and culminated with the actual 
formalization of MSD in the Marketing Theory opening 
editorial of its 2017 special issue (Giesler & Fischer, 2017) 
(Table 3). Adolescence was the stage in which the MSD 
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Authors Context Market 
Dynamic

Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Giesler, 2012 Botox Emergence Brand and stakeholders Actor-network theory 
(Latour, 1988); technology 
ideologies (Kozinets, 2008)

Historical analysis, 
in-depth interviews

Scaraboto and 
Fischer, 2013

Fashion Change Consumers; bloggers as institutional 
entrepreneurs; fat acceptance movement

Institutional theory–legiti-
macy; institutional logics 
(Thornton and Ocasio, 
2008), institutional entrepre-
neur (Lawrence and Philips, 
2004)

Historical analysis, 
ethnography, netnog-
raphy, interviews

Giesler and 
Veresiu, 2014

Supra-
national 
policies

Change WEF (World Economic Forum) and 
consumers.

Foucault’s governmentality Historical analysis, 
in-depth interviews

Humphreys 
and Thomp-
son, 2014

Oil industry (Non) 
Change

Journalists and managers Institutional theory Historical analysis, 
(automated) content 
analysis

Martin and 
Schouten, 
2014

Minimoto Emergence Consumers, suppliers, media, sociotech-
nical artifacts

Actor-network theory 
(Latour, 1988) 

Ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Press et al., 
2014

Agriculture (Non) 
Change

Organic and chemical farmers, 
government

Marketplace drama (Giesler, 
2008); Habermas’s (1987) 
theory of lifeworld versus 
system

Interviews

Brei and Tada-
jewski, 2015

Bottled 
Water

Emergence Firms and organizations (cafés, restau-
rants, hotels, bakeries); governments 
and legislators, consumers; stakehold-
ers endowed with high cultural capital 
(pediatricians); families

Bourdieu’s social praxeology Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Dolbec and 
Fischer, 2015

Fashion Change Designers, buyers, editors, creative direc-
tors, fashion magazines, bloggers (such as 
street photographers, fashion blogs, and 
outfit sharing website participants, i.e., 
involved consumers)

Institutional logics; institu-
tional work

Historical analy-
sis, netnography, 
interviews

Ertimur and 
Coskuner-
Balli, 2015

Yoga Emergence Institutional entrepreneurs, governments 
and brands

Institutional logics; resource 
partitioning theory

Historical analysis, 
ethnography, netnog-
raphy, in-depth inter-
views, (automated) 
content analysis

Hietanen and 
Rokka, 2015

Dubstep Emergence Multi-national record labels, media and 
publishing houses, affiliated localized 
concert venues, festivals and clubs, maga-
zines, websites, journalists and critics.

Practice theory Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Parmentier and 
Fischer, 2015

TV shows Decline Brand, audience (fans), media and 
sponsors.

Assemblage theory 
(DeLanda, 2006; Deleuze & 
Guattari, 1987)

Historical analysis, 
netnography, in-
depth interviews

Vikas et al., 
2015

Local 
market

Change Social hierarchies (i.e., caste), inhabitants Bourdieu’s capital and 
power theory; Polanji’s great 
transformation

Ethnography, 
interviews

Coskuner-Balli 
and Ertimur, 
2016

Yoga Emergence Consumers, brands, newspapers and 
journals, non-profit organizations

Institutional theory Historical analysis, 
ethnography, netnog-
raphy, interviews

Wilner and 
Huff, 2016

Sex toys Change Consumers, the media, retailers and 
producers

Institutional theory (legiti-
macy and framing theory)

Historical analysis

Coskuner-Balli 
and Tumbat, 
2017

Free trade Maintenance U.S. Presidents and U.S. citizens (i.e., 
consumers)

Institutional theory (per-
formativity in sociology of 
economics and rhetorical 
analysis) (Callon, 1998)

Historical analysis

Finch et al., 
2017

Oil industry Change Oil-producing buyers, chemical-produc-
ing sellers, service companies, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and 
local and transnational regulators.

Boltanski and Thevenot’s 
(2006) framework of eco-
nomic conventions

Ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Table 3 The adolescence of MSD
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a social theory which condenses principles of institutional 
and social movement theory into a unique theoretical lens. 
Others instead opted to approach markets and their dynamics 
through the lenses of Actor-Network Theory (Giesler, 2012; 
Martin & Schouten, 2014), and shared a view of the mar-
ket as an actor able to demonstrate agency. As Martin and 
Schouten (2014) acutely argued, markets are not endowed 
with supply chains, marketers and consumers; markets co-
create all these components. Shifting the focus away from 
the notion of markets as institutions, studies grounded on 
the tenets of ANT investigated markets as both performative 
entities and stages, characterized by socio-material relations 
among a plethora of market-shaping actors.

Methodologically, studies published during MSD’s ado-
lescence were often based on increasingly complex meth-
odological designs with multiple methods used jointly, like 
qualitative and automated content analysis (Coskuner-Balli 
& Tumbat, 2017; Giesler, 2012; Giesler & Veresiu, 2014; 
Humphreys & Thompson, 2014; Wilner & Huff, 2016), 
ethnography and netnography, or used as single methodolo-
gies (Coskuner-Balli & Ertimur, 2016; Scaraboto & Fischer, 
2013; Vikas et al., 2015), or combined with other instru-
ments such as interviews, archival data, and historical nar-
ratives (Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 
2015; Hietanen & Rokka, 2015; Martin & Schouten, 2014; 
Parmentier & Fischer, 2015).

Change theorizing

A specific feature of the literature published in the adoles-
cence phase, and which distinguishes it from the previous 
stage, is that studies shedding light on market dynam-
ics were not necessarily related to market formation and 
change. For example, Humphreys and Thompson (2014), 
Press et al. (2014) and Coskuner-Balli and Tumbat (2017) 
investigated the phenomenon of stability, while Parmentier 
and Fischer (2015) examined a particular phenomenon of 
change, namely decline (or dissipation).

Thus, similar to what occurred in the field’s infancy, 
MSD’s adolescence was also characterized by a significant 
prevalence of research framing change in disruptive and 
topological terms. Scholars seemed to have a preference 

MSD tenets

The adolescence of MSD further expanded the array of 
market actors considered. For example, Giesler and Veresiu 
(2014) conducted a pioneering investigation of the role of 
supra-national market actors such as the World Economic 
Forum (WEF). They longitudinally analyzed the initia-
tives that the organization performed over a period of nine 
years to co-create multiple forms of responsible consumers. 
Similarly, Coskuner-Balli and Tumbat (2017) assessed 30 
years of Presidential speeches about the institution of free-
trade in the US, to investigate the rhetorical role that the 
government, a typically overlooked market actor, played in 
the development and maintenance of macro-market insti-
tutions. However, despite a few exceptions (Brei & Tada-
jewski, 2015; Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Finch et al., 2017; 
Hietanen & Rokka, 2015), articles published during this 
stage still tended to focus on a small set of predominant 
market-shaping actors, failing to really adopt a multi-actor 
approach whereby a wide array of market actors and their 
respective influences were investigated at the same time.

Theoretically, studies published during MSD’s adoles-
cence evidence a growth in the usage of the tenets of the 
institutional logic perspective (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; 
Thornton et al., 2015). Logics were analyzed in different 
bracketing units, including media discourses, consumers 
practices, brand narratives, and firm strategies (Coskuner-
Balli & Ertimur, 2016; Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; 
Humphreys & Thompson, 2014; Wilner & Huff, 2016).

It is worth noting, however, that studies published dur-
ing this stage rarely resorted to institutional logics alone. 
Institutional logics were used alongside other theories such 
as Bourdieu’s social field theory (Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; 
Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013), Holt’s (2004) cultural branding 
paradigm (Humphreys & Thompson, 2014), and Carroll’s 
(1985) resource partitioning theory (Ertimur & Coskuner-
Balli, 2015). Although the neo-institutional approach to the 
study of market dynamics took off during MSD’s adoles-
cence, some studies also stand out for eclectically resort-
ing to different theories. For example, the exploration of the 
Danish beer market by Kjeldgaard et al. (2017) employed 
Strategic Action Field theory (Fligstein & McAdam, 2012), 

Authors Context Market 
Dynamic

Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Kjeldgaard et 
al., 2017

Beer Change Formally organized consumers, small-
scale beer producers, mainstream beer 
producers, and the state (i.e., policy 
maker)

Strategic Action Field theory 
(Fligstein & McAdam, 2012)

Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Kjellberg and 
Olson, 2017

Cannabis 
industry

Emergence Interrelations between the cannabis mar-
ket and the tobacco and alcohol markets

Kjellberg and Helgesson’s 
heuristic model of markets

Historical analy-
sis, ethnography, 
interviews

Table 3 (continued) 
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interesting to note that when consumers were framed as 
agents of change, studies tended to approach change as a 
transformative dynamic. Thus, although scholars increas-
ingly viewed consumers as actors able to trigger changes 
in market structures, they implicitly assumed that these 
changes were of less magnitude than in other situations in 
which the consumers’ role is marginal or recursive.

The adulthood of MSD (2018–2021)

The formalization of MSD as an autonomous stream of 
research (Giesler & Fischer, 2017) led to this approach 
becoming popular. The inception of a novel “academic 
brand” (Coskuner-Balli, 2013) provided the opportunity 
for this research stream to expand its institutional borders. 
From 2018 onward (Table 4), MSD-based papers also 
started appearing in other outlets, such as the Journal of 
Business Research (9 papers), the Journal of Macromarket-
ing (5), Industrial Marketing Management (3), the Journal 
of Marketing Management (3), Consumption, Markets & 
Culture (2), and the International Journal of Research in 
Marketing (1).

The spread of MSD across the marketing discipline 
initiated the adulthood of this field of studies. During the 
field’s adulthood, scholars started making efforts to under-
stand dynamics that had hitherto been less explored, such 
as the stability/instability of mature markets (Debenedetti 
et al., 2020; Ertekin et al., 2020), the formation of transient 
market configurations (Gollnhofer & Kuruoglu, 2018), the 
inception of highly complex product categories (Kertcher et 
al., 2020), maintenance (Philippe et al., 2022), fragmenta-
tion (Mimoun et al., 2022), adaptation and revival (Ertimur 
& Chen, 2020; Regany et al., 2021), and market decline 
(Baker et al., 2018; Valor et al., 2021).

To be noted is that, during its adulthood, MSD’s terminol-
ogy began to be used together with that of other approaches 
and traditions similarly focused on market dynamics, like 
co-creation (Ertimur & Chen, 2020; Kertcher et al., 2020), 
macromarketing (Ertekin & Atik, 2020; Ulver, 2019; Wiebe 
& Mitchell, 2022), constructivism (Smaniotto et al., 2021), 
market-shaping (Baker et al., 2018; Kullak et al., 2022; 
Yngfalk & Yngfalk, 2020) and market-driving (Humphreys 
& Carpenter, 2018; Maciel & Fischer, 2020). For exam-
ple, Kertcher et al. (2020) blended MSD with co-creation 
to advance the current understanding of how a complex 
technological innovation like grid computing can spread. 
Similarly, Ertekin and Atik (2020) combined MSD with the 
macromarketing tradition to investigate how a logic guided 
by sustainability became dominant in the fashion market.

The adulthood of MSD has recently also been marked by 
a slight change in the conceptualization of markets. Despite 
being still largely conceived in terms of linguistic and 

for the investigation of contexts in which the magnitude of 
change was significant, while research focusing on incre-
mental transformation was in more limited supply.

Similarly to the previous phase, as far as consumers’ 
enrollment is concerned, the field’s adolescence presented 
less agentic views of consumers as drivers of market 
changes, and rather described consumers either in a recur-
sive position (Brei & Tadajewski, 2015; Coskuner-Balli & 
Ertimur, 2016; Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Giesler, 
2012; Hietanen & Rokka, 2015; Press et al., 2014; Vikas 
et al., 2015), or as subjects of change (Coskuner-Balli & 
Tumbat, 2017; Finch et al., 2017; Giesler & Veresiu, 2014; 
Humphreys & Thompson, 2014; Wilner & Huff, 2016). As 
such, a greater role was assigned to the structured context in 
which consumers are nested.

For example, a somewhat passive view of consumers 
was held by Humphreys and Thompson (2014), who framed 
them as recipients of brand-centric narratives attempting to 
re-establish consumers’ trust in a firm, following a brand 
crisis such as a natural disaster caused by a petrol company. 
Similarly, Giesler and Veresiu (2014) purposefully opposed 
the conventional wisdom of responsible consumption as a 
consumer choice, and relied on viewing responsible con-
sumption as a response triggered by the active creation 
and management of consumers as moral subjects by supra-
national powerful organizations. Again, a similar way to 
frame consumers’ enrollment in market change is apparent 
in the study by Wilner and Huff (2016), who associated the 
spread and legitimation of sex toys with this product cat-
egory’s transition toward more creative product designs. 
Coskuner-Balli and Tumbat (2017)’s article explained the 
emergence and spread of free trade as a political project 
where consumers were left no space; and in the aforemen-
tioned research by Finch et al. (2017) consumers were not 
even considered in the activities of regulating, developing 
and exchanging the green chemistry market.

Beyond these studies, however, MSD research started 
giving more room to consumers as agents of change. This 
was apparent in Scaraboto and Fischer (2013) and Dolbec 
and Fischer (2015)’s studies, where the role of overweight 
consumers seeking greater inclusion in the mainstream mar-
ket and the role of fashion bloggers as arbiters of taste were 
respectively examined to make sense of drastic changes 
in the fashion market. Martin and Schouten (2014) also 
attributed significant agency to consumers in their study on 
the emergence of the minimoto market, as did Parmentier 
and Fischer (2015) in their investigation of the decline of 
America’s Next Top Model, Kjeldgaard et al. (2017), who 
focused on organized enthusiast consumers as (re)shapers 
of the Danish beer market, and Kjellberg and Olson (2017), 
who assigned consumers a primary role in creating the con-
ditions for the cannabis market to emerge and grow. It is 
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Authors Context Market 
Dynamic

Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Baker et al., 
2018

Circus Change and 
decline

Circus’ owners and troupes, governmnnts and 
legislators, supporting associations, street 
artists, activists, circus schools

Institutional work (Law-
rence & Suddaby, 2006)

Historical analysis

Biraghi et 
al., 2018

Consumer tribe 
(cafe racer)

Emergence Consumer tribes (i.e., Ferro29), liquid entre-
preneur (i.e., a member of a consumer tribe 
who can understand its values and translate 
them into market offers), social media, blogs, 
e-commerce websites, events (i.e., EICMA)

Prosumption, consumer 
tribes, liquid consumption 
(Bauman, 2013)

Ethnography, net-
nography, in-depth 
interviews

Golln-
hofer and 
Kuruoglu, 
2018

Makeshift 
market

Emergence 
and decline

Responsible individuals (i.e., those who 
perceive a moral outrage), refugees, media, 
the state

Institutional theory Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Humphreys 
and Carpen-
ter, 2018

Wine industry Emergence Producers, distributors, retailers, critics and 
the press, and consumers.

Practice theory (Bourdieu, 
1984; Schatzki, 1996)

Ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Veresiu and 
Giesler, 
2018

ethnic 
consumption

Emergence Consumers, state, market Neoliberal governmental-
ity and multiculturalism

Historical 
analysis, in-depth 
interviews

Weijo et al., 
2018

Consumer-lead 
food carnival

Emergence Consumer movements as intermediaries and 
in supportive roles: food bloggers, restaura-
teurs, travel agencies, Helsinki Design Week, 
local retailers, and politicians

Assemblage theory 
(DeLanda, 2006; Deleuze 
and Guattari, 1987); New 
Social Movement theory 
(McAdam et al., 2001)

Historical analysis, 
ethnography, net-
nography, in-depth 
interviews

Ghaffari et 
al., 2019

Female fashion 
in Iran

Change Consumers, designers, retailers, and social 
activists

Institutional work (Law-
rence & Suddaby, 2006)

Historical analysis, 
netnography, in-
depth interviews

Gollnhofer 
et al., 2019

Food sharing Emergence Consumer movements, retailers, governance 
mechanism

Value-regime 
theory (Appadurai, 1988)

Historical analysis, 
netnography, in-
depth interviews

Hartman 
and Coslor, 
2019

Human eggs 
donation

Change Egg donor ads, intermediaries (i.e., agen-
cies), social platforms (i.e., facebook private 
groups, craigslist), donors

Institutional logics Archival data

Ulver, 2019 Foodie culture Emergence Consumers and their family/friends, restau-
rants, and media

Cultural theory 
(Douglas, 2002)

Ethnography, 
netnography, 
interviews

Baker and 
Nenonen, 
2020

Small wineries Change Small and leading wine producers, collec-
tives, and supermarkets

Institutional work 
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 
2006); social emergence 
paradigm (Sawyer, 2005)

Historical analysis, 
in-depth inter-
views, inductive 
approach

Debenedetti 
et al., 2020

Automotive 
industry

Maintenance Carmakers, issues of environmentalism (e.g., 
the influence of policy-makers), stakeholders 
(i.e., customers, shareholders, the media)

Institutional theory Historical analysis

Ertekin and 
Atik, 2020

Fashion 
industry

Change Designers, retailers, luxury brands, fashion 
associations, and consumers

Institutional work Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Ertekin et 
al., 2020

Fashion 
industry

Change Fast fashion designers and sustainable fash-
ion designers, sales managers, manufacturers, 
product developers, merchandisers, fashion 
and sustainability managers, academic direc-
tors, and sustainability consultants

Institutional logics Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Ertimur and 
Chen, 2020

Paleo Diet Emergence Academics, healthcare professionals, and 
market agents (e.g., bloggers/entrepreneurs/
producers).

Institutional work Historical analysis, 
netnography

Kertcher et 
al., 2020

Grid computing 
(B2B)

Emergence Entrepreneurial adopter, institutional agen-
cies and governments

SDL, DOI, MSD Historical analy-
sis, ethnography, 
interviews

Maciel and 
Fischer, 
2020

Beer Emergence Craft breweries, corporate breweries, trade 
associations, policy-maker

Collective action (Com-
mons, 1950)

Historical analysis, 
ethnography, in-
depth interviews

Table 4 The adulthood of MSD
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Authors Context Market 
Dynamic

Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Yngfalk and 
Yngfalk, 
2020

NPOs (in the 
health and fit-
ness market)

Maintenance NPO’s managers, employees, members, 
volunteers, government agency (i.e., Swedish 
Consumer Agency), privately owned, com-
mercial gym

Institutional work (Law-
rence & Suddaby, 2006); 
Perkmann and Spicer’s 
(2008) distinction between 
political, technical and 
cultural work

Historical analysis, 
interviews

Bajde and 
Rojas-
Gaviria, 
2021

Online 
microloans

Change Microlending platforms, microfinance 
partners, consumers (affective entrepreneurial 
subject)

Relational theorizing on 
affect (Williams, 1977); 
Affective governmental-
ity (Kantola et al., 2019)

Interviews, par-
ticipant observa-
tion, ethnography, 
archival data

Coskuner-
Balli et al., 
2021

Cannabis 
industry

Emergence Brands, consumers Institutional theory (work) Historical analy-
sis, (automated) 
content analysis

Diaz Ruiz 
and Makkar, 
2021

Board-sports Emergence Consumers as lead users (Branstad & Solem, 
2020) and gear tinkerers (Martin & Schouten, 
2014)

Bifurcations (DeLanda, 
2006)

Historical 
analysis, in-depth 
interviews

Huff et al., 
2021

Cannabis 
industry

Emergence The product, consumer, producers, regulators Assemblage Theory Historical analysis, 
surveys, inter-
views, (automated) 
content analysis

Middleton 
and Turn-
bull, 2021

Advertising Change Gender portrayals in advertising practices, 
public opinion, public institutions, the media, 
industry experts

Institutional theory and 
market systems dynamics 
(MSD) as method theories

In-depth 
interviews

Nguyen and 
Özçaglar-
Toulouse, 
2021

Korean cultural 
products

Emergence States (both South Korea and Vietnam), 
newspapers, consumers

Theoretical framework of 
the developmental state 
(Evans, 1995); nation 
branding

Historical analysis

Regany et 
al., 2021

Traditional 
fashion

Maintenance Consumers, policy makers, researchers, 
craftsmen, designers, manufacturers, sellers 
and suppliers

Institutional logics Historical analysis, 
netnography, in-
depth interviews

Thompson-
Whiteside 
and Turn-
bull, 2021

Advertising Change Les Lionnes (i.e., a French non-profit organ-
isation formed to identify and address sexual 
harassment and gender inequality within the 
French advertising industry), the French ad 
industry (i.e., male managers), billboards, 
social media

Institutional work; institu-
tional logics

Archival data, net-
nography, in-depth 
interviews

Valor et al., 
2021

Bullfighting Decline Activists, supporters, media, and consumers Institutional theory; discur-
sive psychology (Edwards, 
1999)

Archival data

Bajde et al., 
2022

Microfinance Emergence Industry members, industry-wide associations 
and initiatives, governmental institutions and 
NGOs, media, journalists, and other actors 
that shape the public discourse surrounding 
an industry (e.g., experts, celebrities, politi-
cians, commentators)

Virtue ethics (Selznick, 
1994); media frame theory 
and megamarketing (Hum-
phreys, 2010a)

Historical analy-
sis, (automated) 
content analysis

Collet and 
Rémy, 2022

Music industry (Non) 
Change

Musicians, consumers, label managers, music 
programmers

Karpik’s (2010) economics 
of singularities; affordance 
theory

In-depth inter-
views, ethnogra-
phy, netnography, 
archival data

Koch and 
Ulver, 2022

Dairy industry Change Swedish oat milk brand (Oatly), dairy coop-
eratives, environmental and health NGOs, 
investors, food experts, research institutes

Institutional theory (legiti-
macy and framing theory); 
Chantal Mouffe’s political 
philosophy concept of 
agonistics

In-depth inter-
views, ethnogra-
phy, archival data

Kullak et 
al., 2022

Social entre-
preneurship (in 
Ghana)

Change Social enterprises, (inter)national cultural 
organizations and incubators, consultants, 
communications agency, an e-learning 
platform

Institutional work Historical 
analysis, in-depth 
interviews

Table 4 (continued) 
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MSD tenets

During MSD’s adulthood, studies have shifted toward a 
more holistic approach (Ertekin & Atik, 2020), and become 
more markedly multi-actor, i.e., more sensitive to including 
and gauging the interventions and contributions of a broader 
set of market actors that may lead to market dynamism. For 
example, Baker et al. (2018) investigated the dynamics of 
change in the circus market and focused on a broad array of 
actors including circus owners and troupes, governments, 
and legislators, supporting associations, street artists, activ-
ists, and circus schools, as relevant categories of actors that 
led to changing the status quo. Humphreys and Carpenter 
(2018) included distributors, retailers, critics, producers and 
consumers, to explain how American wine makers were 
able to shape consumers’ preferences to their own advan-
tage. Ertimur and Chen (2020) examined the role of insti-
tutional actors such as academics, healthcare professionals, 
bloggers, and producers, in the adaptation, renovation, and 
spread of an already-existing nutritional practice, the Paleo-
lithic diet. Ertekin and Atik (2020) investigated how sus-
tainability was revolutionizing the fashion industry through 
the joint participation of designers, retailers, luxury brands, 
fashion associations, and consumers. Regany et al. (2021) 
cast light on the neglected configuration where both legiti-
mizing and delegitimizing pressures are exercised in the 
same market by the institutional work of consumers, policy 
makers, researchers, craftsmen, designers, manufacturers, 

semiotic relationality (Bajde et al., 2022; Coskuner-Balli 
et al., 2021; Middleton & Turnbull, 2021), it is especially 
during this phase that markets have begun to be considered 
socio-material and political plastic entities (Nenonen et al., 
2014), open to manipulation by the plethora of human and 
non-human actors that voluntarily or unintentionally partici-
pate in the process of market dynamics (Baker et al., 2018; 
Ertekin et al., 2020; Huff et al., 2021; Kertcher et al., 2020; 
Schöps et al., 2022). For example, in their analysis of the 
legitimation of the US cannabis market, Huff et al. (2021) 
framed this contested market with an assemblage lens 
(Çalışkan & Callon, 2010; Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) and 
provided a view of the market comprising multiple assem-
blage layers embedded in each other. These layers involve 
also a product-level assemblage to emphasize the role that 
materiality plays in creating the conditions for new markets 
to emerge and thrive and for new market meanings to be 
established. This object-oriented conceptualization of the 
market has required broadening the array of marketplace 
actors by including objects in a way similar neo-institutional 
theorists did with the introduction of the core idea of institu-
tional objects (Friedland, 2018) to emphasize that material 
artifacts embody the social realm in which they are created 
and made meaningful (Jones et al., 2017).

Authors Context Market 
Dynamic

Actors involved Theory(ies) Method(s)

Mimoun et 
al., 2022

Fertility Emergence Media, consumers, fertility technologies Sociology of emotions 
(Hochschild, 1979); mar-
ket legitimation

Historical analy-
sis, (automated) 
content analysis

Ogada and 
Lindberg, 
2022

Immigrant 
entrepreneurs

Emergence Immigrants, both entrepreneurs and consum-
ers; National authorities

Market System Dynamics 
Theory, Consumer accul-
turation theory

Interviews, 
observations, and 
archival data

Philippe et 
al., 2022

fine luxury 
watchmaking

Maintenance Brands Status (Ridgeway & 
Berger, 1986); reputation 
(Fombrum & Shanley, 
1990); legitimacy 

Content analysis 
of advertising 
material, historical 
analysis

Schöps et 
al., 2022

Digital market 
assemblage 
around (sustain-
able) fashion

Change Human (e.g., content creators and non-
professional users) and technological digital 
market actors (e.g., platform’s algorithms and 
affordances)

Assemblage theory 
(DeLanda, 2006)

Digital method 
approach (Rogers, 
2019): networked 
content analysis 
and automated 
content analysis of 
UGC

Wiart et al., 
2022

Meat industry (Non) 
Change

Media Discursive-hegemonic 
theory (Laclau & Mouffe, 
2014)

Historical analysis, 
archival data

Wiebe and 
Mitchell, 
2022

Transportation Change State, firms, elected officials, city employees Institutional work, 
Institutional approaches 
to market change, MAS 
framework (Layton, 2015)

Historical analysis, 
archival data

Table 4 (continued) 
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Gollnhofer & Kuruoglu, 2018; Kullak et al., 2022; Wiebe & 
Mitchell, 2022; Yngfalk & Yngfalk, 2020).

By entailing the purposive action of individuals and 
organizations to create, maintain, and disrupt institutions 
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), institutional work reorients 
institutional thinking toward actors who are able to cre-
ate institutions via heterogenous forms of work aimed at 
changing the shared cognitive, meaning or belief systems 
underpinning institutions, or exerting a political influence 
on them (Gawer & Phillips, 2013). MSD research has prop-
erly accounted for these various forms of institutional work, 
and the effects and dynamics that they trigger across dif-
ferent market configurations. For example, Coskuner-Balli 
et al. (2021) documented how, in the contested cannabis 
market, the pioneer brand Madmen managed to navigate 
the intrinsic complexity of the field by means of acquiring 
and redistributing field-configuring resources, and copying 
what other actors do in parallel fields, eventually promot-
ing the formation of new consumers’ identities. In a simi-
lar vein, Regany et al. (2021) outlined that the dominant 
emancipatory movement which led to delegitimating the 
safsari is instantiated via works of dissociation and discon-
nection, whilst the dominated traditionalist logic, which 
tries to revamp the contested product, presents processes 
of nostalgic reconstruction, preservation of cultural heri-
tage and local identity, and adaptation of utilitarian conve-
nience. Furthermore, Ertimur and Chen (2020) found that 
three main groups of actors, namely academics, healthcare 
professionals, and market agents such as bloggers, entre-
preneurs, and producers, were all engaged in the process of 
theorizing, mythologizing, and customizing the paleo diet to 
renovate this product category.

Methodologically speaking, despite an evident increase 
in the richness of the data gathered and analytical 
approaches, the adulthood stage displays a tendency, on the 
one hand, to privilege traditional CCT methods such as (n)
ethnography and phenomenological approaches, and on the 
other, to embark on longitudinal analyses with limited time 
spans (e.g., few months), and thus not inherently historical. 
Although the latter is not a drawback per se, these tenden-
cies are somehow misaligned with the MSD approach, and 
promise to overcome the microlevel and variance biases 
characterizing consumer research. For example, Gollnhofer 
and Kuruoglu’s (2018) exploration of makeshift markets, 
Debenedetti et al.’s (2020) analysis of legitimacy mainte-
nance in French automotive industry, and Coskuner-Balli 
et al.’s (2021) investigation of cannabis market covered a 
period of two years; similarly, Hartman and Coslor’s (2019) 
analysis of the egg donor market, and Thompson-Whiteside 
and Turnbull’s (2021) exploration of the French advertising 
industry covered a period of approximately twelve months.

sellers and suppliers. Along these lines, Bajde et al.’s (2022) 
study on the evolution of the microfinance industry similarly 
accounted for the role that multiple audiences, e.g., experts, 
celebrities, politicians, commentators, industry members, 
industry-wide associations, governmental institutions, and 
NGOs, play in shaping the public discourse surrounding an 
industry.

The literature published since 2018 onward also features 
a shift of interest from powerful to less powerful market 
actors such as immigrants (Veresiu & Giesler, 2018), small 
producers (Baker & Nenonen, 2020), and oppressed social 
activists (Ghaffari et al., 2019), who were little considered 
but could foster market change(s) through their purpose-
ful work in overcoming market restrictions and barriers. 
It is also worth noting that the literature published during 
the MSD’s adulthood has not only expanded its scope of 
analysis by including a wider array of actors; it has also 
improved the MSD tradition in terms of ontological qual-
ity, because research started to more seriously acknowledge 
the influence of space and materiality in the market system 
(Huff et al., 2021; Smaniotto et al., 2021). In fact, from 2018 
onward, it was increasingly recognized that objects do not 
merely populate markets, but are able to shape the context in 
which they are embedded, with their own reflexive agency. 
For example, by combining MSD with constructivist think-
ing, Smaniotto et al. (2021) postulated that consumption 
logistics, i.e., “the system of interrelated practices order-
ing the heterogeneous entities of consumption in space and 
time” (p. 9), is not to be viewed as a mere practical process 
of market organization, but as a complex system of both 
practical and symbolic practices which creates the condi-
tions for markets to exist. Corroborating the importance 
of accounting for objects’ materiality in the investigation 
of market dynamics, the study by Huff et al. (2021) on the 
US cannabis market found that the legitimation process of 
a product passes through its expressive capacities, allowing 
consumers to make sense of the product itself, for instance 
by comparing it with other existing products. Through per-
formances of sensory (mis)alignments, objects manifest 
their political expressive capacities and manage to establish 
the cultural meanings that are necessary for a category to be 
accepted.

When considering the theoretical approaches being used, 
the MSD field’s adulthood is also visible in the gradual 
alignment of research with sociological theories suited to 
explaining how complex systems like markets can evolve 
and change.

A growing number of studies started to employ the actor-
oriented tenet of neo-institutional theory, i.e., institutional 
work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), to analyze market-
related phenomena (Baker et al., 2018; Coskuner-Balli 
et al., 2021; Ertekin & Atik, 2020; Ghaffari et al., 2019; 
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Discussion and conclusion

The above examination of the literature first identified if 
and to what extent the three tenets of actor pluralism, theo-
retical pluralism, and longitudinal methodologies (Giesler 
& Fischer, 2017) have been implemented in MSD oriented 
studies. Then it identified three main temporal phases corre-
sponding to as many stages of the field’s maturation–and for 
this reason named them ‘infancy,’ ‘adolescence,’ and ‘adult-
hood.’ Each stage does not only represent a gradual emanci-
pation of the field; it also makes it possible to infer a gradual 
process of MSD’s academic legitimation (Coskuner-Balli, 
2013).

Moreover, the application of Giesler and Thompson’s 
(2016) tutorial has made it possible to identify a tendency of 
MSD research to constantly fluctuate between an approach 
to market dynamics in which consumers are bestowed with 
the primary role as actors of change, and another one in 
which consumers’ transformative power is downplayed 
while the institutionalized and resilient nature of the struc-
tural conditions that characterize markets is acknowledged.

The results of our literature analysis enabled us to devise 
developmental trajectories for the field that we deem over-
riding to advance MSD and its agenda. These trajectories 
primarily concern theories and theoretical approaches, the 
number and nature of actors involved in studies, the type 
of market dynamics and research contexts considered and, 
finally, research methodologies and methods that can be 
potentially applied.

Regarding theories and theoretical approaches, our anal-
ysis made it possible to highlight the gradual transition of 
MSD toward an ontological and epistemological position 
more symmetrical with other streams of studies equally 
focused on market change. It seems that the more scholars 
look at market dynamics in a holistic fashion (i.e., includ-
ing a larger number of actors and market shaping forces), 
the more they reduce the freedom of consumers and their 
agency. Thus, a field which was born to emphasize the shap-
ing role of consumers in market dynamics evolved in such a 
way that the role of consumers was paradoxically gradually 
reduced.

We believe that this transition should not be viewed as a 
shortcoming of MSD studies. Rather, it can be interpreted 
as a natural evolution of the field toward a more balanced 
view of market changes, as well as a shift toward meso-level 
social theories which take the duality of agency and structure 
(Giddens, 1984; Sewell, 1992) into serious consideration.

Since this transition is now ongoing, we expect the 
field to become increasingly permeable to theoretical 
approaches like the institutional work approach (Batti-
lana & D’aunno, 2009; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Law-
rence et al., 2009), which relies on a growing awareness of 

Change theorizing

Compared to MSD’s infancy and adolescence, the number 
of studies focusing on transformative market dynamics has 
significantly grown during the field’s adulthood (see Baker 
and Nenonen, 2020; Baker et al., 2018; Biraghi et al., 2018; 
Diaz Ruiz and Makkar, 2021; Ertimur and Chen, 2020; 
Humphreys and Carpenter, 2018; Kertcher et al., 2020; 
Kullak et al., 2022; Maciel and Fischer, 2020; Nguyen and 
Özçaglar-Toulouse, 2021; Ulver, 2019; Collet and Rémy, 
2022; Ogada and Lindberg, 2022; Valor et al., 2021). Thus, 
it is not surprising that consumers’ enrollment in such 
dynamics of change is restrained, because consumers are 
very rarely considered by scholars as actors of change able 
to drive market transformations. The only exceptions are 
Ulver (2019), Maciel and Fischer (2020), Diaz Ruiz and 
Makkar (2021), and Valor et al. (2021) who respectively 
studied the emergence of the foodie culture, of craft brew-
eries, of board sports, and the ideological fight against the 
bullfighting industry. Despite dealing with different market 
categories, these studies were similar in their view of con-
sumers as key initiators of market shifts, which naturally 
granted them wider room for action and influence. The only 
two studies that framed consumers as actors of change, and 
that concentrated on disruptive market dynamics were both 
focused on the food market (Gollnhofer & Kuruoglu, 2018; 
Gollnhofer et al., 2019) and emphasized the ideological 
battles underlying a market that is increasingly perceived as 
unfair and fraught with contradictions.

A large number of studies published from 2018 onward 
instead framed consumers’ enrollment in market dynamics 
in recursive terms (Baker et al., 2018; Biraghi et al., 2018; 
Collet & Rémy, 2022; Coskuner-Balli et al., 2021; Ertekin 
& Atik, 2020; Ghaffari et al., 2019; Huff et al., 2021; Kert-
cher et al., 2020; Middleton & Turnbull, 2021; Mimoun et 
al., 2022; Regany et al., 2021; Ogada & Lindberg, 2022; 
Thompson-Whiteside & Turnbull, 2021; Veresiu & Giesler, 
2018; Weijo et al., 2018; Wiart et al., 2022). That is, they 
assumed that consumers are both active influencers of mar-
ket transformation and passive spectators of dynamics of 
change that do not necessarily fall under their control and 
within their sphere of action. As such, the majority of these 
studies were theoretically grounded on the tenets of institu-
tional theory and on its refinement with institutional logics 
and institutional work (see Baker et al., 2018; Coskuner-
Balli et al., 2021; Ertekin and Atik, 2020; Ghaffari et al., 
2019; Middleton and Turnbull, 2021; Regany et al., 2021; 
Thompson-Whiteside and Turnbull, 2021).
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market assemblages (Schöps et al., 2022), these could also 
include more recent theoretical tenets that accommodate the 
affordances of digital environments such as the connective 
actions logic (Bennett & Segerberg, 2012).

Accordingly, we see great potential in conducting MSD 
research through the combination of multiple theories, 
which might not necessarily be grounded in the same onto-
logical or epistemological tradition. As other scholars that 
have similarly focused on market changes contend (Durand 
& Thornton, 2018; Negro et al., 2010), markets and their 
dynamics are a byproduct of complex social negotiations 
and power relations, and for this reason can hardly be thor-
oughly understood through a single theoretical device.

Besides the need to enrich the ‘theoretical arsenal’ of 
MSD, we envisage a trajectory to advance the field which 
relates to extending the number and type of actors consid-
ered in market dynamics. We particularly highlight the need 
to look more closely at the role played by professional cor-
porations, trade authorities, regulators, policy makers, and 
other actors that are often responsible for setting the rules 
regulating the broader social arena in which market dynam-
ics take place and which have been given marginal impor-
tance in extant research. To be noted is that these actors are 
often responsible for a distinctive form of market dynamics 
hitherto less investigated, which is stability. Trade authori-
ties, policy makers, and professional corporations serve 
the primary function of maintaining the status quo of some 
unaltered, to the detriment of the role of others (Thornton 
& Ocasio, 2008). However, market stability can paradoxi-
cally be highly dynamic, because stability itself can be the 
outcome of the constant work of actors to keep it stable for 
their benefit.

Partly connected to this, we also envisage promising 
developments for studies focused on dynamics that have 
received comparably less attention–with a few exceptions 
(Baker et al., 2018; Gollnhofer & Kuruoglu, 2018; Parmen-
tier & Fischer, 2015; Valor et al., 2021)–such as market 
maturity and decline.

Another trajectory for future development of MSD con-
cerns research contexts. The literature analysis that we 
conducted revealed that MSD research is largely focused 
on non-mainstream markets, driving the field toward exoti-
cism (Kozinets, 2001, 2002). More research is consequently 
needed on more traditional markets, such as public utili-
ties, commodities, semiconductors, logistic services, and 
even B2B equipment. Although these markets are probably 
less ideologized and less culturalized than others, they are 
equally highly dynamic. For example, the current market for 
gas and electric power can be fruitfully investigated through 
the lens of MSD, because current price pressures result from 
the complex interplay of social, political, military, supra-
national, and environmental forces. Similarly, because at 

institutions–including markets–by simultaneously taking 
into account the transformative power of individual and col-
lective action (Kullak et al., 2022). Besides the institutional 
work approach, we also see great potential in the use of stra-
tegic action field (SAF) theory (Fligstein & McAdam, 2012) 
to explain market dynamics. By borrowing from practice 
(Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1984), institutional (DiMaggio 
& Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and social move-
ment theory (Morris & Mueller, 1992; Swaminathan & 
Wade, 2001), SAF theory makes it possible to focus on how 
social actors engage in individual and collective practices to 
change markets, emphasizing their ability to act while mind-
fully observing and reacting to what others are doing in the 
market. SAF is suited for use in MSD studies also because 
it is naturally inclined to historical methods (Pedeliento et 
al., 2020; Wadhwani, 2018) and is suited to achieving a 
“more contextual and contested understanding of how insti-
tutions interact in particular historical moments, how actors 
and social movements gain agency to bring about change, 
how meanings, ideas, and framing matter in this process, 
and how things change rather than how they stay the same” 
(Wadhwani, 2018, p. 628). SAF theory can also be very use-
ful for remedying the theoretical imprecision of MSD in its 
framing of conflicts. Parallel to this, we also believe that 
further studies should take more serious account of actors’ 
power endowment and relative influence strategies in order 
to explain why some dynamics occur. French and Raven’s 
(1959) classic theory of power can be adapted to explain 
why some actors succeed in their attempt to change markets 
while others fail.

Regardless of which theory is used in empirical research, 
we are convinced that the MSD transition toward a less 
agentic view of consumers provides this field of study with 
a valuable opportunity to meet and share the same path as 
pursued by other research traditions that likewise strive to 
answer the question of how markets evolve and change. As 
such, the over-reliance on neo-institutional explanations of 
market system dynamics should not force the stream into 
some form of theoretical inertia (Lounsbury et al., 2021). As 
partly shown by Jafari et al. (2022), we envisage significant 
opportunities for ‘MSD’ to become an overarching and suf-
ficiently broad label to encompass all scholarly traditions 
that are similarly coping with market dynamics, regard-
less of their disciplinary borders, such as, to name only a 
few, identity-based resource partitioning theory (Carroll & 
Swaminathan, 2000; McKendrick & Hannan, 2014), status 
(Bourdieu, 1984; Lamont, 1992; Simmel, 1957; Veblen, 
1959) and stigma theory (Goffman, 1963), as well as prac-
tice theory (Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1984; Schatzki, 
1996) and assemblage theory (Çalışkan & Callon, 2010; 
DeLanda, 2006; Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). In light of the 
increasingly predominant role of digital technologies in 
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unmanageable with manual approaches (DiMaggio et al., 
2013). Similarly, acknowledging the platformization and 
digitalization pressures that fragment markets through novel 
affordances (Van Dijck, 2021), we invite future scholars to 
expand their analysis of markets to include methods that 
exploit the online grounding of web-mediated market trans-
actions and that allow the navigation of networked digital 
market assemblages (Rogers, 2019; Schöps et al., 2022).

Limitations and implications

The literature review reported by this paper was intended 
to establish clear intellectual boundaries for the research 
field known as MSD, and to determine how it has evolved 
since its inception. The historical reconstruction of studies 
published from 2003 to 2022 made it possible to fulfil both 
these aims. However, the results, the theoretical contribu-
tions, and the developmental trajectories that we advance in 
this research must be viewed in the light of its limitations. 
The first limitation concerns the data collection strategy and 
the criteria we used to include/exclude research contribu-
tions in our dataset and which led to the exclusion of book 
chapters and conference papers. Although book chapters 
and conference proceedings are often the main outlets in 
which new and unorthodox research ideas are proposed and 
advanced before they gain traction and become mainstream, 
we decided to limit our analysis to published papers alone 
for the sake of robustness, reliability, and replicability of 
the methodology. In fact, while we can reasonably assert 
that all of the relevant research on MSD has been published 
by indexed journals, we cannot do the same about book 
chapters and conference proceedings. Thus, including these 
research outputs would have increased arbitrariness in the 
search strategy and would have added subjectivity to the 
research results and to the interpretations of them that we 
provide.

A second limitation relates to overreliance on Giesler and 
Fischer’s (2017) tenets. Although this contribution provides 
a valuable and easily actionable intelligible lens through 
which to make sense of the historical evolution of the MSD 
field since its inception, we are aware that other lenses could 
have been used and would have led to different interpreta-
tions of the field’s evolution. For example, acknowledging 
MSD’s coupling with CCT, a critical analysis of the litera-
ture could have been conducted using the four ‘tenets’ of 
CCT, i.e., (1) consumer identity projects, (2) marketplace 
cultures, (3) the sociohistoric patterning of consumption, 
and (4) mass-mediated marketplace ideologies and consum-
ers’ interpretive strategies (Arnould & Thompson, 2005), 
leading to different conclusions and perhaps to the plotting 
of different developmental paths.

present investigations on low-tech markets outnumber those 
on high-tech markets, more studies are needed on tech-
driven markets and on the generative power of technologies 
in shaping market dynamics.

Again in regard to contexts, the reconstruction of MSD 
studies shows a net prevalence of research in the Western 
world. Now more than ever, in a world in which East-
West cultural tensions are rising again from the ashes of 
the Cold War, fueled by the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, 
more research is needed not only to understand how market 
dynamics occur and assume different forms in non-Western 
contexts, but also–and primarily–how markets amplify a 
Western/Eastern antagonistic ethos.

Finally, research methodologies and methods are a further 
(and very promising) avenue for MSD development. First, 
we advocate truly historical market inquiries, spanning lon-
ger timeframes such as decades or even centuries. As put 
forth by ‘history in theory’ approaches (Kipping & Üsdiken, 
2014; Maclean et al., 2016), only such long spans can yield 
a comprehensive conceptualization of market dynamics. 
Moreover, if one accepts the idea that theoretical plural-
ism is needed to explain complex market phenomena, such 
theoretical pluralism requires methodological pluralism and 
must be open to quantitative measurements (Huff et al., 
2021) or quali-quantitative analyses (Aranda et al., 2021). 
Quantitative approaches can greatly help and complement 
interpretivist market inquiries on MSD. For example, the 
computation of firm-concentration ratios has proven help-
ful for illustrating resource partitioning dynamics (Carroll 
& Swaminathan, 2000). In this vein, Watts (2018) suggests 
that synthetic language-based models of market dynamics 
could aid qualitative market inquiries because they would 
make it possible to collect large amounts of market-related 
textual data, and to identify ‘entry points’ for more in-depth 
analysis of discrepancies in observed behaviors (Arnould 
& Wallendorf, 1994). Moreover, we contend that research 
designs that lie at the intersection of quali-quantitative epis-
temologies can provide multiple opportunities to advance 
MSD research (DiMaggio et al., 2013; Hannigan et al., 
2019). In fact, there is a fertile tradition in disciplines such 
as sociology, management and organization studies, which 
successfully employ quali-quantitative methodologies to 
unpack the multifaceted dynamics of culture, meanings, 
and materiality (DiMaggio et al., 2013; Höllerer et al., 2019; 
Kozlowski et al., 2019; Mohr et al., 2020). Since markets 
are increasingly embedded in texts (Humphreys, 2021) and 
images (Belk, 2011), we contend that methodologies such 
as topic modeling and the broader field of text and image 
mining could be adopted for the cultural analysis of mar-
ket system dynamics, because these methodologies are able 
to accommodate heteroglossia and relationality of mean-
ing, and to navigate through volumes of data that would be 
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products, but has also intentionally or unintentionally radi-
cally shifted the fashion industry toward a new sustainable 
logic (Ertekin et al., 2020).
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