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Abstract 
 

This multiple case study revealed that national sport organisations can play a role in 

facilitating and developing sport tourism by interacting with sport tour operators. It 

investigated why and how four Australian national sport organisations (NSOs) interacted with 

a sport tour operator (STO). The four NSOs featured in this research are Tennis Australia, the 

Australian Rugby Union, Cricket Australia, and Football Federation Australia. These four 

NSOs play a role in hosting major international sport events in Australia, and also send 

Australian representative teams to major events hosted overseas. FanFirm, an Australian 

based STO, sells tour packages to many of these events. The four NSOs often interact with 

FanFirm in the provision of this service and in doing so play a role in encouraging sport event 

tourism. 

This research responds to a lack of research on the role, or potential role, of the NSO–

STO nexus in delivering tourists to major sport events. To inquire into the NSO–STO nexus, 

this qualitative case study sought to ascertain the perspectives of four NSOs on the evolution, 

logistics, benefits, and pitfalls of interacting with STOs. Underpinned by stakeholder theory, 

the research asked why the NSOs initiated interactions with FanFirm, how they managed the 

interactions, and why the interactions were maintained.  

A comparison of the four cases identified four major themes which encapsulate why 

and how the NSOs and STOs interact. The factors motivating and facilitating collaboration 

between the NSOs and FanFirm are multifaceted and the themes reflect this. Broad contextual 

factors in the NSOs’ operating milieus, or “distal preconditions”, first led the NSOs to 

recognise the benefits of sport event tourism. The decision to collaborate was further 

influenced by “proximal preconditions”, or factors that directly facilitated or impeded the 

NSO–STO interactions. NSO–STO collaborations commenced when the preconditions were 

favourable. The collaborations were then managed through a process of “resource 

interactions”, whereby both parties contributed to the development and sale of sport tour 

packages. Finally, the sharing of resources produced “relational outcomes”; in particular, 

interaction produced financial and intangible benefits for the NSOs. This led to the conclusion 

that the NSOs maintained their relationships with STOs for instrumental reasons. 

The findings of this research suggest that STOs are not the most salient of the many 

stakeholders with whom NSOs interact in the delivery of major events. However, the NSO–

STO interaction was utilitarian for the NSOs: it provided each NSO with a means to increase 

the commercial value of its tickets; it facilitated the provision of a tour service to loyal fans; it 

ensured that Australian athletes were supported during international contests; and it 

encouraged sport event tourism.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 

This research used a multiple case study approach to investigate the dynamics of interactions 

between four Australian national sport organisations and one sport tour operator. The four 

national sport organisations are: Tennis Australia; the Australian Rugby Union; Cricket 

Australia; and Football Federation Australia. All four organisations oversee the involvement 

of Australian athletes and teams in an annual schedule of elite-level international mass-

spectator events. Some of these events are held in Australia, while others are hosted overseas. 

The sport tour operator FanFirm, trading under various names, develops and sells tour 

packages to many of these events. The national sport organisations featured in this research 

interact with sport tour companies like FanFirm to facilitate the provision of this service. This 

research sought to determine how and why the four national sport organisations established 

and maintain a relationship with FanFirm and its associated brands. The research focuses on 

the perspectives of the four national sport organisations as their role in generating tourism to 

major sport events has hitherto been overlooked. 

 This introductory chapter begins by providing an overview of the research context. 

This is followed by a synopsis of the theoretical underpinnings of the study. The research 

questions are then stated and explained. The subsequent section provides an overview of the 

research design and introduces the five organisations featured in this investigation. This is 

followed by a statement on the significance of the research. Finally, the chapter concludes 

with an overview of the structure of this thesis. 

 

1.1 Background to the Study 
 

Sport tourism has been described as a partnership between the “world’s largest social 

phenomenon” and the “world’s biggest industry” (Kurtzman & Zauhar, 2003, p. 41). There is 

evidence that people have travelled to watch or participate in sporting events for centuries, 

dating at least as far back as the ancient Olympic Games in 776BC (Guttmann, 1981, 1986; 

Standeven & De Knop, 1999). In modern times, sport-related travel has grown to become a 

“multi-billion dollar business and one of the fastest growing and most intriguing of modern-

day service industries” (Tourism Australia, 2005, para. 1). Gibson (1998) suggested that sport 

tourism can be divided into three categories: travel to participate in sport (active sport 

tourism), travel to watch sport events (sport event tourism), and travel to visit and venerate 

sport attractions (nostalgia sport tourism). Of these categories, sport event tourism is the most 

pertinent to this research.  
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In Australia, the opportunities afforded by sport tourism, particularly sport event 

tourism, became a significant focus in the lead-up to the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games (Deery 

& Jago, 2005). As a result, responsibility for sport and for tourism was positioned in the same 

Commonwealth portfolio and was overseen by a single federal minister, the Federal Minister 

for Sport and Tourism. There was an extensive and coordinated effort to maximise the 

tourism-related benefits of hosting the Games (Deery & Jago, 2005). The Australian Tourist 

Commission (ATC) (2001) implemented the Olympic Games Tourism Strategy which was 

designed to take advantage of the “once in a lifetime opportunity” (p. 2) to enhance 

Australia’s international inbound tourism, as well as global awareness of Australia as a 

tourism destination. In response to the ATC initiative, the Director of Marketing of the 

International Olympic Committee (IOC), Michael Payne was quoted as saying: “Australia is 

the first Olympic host nation to take full advantage of the Games to vigorously pursue tourism 

for the benefit of the whole country” (ATC, 2001, p. 1).  

In preparation for the Games, the Federal Minister for Sport and Tourism, the Hon. 

Jackie Kelly MP, undertook consultation on the implementation of a national sport tourism 

strategy. In 2000, the minister released a draft document, Towards a National Sports Tourism 

Strategy (hereafter the Strategy), that aimed to “facilitate a viable and internationally 

competitive sports tourism industry” (Department of Industry, Science, and Resources (DISR), 

2000, p. 5). According to the Strategy the Australian sport tourism sector had “enormous 

potential for further development” (p. 41). 

However, the Strategy suggested that in Australia, sport tourism opportunities had not 

been maximised due to a lack of coordination between the disparate state and federal 

government departments and agencies and the private sector organisations involved in the 

delivery of sport and tourism. The Strategy also suggested that historically, sporting events 

had been “organised by sporting organisations for purely sporting purposes” (p. 6) with little 

attention paid to maximising the tourism potential of those events. It noted that there was little 

incentive for sport organisations such as those featured in this research to encourage sport 

tourism, as many of the benefits of tourism accrued to other parties, including sport tour 

operators and accommodation and transport providers in the location where the event was 

held. The Strategy made some suggestions on how the “potential failure of the market” (p. 6), 

caused by lack of coordination, could be overcome. However, before the Strategy was 

finalised a government reshuffle saw the DISR disbanded. Responsibility for sport and for 

tourism was assigned to separate government portfolios (Deery & Jago, 2005).  

Despite the impediments to growth noted in the Strategy, sport tourism has provided a 

“healthy stimulus” to the Australian tourism industry (Department of Industry, Tourism, and 

Resources (DITR), 2007, para. 13). In 2007, DITR identified sport tourism as a high priority 

niche tourism market. It noted that in the year ending September 2006, over 49 000 
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international visitors travelled to Australia to participate in or watch organised sport. DITR 

(2007) also noted that during the same time period sport events motivated three million 

overnight trips within Australia.  

A growing number of sports fans travel domestically and internationally in order to 

support athletes or teams (Davies & Williment, 2008). Sport fans can travel independently, or 

they can purchase travel packages sold by tour operators. Tour operators function as “tourism 

intermediaries” (Smith, 2007b, p. 185), connecting consumers with sport events and tourism 

providers in the event host destination. Sport tour operators (STOs) sell sport event tickets 

with accommodation, transport, and other tourist activities, combined into one product, at one 

all-inclusive price (Goodall & Bergsma, 1991; Hooper, 1995; Sheldon, 1986). Williams (2003) 

described the appeal of purchasing a travel package to attend a sport event as the “value-

added” and “hassle-free” (p. 47) nature of packaged travel. Travel packages can provide 

“access to hard-to-get tickets for special events, the ‘inside knowledge’ provided by the tour 

escort, or the chance not only to meet but to share the odd beer with a sporting hero” 

(Williams, 2003, p. 47).  

Tickets to major international sport events are typically a key commercial asset of the 

national sport organisation (NSO) hosting the event. For these NSOs the sale of event tickets 

to individual patrons, tour companies, or corporate guests, is an important revenue stream 

(Neale & Funk, 2006). A NSO is the peak governing body of a sport within a given country’s 

national boundaries (Daly, 2006). NSOs are responsible for overseeing the administration and 

strategic development of their sport within their jurisdiction (Hoehn, 2007). NSOs also play a 

role in attracting, organising, and delivering major international sport events. Holding sport 

events is an important way for NSOs to generate revenue and exposure for their sport 

(Australian Sports Commission (ASC), 1990).  

Mason (1999) noted that as elite sport has become increasingly commercialised there 

has been a proliferation of entrepreneurial business activity stemming from, and dependent on, 

its marketability. Sport tour companies exemplify this observation because they exploit the 

appeal of professional sport by selling travel packages to sport events. To sell these packages 

STOs are reliant on access to sport events. Borland and Macdonald (2003) proposed the 

notion of “derived demand” for professional sport whereby a sporting contest is “used as an 

input in the production of another good or service” (p. 479). The travel packages developed 

by STOs illustrate this derived demand for professional sport because STOs use the sporting 

event as a component, or input, in the production of a sport tour. Borland and Macdonald 

(2003) described derived demand as inextricably linked to the popularity of a sport or a 

particular sport competition. They also noted that derived demand creates a “nexus” (p. 490) 

between the owners of a sport property and those organisations who seek to use it as an input 

in the production of their own goods or services. 
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The review of literature on sport tourism, presented in Chapter Two, found that there 

was a dearth of academic inquiry on the “nexus” between NSOs and STOs. The review 

suggested that while sport events and sport tourism have become areas of substantial 

academic inquiry, the role, or potential role, of NSOs and the NSO–STO nexus in generating 

sport tourism remains largely unexplored. As explained in the next section, through this nexus 

STOs are stakeholders of NSOs: That is, STOs are one of the many parties with which NSOs 

interact. NSOs must manage their relationships with stakeholders like STOs that have a 

derived demand for major sport events. To explain this relationship, this research is 

underpinned by a management theory known as stakeholder theory. While the next section 

previews the theory and its use, a more detailed explanation is provided in Chapter Three. 

 

1.2 Overview of the Theoretical Framework 
 

Stakeholder theorists view an organisation as an entity through which “numerous and diverse 

participants accomplish multiple … purposes” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 70). The core 

contention of stakeholder theory is that an organisation’s survival and success is influenced 

by its ability to recognise and accommodate the varying needs, goals, and expectations of 

those diverse participants, or stakeholders, with which it interacts (Freeman, 1984). A 

stakeholder is any group or individual who can affect, or be affected by, the activities of an 

organisation (Freeman, 1984). Stakeholders have something “at stake” (Harrison, 2004, p. 24) 

or something of value that is voluntarily or involuntarily at risk. By this definition a STO is a 

stakeholder of the NSOs which can provide the major event tickets needed to create sport tour 

packages.  

An instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory was adopted in this research. An 

instrumental interpretation can be used to explore the extent to which an organisation is able 

to achieve its own performance goals whilst accommodating the objectives of its stakeholders 

(Butterfield, Reed, & Lemak, 2004). In the context of this research, NSOs must find ways to 

manage the demands of entrepreneurial businesses like STOs that have a derived demand for 

sporting contests, whilst concurrently achieving their own performance goals. However, an 

instrumental approach acknowledges that an organisation possesses finite resources. 

Therefore, it may not be possible for a NSO to satisfy the needs of all its stakeholders. In 

these circumstances organisations may face the challenge of determining which stakeholders 

warrant the most attention. Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997) suggested that managers 

prioritise stakeholders based on the degree to which each one is perceived to possess three 

attributes: power, legitimacy, and urgency. They argued that organisations pay most attention 

to those stakeholders which possess all three attributes and less attention to those which only 
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possess two or one of the three attributes. Once an organisation has identified its key 

stakeholders, its next challenge is to determine how it can achieve its own performance goals 

whilst satisfying the needs of key stakeholders.  

In light of this challenge, the review of literature on stakeholder theory in Chapter 

Three considers the concept of inter-organisational collaboration: the formation of mutually 

beneficial alliances between two or more organisations (Gray & Wood, 1991). Forming 

alliances may enhance an organisation’s ability to fulfil its own performance goals, while also 

fulfilling the needs of its stakeholders. Devine, Boyle, and Boyd (2011) described the 

importance of inter-organisational relationships in the delivery of sport tourism, stating that 

“the dynamic interface between sport and tourism offers much scope for collaboration” (p. 

23).  

In this research stakeholder theory is used as a lens through which to examine the 

NSO–STO nexus. It was considered an appropriate choice of theory because of the diversity 

of stakeholders that seek to accomplish their objectives through interacting with NSOs 

(Hoehn, 2007; UK Sport, 2003). For example, in the planning and hosting of major sport 

events, NSOs may interact with: other sport governing bodies; elite athletes or teams; 

facilities managers and owners; event promoters; government sport, event, or tourism 

departments; sponsors; the media; tour operators and other tourism providers; the event host 

community and its businesses; fans; corporate guests; and the suppliers of goods and services 

(ASC, 1990; DISR, 2000; Green, 2001a). Interaction between NSOs and STOs occurs in this 

broader context. STOs compete against other stakeholders for access to tickets which are one 

of the NSOs’ valuable and finite resources. 

 

1.3 The Research Questions 
 

The aim of this research was to identify the range of factors that facilitate and motivate NSOs 

to interact with STOs. A review of literature, presented in Chapter Two, led to the conclusion 

that NSO–STO interaction had not been extensively investigated. Thus, to inquire into this 

topic this research sought to answer, from the perspective of NSOs, the fundamental questions 

of how and why NSO–STO interactions occur. The research focuses on the NSOs’ 

perspectives on the NSO–STO nexus because the role or potential role of NSOs in sport event 

tourism has not previously received extensive academic attention. This is despite the fact that 

NSOs are central to providing major sport events (ASC, 1990). Thus, this research sought to 

elucidate why NSOs commenced interaction with STOs, how they managed that interaction, 

and, where relevant, why they continued the interaction over time. 



 

6 
 

As explained in Section 1.4, due to the preliminary nature of this investigation, case study 

was selected as an appropriate strategy of inquiry to examine the NSO–STO nexus. Four 

cases were selected, as depicted in Figure 1 and explained in Section 1.5. By examining these 

four relationships, the research sought to answer the following questions from the perspective 

of the NSOs: 

1. Why did the collaboration between the NSOs and STO start? 

2. How have the NSOs managed their respective relationships with the STO? 

3. Why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with the STO? 

Question three is the most significant of the research questions posed. Question three 

queries why NSOs, as the hosts, organisers, and/or owners of an event property, facilitate the 

activities of entrepreneurial sport tour companies. Through question three, the research sought 

to elucidate what (if any) benefits NSOs could gain from allowing and assisting STOs to 

capitalise on their major sport events. Questions one and two were needed to garner 

contextual, descriptive information about the origins and nature of the four case study NSO–

STO relationships. In particular, question two sought to ascertain the practicalities of the 

interactions. It was considered that by asking why the interactions started, and how the 

interactions occurred, questions one and two provide the basis for understanding why the 

NSOs have maintained their interactions with STOs.  

 

FanFirm

Case study 1

Case study 2

Case study 3

Case study 4

Tennis Australia

Australian Rugby Union

Cricket Australia

Football Federation 
Australia

National Sport 
Organisations Sport Tour Operator

 

Figure 1: The case study relationships examined in this research 
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1.4 Overview of the Research Design 
 

This section begins by providing an overview of the methodological approach employed in 

this study. A more detailed justification and description of methodology is provided in 

Chapter Four.  

This qualitative research project was designed as a multiple case study. Case study 

was considered an expedient strategy of inquiry for the following reasons. First, a case study 

approach is considered suitable in research that asks “how” and “why” questions (Yin, 2009), 

such as the questions posed in this research. Second, case study research involves the in-depth 

investigation of a phenomenon (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). This feature of case study research 

is valuable where knowledge on a topic is “incomplete or non-existent” (Punch, 2005, p. 147). 

The review of literature suggested that at present there is a paucity of information on the topic 

of NSO–STO interaction. Consequently, as depicted in Figure 1, four instances of NSO–STO 

interaction were selected for a preliminary, in-depth investigation of this topic.  

The decision to feature more than one case study was designed to facilitate 

comparison of the motives for, the management of, and the outcomes delivered by, each of 

the four NSO–STO relationships. Stake (2005) asserted that “how we learn from a singular 

case is related to how the case is like and unlike other cases” (p. 454).  Consequently, four 

cases were selected for this research based on the principle of theoretical replication, or the 

expectation that each case would provide a unique perspective on the phenomenon of interest 

(Gall et al., 2007).  

Two forms of qualitative data were collected on the four cases: documentary evidence 

and in-depth interviews. The collection of documentary evidence focused on a combination of 

official documents such as NSO annual reports and strategic plans, as well as NSO and travel 

operator web pages, tour package content, and general media sources. In total 31 official 

documents, 63 general media articles, and content from 11 websites were collected and 

analysed (see Appendix A).  The analysis of documentary evidence facilitated the 

establishment of what Gall et al. (2007) described as the “real-life context” (p. 447) of each 

case and this aided in the development and interpretation of the second data source, in-depth 

interviews. 

In-depth interviews were conducted with 17 key past and present staff from the case 

study organisations. The key informants were identified through the document analysis and 

through “snowballing” and they were chosen due to their specific involvement in, and 

knowledge of, the NSO–STO interactions. The in-depth interviews elicited a range of detailed 

perspectives on how and why the NSO–STO interactions occurred. Interviews were 

transcribed and analysed using a three-stage coding process (Neumann, 2004). Further details 
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of this process are provided in Chapter Four. The next section introduces the organisations 

that comprise the four case studies examined in this research. 

 

1.5 Introduction to the Organisations Featured in this Research 
 

This section introduces the four NSOs and the STO featured in this research and explains why 

each organisation was selected.  

 

1.5.1 The national sport organisations 

 

Tennis Australia (TA), the Australian Rugby Union (ARU), Cricket Australia (CA), and 

Football Federation Australia (FFA) are the peak governing bodies of their respective sports 

within Australia. In Australia, tennis, rugby union, cricket, and football are what Shilbury, 

Deane, and Kellett (2006) defined as corporate sports, or “high profile sports that conduct 

national or professional competitions” (p. 151). Corporate sports have six interrelated 

characteristics: 1) a sophisticated, centralised administrative structure, 2) they employ 

professionals and pay their athletes; 3) they have the ability to generate substantial income; 4) 

they have a management team that monitors the organisation’s internal and external operating 

environments; 5) they have uncertainty of outcome in their competitions, and; 6) they hold 

events that provide entertainment (Shilbury et al., 2006).  

Australian NSOs are responsible for the administration and strategic development of 

their sports in Australia (Daly, 2006; Hoehn, 2007). In addition, they oversee the involvement 

of Australian athletes and teams in an annual schedule of elite-level international mass-

spectator events, some hosted in Australia, some overseas. In the following preview of each 

NSO, major events for which FanFirm develops and sells tour packages are noted, as these 

events are central to understanding the NSO–STO nexus. For the events hosted in Australia, 

all four NSOs in this study have established some form of “travel programme”: or strategic 

approach to officially endorsing selected STOs and managing the distribution of event tickets 

to STOs for inclusion in travel packages. In contrast, the events hosted abroad may not be 

included in the four NSOs’ travel programmes, as Australian NSOs may not be eligible for 

tickets to some events owned or hosted by overseas sport governing bodies. However, 

FanFirm may still be able to access these events by tendering directly to the event organiser 

for tickets.  
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1.5.1.1 Tennis Australia  

 

TA is introduced first as it is the NSO with the longest connection to FanFirm. The primary 

reason why TA is featured in this research is that TA staff played a fundamental role in the 

genesis of The Fanatics supporter group (see Section 1.5.2). The Fanatics was the antecedent 

of Fanatics Sports and Party Tours (FSPT), the first of FanFirm’s sport tour brands. TA has 

permitted groups of Fanatics to attend Davis Cup events since 1997. The Davis Cup is an 

international tennis tournament for the national teams of 125 countries (International Tennis 

Federation, 2010). In some years, Davis Cup ties are scheduled in Australia, while in other 

years the Australian team predominantly competes overseas. 

TA (2008) has also permitted FanFirm to offer tour packages to its “marquee event” 

(p. 13), the Australian Open (AO). The AO is TA’s most commercially successful event. It is 

the first of four international grand slam tennis events and is hosted annually in Melbourne, 

Victoria. It attracts worldwide interest, with live spectator and broadcast audiences increasing 

year by year (TA, 2008). In 2007, the Victorian Minister for Tourism and Major Events, Tim 

Holding, reported that hosting the AO added an additional 550 000 “visitor nights” to the state, 

as a result of both international and domestic tourists attending the event. TA runs a 

commercial travel programme for the AO for which it strategically licenses domestic and 

overseas travel agencies to sell tour packages to the event. While TA has allegedly resisted 

granting The Fanatics supporter group a bulk ticket allocation to the AO, it has allowed 

FanFirm tour brands to sell travel packages to the event (Pearce, 2004). 

 

1.5.1.2 Australian Rugby Union  

 

The ARU first interacted with the FanFirm brand FSPT in 2002 in relation to international 

events contested by the Australian men’s national rugby union team, the Wallabies. As 

explained in this section, the Wallabies participate in an annual schedule of events referred to 

as the Tri Nations series, which is overseen by SANZAR, an alliance between the peak rugby 

governing bodies of South Africa, New Zealand, and Australia. The Tri Nations test series is 

contested by the national teams of the three members of the SANZAR alliance. As part of the 

Tri Nations series, the outcomes of matches between Australia and New Zealand are used to 

determine which nation wins the highly coveted Bledisloe Cup. Attendance figures illustrate 

that Bledisloe Cup matches are the most significant annual rugby events held in Australia. 

The number of Bledisloe Cup matches held annually varies from two to four, with Australia 

and New Zealand usually sharing hosting rights. For example, there were three Bledisloe Cup 



 

10 
 

matches in 2006, two in 2007 (due to the 2007 Rugby World Cup, which impacts on 

international rugby scheduling), and four in 2008 (one of which was hosted in Hong Kong). 

The ARU annually interacts with a number of different STOs for commercial reasons. 

In 2006, the ARU’s Commercial Operations division declared that it’s “travel programme 

forms a very important part of the ARU’s commercial activities” (ARU, 2006, p. 57). The 

ARU first licensed FSPT as a travel agent for Bledisloe Cup matches hosted in New Zealand. 

For the sale of rugby tours, FSPT began to trade as Wallaby Travel. For example, in the 

ARU’s 2005 annual report, the ARU Commercial Operations division described how “The 

Fanatics (licensed as Wallaby Travel) sold packages to all overseas Wallabies matches” (p. 

51). From this limited start, the relationship between the ARU and FanFirm grew, with Writer 

reporting in 2006 that FSPT had secured “the prized gig” (p. 25) of being the ARU’s official 

tour operator for the 2007 Rugby World Cup. 

In 2006 the ARU’s Commercial Operations division announced that the “Australian 

Rugby Union, in conjunction with Wallaby Travel, was successful in obtaining a Travel 

License to sell [travel] packages to the Rugby World Cup 2007” (p. 57). The Rugby World 

Cup (RWC) is a quadrennial event owned by the International Rugby Board (IRB), the world 

governing body for rugby union. The 2007 RWC was hosted in France (with some games in 

Wales and Scotland).  The ARU entered a joint venture with Wallaby Travel and offered a 

range of tour packages from Australia to the event. In its 2007 annual report, for the first time, 

the ARU reported income from travel packages. Travel packages contributed one per cent of 

the ARU’s overall income of around AUD$77 million. 

FSPT ceased trading as Wallaby Travel after the 2007 RWC. FanFirm introduced We 

Love Rugby as a replacement brand. The ARU have continued to license We Love Rugby as 

an official tour provider. 

 

1.5.1.3 Cricket Australia 

 

In contrast to the other NSOs featured in this research, CA does not license FanFirm to sell 

tour packages to cricket events. Instead, the FanFirm brand FSPT is permitted to organise 

groups of its members, the Fanatics, to attend cricket events in Australia on a “ticket-only” 

basis. In the past, this was because CA officially endorsed other tour operators (such as 

Australian Sports Tours). Then, in 2008, CA established the Cricket Australia Travel Office 

(CATO), which outsourced the management of CA’s travel programme. As a result of this 

initiative, CA’s interaction with FanFirm has been limited.  

While FanFirm’s access to international cricket events in Australia has been 

constrained, it has regularly sold tours to overseas cricket events contested by the Australian 
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men’s cricket team. Cricket Australia (CA) is a full member of the International Cricket 

Council (ICC), the world governing body of cricket. Being a full member enables CA to host, 

or send Australian cricket teams to compete in ICC-sanctioned international events. In 

addition, the ICC owns the quadrennial Cricket World Cup (CWC). FanFirm can negotiate 

directly with the hosts of overseas cricket matches and with the organisers of the CWC to be 

an official tour provider. This means that when FanFirm offers tours to cricket events, it is 

generally through negotiation with the event’s organisers, not CA.  

Of the international test matches in which Australia competes, the Ashes series 

against England attracts the most attention. In 2005, England hosted and won the Ashes for 

the first time in 18 years. Due to England’s win, the next Ashes, hosted in Australia in the 

summer of 2006/2007 attracted an “unprecedented” (CA, 2007, p. 51) level of interest and 

was “the most anticipated cricket series in Australian history” (CA, 2007, p. 6). CA assigned 

FSPT a group ticket allocation at all five of the test matches that made up the Ashes series. 

However, due to the huge demand for the event, FSPT’s tickets were sold online at the same 

time as all other tickets. This meant that when demand exceeded supply, FSPT’s tickets were 

sold to patrons who were not members of the Fanatics. Despite this, during the 2006/2007 

Ashes series, the Fanatics regularly featured in the media. The group was often portrayed as 

the Australian equivalent of the Barmy Army, the English cricket supporter group (ABC 

Adelaide, 2006; Huxley, 2006; Marszalek, 2006). Despite the fact that FSPT is not officially 

endorsed by CA, its members, the Fanatics, have managed to establish an association with 

cricket events in Australia. This unique facet of CA–FanFirm interaction justified its inclusion 

in this research. 

 

1.5.1.4 Football Federation Australia 

 

FFA first interacted with the FanFirm brand FSPT prior to the 2006 Fédération Internationale 

de Football Association (FIFA) World Cup in Germany in 2006. The Australian men’s 

football team, the Socceroos, qualified for the 2006 World Cup by defeating Uruguay in 

Sydney in 2005. The significance of the Socceroos’ qualification was summed up by FFA’s 

former chief executive officer, John O’Neill (2007), who emphasised that it had been 32 years 

since Australia’s first and only previous appearance at the World Cup. The FIFA World Cup 

is one of the largest events in the world (Horne, 2007). The Socceroos’ qualification 

generated “considerable popular interest” (Hay & Joel, 2007, p. 20) in football in Australia, 

leading to the suggestion that the “dormant giant” (Hallinan et al., 2007, p. 284) in Australian 

sport had woken. 
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As the national governing body of a participating team, FFA received an allocation of 

tickets to Australia’s 2006 FIFA World Cup games and engaged FSPT to distribute them. 

FFA and FSPT created FFA Travel (2006), the “Exclusive Official Travel Operator of 

Football Federation Australia for the FIFA World Cup 2006”. FFA Travel used a percentage 

of FFA’s ticket allocation to create outbound tour packages. According to Warren 

Livingstone, Australia’s involvement in the 2006 World Cup attracted an “overwhelming” 

response, with tens of thousands of fans vying for FFA’s limited allocation of tickets (ABC 

Online, 2005).   

FFA Travel established a system whereby those interested in attending the 2006 FIFA 

World Cup applied for tickets via email or fax on a given date, at a given time. Emailed and 

faxed requests for tickets were processed by FSPT on a “first in, first served” basis. The 

comments of FFA officials published in the media described FSPT’s work in a positive light. 

However, some media reports focused on disgruntled soccer fans who dismissed FSPT’s 

ticketing process as farcical (ABC Online, 2005; Clark, 2005; “Massive demand for World 

Cup tickets”, 2005). In addition, Hay and Joel (2007) described fans who signed up for one of 

FFA Travel’s more expensive tours as having been “exploited on a giant scale” (p. 26). They 

recorded “scathing” (p. 26) complaints against FFA Travel which claimed that advertised tour 

inclusions did not eventuate; that written itineraries were not provided; and that the overall 

quality of tour services was misrepresented. After the 2006 FIFA World Cup, FFA Travel did 

not continue to trade. However, FanFirm has continued its involvement in football.  

FIFA (2008) divides the world into six regional confederations for administrative 

purposes. In 2006, FFA was moved from the Oceanic Football Confederation (OFC) to the 

Asian Football Confederation (AFC). In a National Press Club address, the FFA chief 

executive officer O’Neill (2006) described the move to the AFC as a strategic “repositioning” 

(para. 41) of Australian football, noting that the move would unlock new commercial 

opportunities. In particular, FFA moved to a “regular, rolling four year calendar of scheduled, 

meaningful, high-quality, high-value” (O’Neill, 2006, para. 26) events as part of the Asian 

Cup and FIFA World Cup qualifying process. FanFirm brands offer tour packages to some of 

these events. 

 

1.5.2 The sport tour operator: FanFirm 

 

This section previews the genesis, growth, and defining features of FanFirm. FanFirm (2008a) 

describes itself as “Australia’s largest and one of the world’s premier sports tour operators” 

(para. 1). FanFirm trades through multiple tour brands, including Fanatics Sports and Party 

Tours in Australia and the United Kingdom, We Love Rugby (formerly trading as Wallaby 
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Travel), and Sporting Edge. FanFirm evolved from The Fanatics, an informal sport supporter 

network founded in 1997 to provide travelling support for the Australian Davis Cup tennis 

team. The company expanded until in 2008 FanFirm was sold to a German-based tourism and 

shipping corporation, TUI Aktiengesellschaft for €15.3million (TUI, 2008). FanFirm still 

operates from an office in Sydney.  

The Fanatics was founded by Warren ‘Wozza’ Livingstone in conjunction with 

Tennis Australia (TA) after a serendipitous meeting in the United States (US) in 1997. While 

Livingstone was backpacking in the US he attended the US Open tennis final between the 

Australian Pat Rafter and Briton Greg Rusedski (Writer, 2006). Livingstone sat with a group 

of Australian fans and together they sang Australian songs and barracked vociferously for 

Rafter. Their chanting attracted Rafter’s attention. At the conclusion of the contest the 

victorious Rafter invited the Australian supporters to a hotel for post-match celebrations. 

Livingstone accepted the invitation and attended the celebrations. In the early hours 

of the following morning Livingstone stood at the hotel’s urinals between John Newcombe 

and Tony Roche, who, at that time, were sharing the role of captain/coach of the Australian 

Davis Cup tennis team. The chanting of Livingstone and the group of Australians at the US 

Open final had also caught the attention of Newcombe. As Livingstone (2001) explained:  

Rochey was on my left and Newk was on my right and we had a chat and they 

asked me to come down to the Davis Cup in Washington later that week and they 

would get me some tickets.  

The tickets were provided on the proviso that Livingstone replicated the vociferous 

support he provided at the US Open for the Australian Davis Cup team. In his autobiography, 

Newcombe (2002) recalled “at the [Davis] Cup tie, Warren and his mates made an impact 

even despite being outnumbered in the sell-out crowd by literally 7500 to six” (p. 229). 

After the Davis Cup contest, referred to as a “tie” in tennis, Newcombe (2002) 

“collared” Livingstone and suggested they remain in contact. Back in Australia, Livingstone 

met with Newcombe and they discussed the idea of a travelling supporter group for the 

Australian Davis Cup team in more detail. Newcombe (2002) expressed a firm belief that 

crowd support could have a positive influence on the Australian team’s performance, 

particularly when it competed overseas. According to Newcombe this was his motive for 

playing a role in establishing the “Aussie cheer squad, The Fanatics”, the “official supporter 

group” (p. 141) of the Australian Davis Cup team. 

In 1998, Newcombe negotiated with TA for a contribution to the travel expenses of a 

group of spectators, organised by Livingstone, to attend a Davis Cup tie against Zimbabwe in 

Mildura, Victoria. As Newcombe (2002) recalled:  

…this was no easy sell because it was a new concept. Understandably, the 

governing body did not want a lot of noisy louts annoying true fans, so they 
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needed to be assured that Warren and his travelling cheer squad would uphold 

the traditions of the game (p. 230).  

While The Fanatics dates its inception to 1997, the 1998 Mildura trip was the group’s 

first organised gathering. Around 40 people took a 17 hour bus trip from Sydney to Mildura. 

Livingstone (2001) noted that while most of the attendees were his friends, the 1998 trip laid 

the foundations for what grew into a much larger enterprise.  

After the Mildura tie, TA continued to pay Livingstone’s expenses so he could 

“source” people to support the Australian Davis Cup team when they competed in Australia 

and overseas. In an interview on the Sports Factor on ABC Radio National, Livingstone 

(2005) commented that initially he believed that his role in developing The Fanatics concept 

would not amount to anything more than “getting a few trips around the world and going to 

different sporting events”. However, The Fanatics brand developed rapidly. In less than a 

decade, what started as an amorphous group of supporters with informal ties to TA evolved 

into an international sport tour company with formal ties to several Australian NSOs. 

The target market for The Fanatics was initially 18- to 30-year-old Australians, 

predominately “backpackers”. The Fanatics catered for individuals that Livingstone described 

as “usually single and without mortgages or other obligations”, who have minimal budgets, 

and who “want to party – go out, hook up, drink” (Writer, 2006, p. 25). At sporting events, 

The Fanatics are seated together and are provided with a distinctive event-specific gold t-shirt. 

This gold t-shirt became The Fanatics’ “uniform”. Livingstone (2001) commented: “the gold 

t-shirts have become a big part of being on a Fanatics tour. And while they don’t sell on eBay, 

if you are on a tour you always cherish the t-shirt” (para. 51). An additional identifying 

feature of The Fanatics is the vocal support they provide. The Fanatics pride themselves on 

their loud, patriotic, and at times comical, vocal support for Australian athletes and teams. As 

a result of the gold t-shirt, block seating, and vocal chanting The Fanatics stand out at sport 

events.  

The Fanatics’ antics on tour have not been viewed favourably by all, with the group 

being described as the “yellow peril” by one observer (Whateley, 2005, para. 29). In The 

Weekend Australian, Writer (2006) argued:  

…this crew of young rabblerousers may be having too much fun to be world-

class barrackers. Exploits enshrined on their website include painting their 

scrotums green and gold, giving Robert Mugabe the finger at the Davis Cup 

match in Zimbabwe, getting drunk, getting laid (p. 22).  

Over time The Fanatics have generated the occasional controversy. However, the 

concept  of organised sport tours for young people was well received by the Fanatics’ 18- to 

30-year-old target market and in 1999, one year after the organisation’s inaugural trip to 
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Mildura with 40 supporters, it attracted “500 raucous, whooping, hollering, patriotically 

decorated Fanatics” (Newcombe, 2002, p. 244) to a Davis Cup Final in Nice, France.  

Livingstone explained that his initial objective was to establish The Fanatics brand 

(Writer, 2006). After experiencing success with The Fanatics in tennis, Livingstone 

approached the governing bodies of other sports. Livingstone founded FSPT and in addition 

to the company’s relationship with TA, it established connections to the ARU, CA, FFA, the 

National Rugby League (NRL), the Australian Rugby League (ARL), the Australian Olympic 

Committee (AOC), and “various other national sporting organisations” (FSPT, 2006). FSPT 

began to offer both ticket-only and travel package options to a variety of events hosted by 

these NSOs. According to Williams (2003), FSPT became a licensed travel agency in 2002, 

after The Fanatics had operated as an informal supporter group for five years. FSPT’s (2006) 

focus was “organising Bays [of seating at sport events] for likeminded Australian sports fans 

to congregate [in] and putting together affordable travel options to the world’s biggest events”.  

Livingstone then moved to establish additional sport tour brands. Along with FSPT, 

he established brands such as Sporting Edge, Fox Sports Travel (no longer operational), and 

We Love Rugby (formerly trading as Wallaby Travel). These brands were established under a 

company called FanFirm Pty Ltd. An overview of these brands is included in Chapter Four, 

Section 4.5.1.Through these brands, FanFirm was no longer restricted to the budget end of the 

sport tour market and began to offer more expensive, up-market sports tours. In 2008, 

FanFirm claimed to have 100 000 members and to have organised travel and tours for over 40 

000 passengers (FanFirm, 2008a).  

 

1.6 Significance of the Study 
 

Sport events and sport tourism have become areas of substantial academic inquiry. However, 

as was noted in Section 1.1, the review of literature indicated that the role NSOs play in both 

domains remains largely unexplored. Likewise, while tour operators are recognised as 

intermediaries between the supply and demand sides of tourism and events, the review of 

literature indicated that there is a dearth of research exploring the role of STOs in sport 

tourism. Finally, the NSO–STO nexus, and its relevance to facilitating sport event tourism, 

has not previously been investigated. The importance of understanding NSO–STO 

interactions relates to the suggestion in the Strategy (DISR, 2000) that Australian sport 

organisations have previously overlooked the tourism opportunities associated with their 

events, and that sport organisations have traditionally had little incentive to encourage sport 

tourism as many of the benefits accrue to other parties.   
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In light of the gaps in existing knowledge, this research will examine the NSO–STO 

nexus from the perspectives of four NSOs. The research will provide a foundation for 

understanding the role of the NSO–STO relationship in generating sport event tourism. 

Chapter 2, Section 2.4 identifies further gaps in the literature that this research will address, 

while the theoretical contributions and applied implications of the research are explained in 

Sections 8.2 and 8.3 in the concluding chapter. 

 

1.7 Structure of Thesis and Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter has provided an overview of this research, previewing the research context, 

theoretical underpinnings, research questions, methodology, and contribution of the study. 

Each of the five organisations featured in this research were introduced. Chapter Two presents 

a review of literature on sport tourism, with a particular emphasis on literature discussing 

sport event tourism. This is followed in Chapter Three by a review of literature on stakeholder 

theory and a detailed explanation as to why it was considered an appropriate theory to 

underpin this research. In Chapter Four an explanation of the research methods is provided, 

focusing on the strategy of inquiry adopted, as well as the data collection and analysis 

techniques. The results of this study are then presented in Chapters Five and Six. Chapter Five 

presents “within-case” results or descriptive case notes on each case study relationship. The 

within-case results focus on the background and unique features of each of the case study 

relationships individually. Chapter Five provides a foundation for the “cross-case” findings 

presented in Chapter Six. The cross-case findings in Chapter Six are common themes derived 

from a comparison of the four cases. In Chapter Seven, the research findings are discussed 

with reference to the literature reviewed in Chapters Two and Three. Chapter Eight then 

concludes the thesis with a synopsis of key findings, a summary of the implications of this 

research for theory and practice, a statement regarding the unique contribution of this study, 

and finally, suggested avenues for future research. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
 

This chapter presents a review of literature on sport tourism. The review indicated that there 

was an absence of research directly pertaining to the topic of this investigation: the 

collaboration between national sport organisations (NSOs) and sport tour operators (STOs). 

Consequently this chapter reviews literature relevant to the broader context in which NSO–

STO interaction occurs. The chapter begins by reviewing literature that focuses on defining 

sport tourism and conceptualising the boundaries of sport tourism as a field of study. This is 

followed by a review of literature on sport events. Sport events are first considered from the 

perspective of sport organisations. Then, literature on sport events as tourism catalysts is 

considered. This is followed by consideration of a key issue identified in the literature: the 

importance of cooperation and coordination between sport and tourism organisations to 

maximise sport tourism opportunities. This chapter then provides an overview of literature on 

tour operators and packaged holiday providers. It concludes by highlighting gaps in the 

literature and describing how this thesis contributes to understanding on the topic of NSO–

STO alliances, a topic that has hitherto remained unexplored, despite the growth of sport 

event tourism. 

 

2.1 Sport Tourism 
 

Prior to the 1990s, sport was treated as a “general or even accidental context for tourism 

research” (Hinch & Higham, 2001, p. 45). However, academic interest in sport tourism has 

since burgeoned, coinciding with recognition that it is a growing segment of the overall 

tourism industry (Bull & Weed, 1999; Gibson, 1998; Sofield, 2003; Zauhar, 2004). Higham 

(2005) argued that “few forces in contemporary society generate such significant and 

heterogeneous travel flows as sport” (p. 1), while Kurtzman and Zauhar (2003) declared that 

as “the points of contact between sport and tourism have increased dramatically… the mutual 

benefits for both are quite perceptible and their relationships very compatible” (p. 41). While 

Bull and Weed (1999) described sports tourism as a “niche market” (p. 143), Sofield (2003) 

went so far as to propose that as tourism has expanded globally, its affiliation with sport has 

strengthened into a “synergistic relationship” (p. 149). Earlier, Redmond (1991) had described 

the connection as “symbiotic” (p.107). Sport tourism has become an important and 

economically profitable activity within the broader tourism industry (Hinch & Higham, 2001). 

While authors agree that travelling to watch or participate in sport is not a new 

phenomenon, its historical origins are disputed (Gibson, 1998; Guttmann, 1981; Pigeassou, 

Bui-Xuan, & Gleyse, 2003; Standeven & De Knop, 1999; Zauhar, 2004). Historical accounts 
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suggest that from at least 776 BC the ancient Olympic Games attracted spectators, many of 

whom travelled from various parts of Greece to the competition site at Olympia (Standeven & 

De Knop, 1999; Toohey & Veal, 2007). Pigeassou et al. (2003) alternatively argued that sport 

tourism dates to the birth of winter sports in the European Alps at the beginning of the 

twentieth century. Sofield (2003) argued that international sport tourism is a development 

unique to the twentieth century. Chalip (2001) described the “institutionalisation of the 

linkages between sport and tourism” as a recent development (p. 78). Irrespective of when 

sport tourism began, Kurtzman and Zauhar (2003) described it as a partnership between the 

“world’s largest social phenomenon” and the “world’s biggest industry” (p. 41) and it has 

now become a popular topic of scholarly investigation. 

Weed (2006b) conducted a systematic review of peer-reviewed research on sport 

tourism published in the five-year period 2000 to 2004 inclusive. Of the 80 articles included 

in the review, he found that the largest activity investigated was sports events tourism (40% of 

articles), followed by outdoor and adventure sports tourism (29%), skiing and winter sports 

(15%), golf (4%), and sports fishing (4%). Weed also found that the most featured topics were 

the behaviours, profiles, and motivations of sports tourists (38%); sport tourism impacts, 

particularly economic (25%); sport tourism provision (24%); policy (8%); and the 

conceptualisation and classification of sports tourism as an area of study (6%). This review 

begins with literature on conceptualising and classifying sport tourism, before focusing on the 

provision and impacts of sport event tourism. 

 

2.1.1 Defining sport tourism 

 

The term sport tourism was first used in the 1970s in French and European literature 

pertaining to winter sports in the European Alps (Pigeassou et al., 2003). Throughout the 

1980s and 1990s academic attention focused on clarifying the conceptual foundations and 

boundaries of sport tourism as an “embryonic” field of study (Gammon & Robinson, 2003, p. 

22; Hinch & Higham, 2001). At that time the lack of definitional consensus on “sport 

tourism” was a central discussion point for those researching in the area (Deery & Jago, 2005; 

Deery, Jago, & Fredline, 2004; Hinch, 2005; Hinch & Higham, 2001; Gammon & Robinson, 

2003; Kurtzman, 2005; Kurtzman & Zauhar, 2003; Weed, 2005, 2009; Zauhar, 2004). In 

defining sport tourism many authors sought to combine existing definitions of sport and 

tourism. However, as the meaning of the words sport and tourism were and still are contested 

this produced a diversity of definitions of sport tourism (Hinch & Higham, 2001). A selection 

of these definitions can be found in Table 1.  
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Table 1 

Sample Definitions of Sport Tourism 

 

Source Definition of sport tourism 

Gibson (1998, p. 49) Leisure-based travel that takes individuals temporarily 

outside of their home communities to participate in 

physical activities, to watch physical activities, or to 

venerate attractions associated with physical activity. 

Standeven & DeKnop (1999, p. 12) All forms of active and passive involvement in sporting 

activity, participated in casually or in an organised way 

for non-commercial or business/commercial reasons, 

that necessitate travel away from home and work 

locality. 

Hinch & Higham (2001, p. 49) Sport based travel away from the home environment 

for a limited time, where sport is characterised by 

unique rule sets, competition related to physical 

prowess, and a playful nature. 

Weed & Bull (1997, p. 5) Holidays involving sporting activity either as a 

spectator or participant.  

Weed & Bull (2004, p. 37) Sports tourism is a social, economic and cultural 

phenomenon arising from the unique interaction of 

activity, people and place.  

Deery & Jago (2005, p. 381) Sport tourism is event related; the focus of sport 

tourism is competitive sport; ‘participants’ in sport 

tourism may be attendees, officials or competitors; the 

motivation to participate in sport tourism is intentional; 

there are specific outcomes from sport tourism that 

affect the individual, the community, the state/nation. 

 

In an attempt to provide a systematic framework for future research, Hinch and 

Higham (2001) conducted an appraisal of sport tourism definitions. They found that most 

definitions had a spatial dimension, a temporal dimension, and a reference to sport or physical 

activity. In relation to the spatial dimension, most definitions included an explicit requirement 

for travel away from home (Hinch & Higham, 2001). For example, Gibson’s (1998) definition 

described sport tourism as taking individuals “temporarily outside of their home 

communities” (p. 49), while Standeven and De Knop (1999) defined sport tourism as 

involving “travel away from home and work locality” (p. 12). In relation to the temporal 
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dimension, Hinch and Higham (2001) found that definitions of sport tourism included an 

implicit assumption that trips are temporary and that the traveller will return home. However, 

Pigeassou et al. (2003) highlighted that there is considerable variation in the minimum time 

and distance thresholds applied in definitions internationally.  

Hinch and Higham (2001) also found that definitions included a reference to sport or 

physical activity. For example, they described sport tourism as “sport-based travel” (p. 49) 

where sport is characterised by “unique rule sets, competition related to physical prowess and 

a playful nature” (p. 49). The definition of sport tourism provided by Standeven and DeKnop 

(1999) referred to “active and passive involvement in sporting activity”, be it “casually or in 

an organised way” (p. 12). Standeven and DeKnop’s definition is one of many that does not 

attempt to define sport, but instead describes different modes of involvement in sporting 

activity, predominantly participation or watching (Bull & Weed, 1999; Hall, 1992; Kurtzman, 

2005; Kurtzman & Zauhar, 2005; Standeven & DeKnop, 1999). Another such definition is 

provided by Pitts (1999) who distinguished between “sports participation travel” and “sports 

spectatorial travel” (p. 31). 

Researchers have used different modes of involvement in sporting activity as a basis 

for classifying sport tourism (Carmichael, Smith, & Canally, 2006; Deery et al., 2004; 

Gammon & Robinson, 2003; Gibson, 2005; Kurtzman & Zauhar, 2005; McIntosh, Goeldner, 

& Ritchie, 1995). For example, Gammon and Robinson (2003) proposed the “Sport and 

Tourism Model” which classifies tourists based on their primary motive for travel. The model 

differentiates between those engaging in “sport tourism” or travel primarily motivated by 

sport, and those engaging in “tourism sport”, where participation in sport is a “secondary 

activity” undertaken whilst on holiday and not the primary motive for the trip (Gammon & 

Robinson, 2003, p. 24). In a study that produced a typology of domestic sport tourists in 

Canada, Carmichael et al., (2006) similarly accommodated for tourists engaging in sport as a 

secondary activity, referring to them as vacationists. Carmichael et al. (2006) concluded: 

“sports related travel for all types of sport tourist is likely to contain some elements of 

traditional tourist activity and behaviour beyond sport itself” (p. 224). 

However, Deery et al. (2004) rejected Gammon and Robinson’s Sport and Tourism 

Model on the basis that it “includes almost all tourists” (p. 236) and therefore fails to 

effectively segment the sport tourism market. As an alternative, Deery et al. (2004) proposed 

the “Sport Tourism Framework”. The framework is based on the premise that “sport tourism 

is essentially event tourism” (p. 235). In explaining why sport tourism is essentially event 

tourism, Deery et al. drew on the work of Getz (2003), who observed that “events are a major 

component of sport tourism, and perhaps the most significant in terms of tourist numbers and 

economic impact” (p. 49). In addition, the Sport Tourism Framework uses a definition of 

sport tourism that only includes tourists for whom the primary motive for travel is 
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involvement in competitive sport. Deery et al. divide sport tourism participants into three 

categories: attendees, competitors, and officials. Their model requires that the involvement of 

all participants is “intentional”, thereby excluding instances where tourists participate in sport 

as a secondary or unplanned part of the tourism experience.  

The contention underpinning the Sport Tourism Framework, that sport tourism is 

essentially event tourism (Deery & Jago, 2005; Deery et al., 2004), is not supported by all 

authors (Chalip, 2001; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; Weed, 2007). Harrison-Hill and Chalip 

(2005) instead advocated Gibson’s (1998) approach of categorising sport tourism based on 

three types of tourist behaviour: 1) active sport tourism, or travel involving actively 

participating in sport; 2) event sport tourism, or travel to watch sport events; or 3) nostalgia 

sport tourism, or visiting and venerating sports attractions. Gibson stressed that these 

categories are not definitive or exhaustive, but rather represent clusters of behaviour with 

common characteristics that provide a useful means of differentiating sport tourists. The work 

of Chalip (2001) and Fairley (2003) suggests that Gibson’s three categories are 

complementary, with Fairley noting that nostalgia can be an important part of all three forms 

of sport tourism.  

This research focuses on Gibson’s sport event tourism category and employs a 

modified version of a definition of sport tourism that was proposed by the Commonwealth 

Department of Industry, Science, and Resources (DISR) in 2000 in Towards a National Sport 

Tourism Strategy (the Strategy). This definition was chosen because DISR (2000) categorised 

tourism according to whether it was domestic (within Australia) or international (inbound, 

into Australia). This distinction was useful in this research as the interaction between the 

NSOs and FanFirm involved both domestic and international sport travel. Domestic sport 

tourism was defined as “any sport-related trip of over 40 kms and involving a stay of at least 

one night away from home” (DISR, 2000, p. 12). DISR (2000) defined international sport 

tourism as “any trip to Australia a prime purpose of which is to participate in a sporting 

activity, either as a spectator, participant, or official” (p. 12). In this research this definition is 

used to define international inbound sport tourism. An additional definition has been added to 

describe international outbound sport tourism: any trip out of Australia a prime purpose of 

which is to participate in a sporting activity, either as a spectator, participant, or official. 

Having considered literature on defining and classifying sport tourism, this chapter now 

reviews literature on sport events. 
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2.2 Sport Events  
 

Events are central to sport (Green, 2001a; Zauhar, 2004). Events occur internationally from 

the grassroots to elite level of sports on an annual basis (Getz, 2008). Sport events can serve 

many purposes for sport organisations. In particular, major sport events can enable NSOs to: 

• maintain and advance the quality of their sport by providing elite athletes with 

international competition opportunities (ASC, 1990; Green, 2001a)  

• showcase their sport to fans, and potential fans, to maintain and increase consumer, 

sponsor, and media interest (ASC, 1990) 

• make money through the sale of broadcast rights, sponsorship packages, corporate 

hospitality, gate takings, and merchandise sales (ASC, 1990; Vamplew, Coyle, Heath, 

& Naysmith, 1998)  

• build relationships with internal and external stakeholders ranging from members, to 

sponsors, to host governments (Green, 2001a)  

• update technical and administrative skills, as well as to establish a case for developing 

or upgrading facilities (ASC, 1990) 

• control their sport within their jurisdiction by forcing member sport organisations, 

athletes, and teams to adhere to a common set of rules as a requisite for inclusion in 

competitions (Hoehn, 2007). 

Of these outcomes, revenue generation and relationship building are the most pertinent to this 

research.  

However, the ability of a national sport governing body to experience the 

abovementioned event-related benefits is influenced by other organisations involved in the 

delivery of sport. Australian NSOs operate within a sports delivery system that encompasses 

international, national and state- and territory-based sport and government agencies (Tower, 

Deery, & Jago, 2006; Shilbury et al., 2006). Consequently, effective coordination between 

agencies on multiple levels of the sport delivery system is required to schedule and organise 

elite international events (Hoehn, 2007).  

For the most part, sport organisations historically staged events for “non-touristic” 

purposes (Getz, 1989, p. 125). However, in 1989 Getz noted a trend towards exploiting events, 

including sport events, as tourism attractions. Similarly, Green (2001a) observed that as 

events became “big business” (p. 93), new stakeholder groups, including city marketers, 

tourism marketers, governments, politicians, host communities, and sponsors, became 

interested in using sport events to meet their own objectives. Green (2001a) noted that the 

differing objectives of these stakeholders could not be satisfied by “merely providing a well-
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run sport competition” (p. 93), and implored sport event managers to be “willing and able” (p. 

93) to provide an event product that is not limited solely to a sporting competition.  

This idea was also emphasised by DISR (2000), which stated in the Strategy that: 

“The fact that most events are organised by sporting bodies as sporting events first and 

foremost with tourism almost as an optional extra, represents a failure of the market” (p. 22). 

The Australian Sports Commission (ASC, 1990) suggested that sport organisations should 

play a role in rectifying this market failure. The processes of bidding for, planning, and 

staging large sport events are complex and expensive and can surpass the resources and 

capacity of sport organisations (ASC, 1990). Thus, sport organisations need assistance to 

stage major events.  

Governments at all levels in Australia have provided funding and infrastructure for 

sport events (DISR, 2000) and have also “established policies and institutional structures” 

(Stokes, 2007, p. 145), such as state- and territory-based event corporations, to harness event-

related benefits. However, as the DISR Strategy explained:  

As this investment in events increases, Governments are being increasingly 

required to justify their expenditure in these areas, with the attendant challenge 

being how to enhance sporting events as tourism products so as to maximise 

returns on investment (p. 22).  

As suggested in this quote, to retain government support, sport organisations must 

look beyond the traditional “non-touristic” motivations for staging events and consider ways 

to encourage sport tourism, thereby ensuring that key event stakeholders receive a return on 

their investment. The next section focuses on the outcomes of sport event tourism, while 

Section 2.3 reviews literature considering how the “market failure” identified in the Strategy 

can be redressed. 

 

2.2.1 Sport event tourism 

 

In addition to performing a series of important functions for sport organisations, sport events 

can be tourism catalysts for host destinations. Sport events can attract visiting spectators and 

participants, and they can also attract the attention of “non resident media” (Zauhar, 2004, p. 

16), who broadcast images of the event and host destination to audiences (or potential visitors) 

nationally and internationally (Getz & Fairley, 2004). Sport events are therefore perceived to 

generate two tourism-related, positive economic outcomes for host destinations.  

First, tourists attending an event directly bring “new money” into the host economy, 

delivering economic windfalls (Gratton, Dobson, & Shibli, 2000; Gratton & Taylor, 2000; 

Jones, 2001; Preuss, 2005), albeit in the short-term (Whitson & Macintosh, 1996). Sport event 
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visitors may be enticed to stay and experience other facets of the host town, city, or region 

(Chalip & McGuirty, 2004; Getz, 1989) thereby adding to and spreading the tourism benefits 

generated by the event. These economic benefits are often used to justify the staging of major 

events. Researchers have designed and debated different ways in which these economic 

impact of events can be evaluated (Daniels & Norman, 2003; Gratton et al., 2000; Gratton & 

Taylor, 2000; Hassan & Connor, 2009; Jackson, Houghton, Russell, & Triandos, 2005; Jago 

& Dwyer, 2006; Janeczko, Mules, & Ritchie, 2002; Preuss, 2005).  

Second, it is perceived that hosting major sport events can be used to: generate 

international exposure for the host destination (ATC, 2001); project a favourable image of the 

host destination to television audiences (Chalip & Costa, 2005; Deery et al., 2004; Getz, 1989, 

1998; Gibson, 1998; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Stokes, 2007; 

Wright, 2007); or “re-image” the host destination (Dobson & Sinnamon, 2001, p. 66; Higham 

& Hall, 2003). In doing so, sport events can be used to encourage tourism visitation and 

business development in the long term (Gardner & Chalip, 2006; Gibson, 1998; Kaplanidou 

& Vogt, 2007; O’Brien, 2005, 2006). These benefits were emphasised in the ATC’s (2001) 

Olympic Games Tourism Strategy, which aimed to create a “lasting legacy” (p. 4) from the 

positive exposure Australia gained as a result of hosting the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games. 

Bull and Weed (1999) highlighted that sport tourism presents an opportunity that 

“any destination seeking to diversify its tourism product would be foolish to ignore” (p. 144). 

Sport events can be strategically added to the range of tourist attractions available in a given 

destination (Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005), or can be used in destinations that do not possess 

natural or cultural tourism attractions as a “short cut to global recognition” (Jones, 2001, p. 

241). Sport events can also be used to overcome tourism seasonality; that is, to expand the 

traditional tourism season of the host destination (Delpy, 1998; Getz, 1989; Higham, 2005; 

Higham & Hinch, 2002).  

The Australian federal Department of Industry, Tourism, and Resource’s (2003) 

Tourism White Paper: A Medium to Long Term Strategy for Tourism summed up the benefits 

of hosting major events: contribution to the national economy; stimulating pre- and post-event 

visitation, trade, and investment interest; employment creation; increased product and service 

development; and showcasing Australia to the world (DITR, 2003, pp. 14–15). These 

perceived direct and indirect, short- and long-term positive economic benefits have led to 

fierce competition for hosting opportunities between cities (Gratton & Taylor, 2000; Preuss, 

2005; Stokes, 2007). Many cities worldwide are now choosing to host major sport events as a 

strategy for growth (Emery, 2002).  

However, maximising the economic benefits of sport event tourism can be 

challenging. Chalip and McGuirty (2004) noted that effectively integrating sport events into a 

host destination’s existing “mix” (p. 267) of tourism services can be difficult, while Harrison-
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Hill and Chalip (2005) suggested that as yet “sport has not lived up to its potential to promote 

destinations, and destinations have not lived up to their potential to promote sport” (p. 314). 

Further, there is evidence to suggest that large sport events can result in negative economic 

impacts; that the claimed economic benefits are often exaggerated or miscalculated; and that 

economic benefits are not necessarily distributed evenly throughout the host community 

(Gratton & Taylor, 2000; Higham, 1999; Jones, 2001; Whitson & Macintosh, 1996). Finally, 

Wright (2007) suggested that the success of a sport event in generating tourism can be 

influenced by factors ranging from the venue choice, the timing of the event, the cost of 

tickets, the strength of media representation, the success of promotional campaigns, and even 

the weather. Therefore, maximising the economic benefits of sport event tourism can be 

difficult. 

However, there are other ways in which sport events can produce benefits. Hede 

(2007) and Weed (2005) noted that the range of sociocultural and environmental impacts that 

special events can produce have been largely ignored by researchers. In seeking to redress this, 

authors such as Hede (2007), O’Brien (2007), and O’Brien and Chalip (2008) have described 

how the underlying principles of the triple bottom line concept, borrowed from accounting 

and finance, can be useful in both the planning and evaluating of special events. For example, 

O’Brien and Chalip (2008) suggested that sport events could be strategically leveraged to 

generate social change and environmental benefits in host communities, as well as economic 

gains. Chalip (2001) defined leveraging as finding ways to “obtain the best possible tourism 

return from the sport investment” (2001, p. 82). 

Chalip (2001) called for greater focus on social leveraging of sport events. Chalip 

(2006) suggested ways that organisers and host destinations could design events to foster 

sociability between visitors and community members, thereby increasing the social value of 

the event to its hosts. Deery et al. (2004) and Getz (1989) also highlighted a range of positive 

social outcomes that sport event tourism can engender, including enhancing the host 

community’s well-being and pride.  

In order to accrue the benefits outlined in this section, governments at all levels may 

invest substantially in bidding for and hosting major sport events (Harris, Jago, Allen, & 

Huysken, 2001; Whitson & Macintosh, 1996). However, the ability of events to produce a 

return on this investment can be adversely impacted on by a lack of coordinated planning 

between sport and tourism organisations. 
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2.2.2 The need for a coordinated approach to developing sport tourism 

opportunities 

 

In 2000, the DISR lamented that in Australia “sports tourism opportunities … are sometimes 

lost or not maximised because the linkages between sports and tourism sectors are not well 

established” (p. 6). DISR described the lack of cohesiveness in the sport tourism sector as 

“one of the major impediments” (p. 22) to the sector’s growth. This lack of coordination 

between sport and tourism organisations, and the resultant market failure, has been noted by 

several authors (Chalip, 2001; Chalip & McGuirty, 2004; Deery & Jago, 2005; Devine et al., 

2011; Gibson, 1998; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; Weed, 2006a). Authors have proffered a 

range of theories to explain this market failure in Australia. However, there are divergent 

views on exactly which organisations should be involved in rectifying this, and how they 

could do so. 

In Australia, DISR (2000) described the sport tourism sector as including the 

following organisations: government sport and tourism departments, major event corporations, 

sporting bodies, facilities managers, event organisers and promoters, tour operators, 

accommodation and transport providers, retailers, and the suppliers of goods and services 

used by sport and tourism operators (p. 16). DISR argued that a coordinated approach to 

maximising sport tourism opportunities should involve all of these organisations. However, it 

has been suggested that a leadership role should be taken by government departments and 

public sector agencies that deal with sport, tourism, and/or events (Bull & Weed, 1999; Deery 

& Jago, 2005; DISR, 2000; Getz, 1998; Stokes, 2007; Weed, 2006a; Whitson & Macintosh, 

1996). 

For example, Deery and Jago (2005) emphasised that in Australia, governments have 

an important role to play in the success of sport tourism, particularly in strategic planning at 

the national level. They viewed the market failure described by DISR as arising from the 

disparate composition of the sports tourism sector and the lack of coordination between 

federal government sport and tourism departments. Deery and Jago (2005) noted that in 

Australia sport and tourism have often been managed by different government departments, 

often with incongruent agendas, with the result that opportunities for collaboration have been 

overlooked. They noted that coordination between government departments is important 

because the sport tourism sector encompasses a diverse array of small operators (Deery & 

Jago, 2005). Approximately 90% of tourism-related businesses in Australia are classed as 

small to medium enterprises (SMEs) that employ fewer than 20 staff (DITR, 2003). Whitson 

and Macintosh (1996) argued that government agencies should play a central role in using 

special events to promote destinations because the myriad of SMEs within the event location 
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may not wish to market the destination lest in doing so they create business for their 

competitors. 

Harrison-Hill and Chalip (2005) alternatively focused on coordination between sport 

and tourism marketers and providers at the destination level. They argued that the 

organisations marketing the host destination and sport and tourism providers within the 

destination should form an alliance and focus on effectively “cross-leveraging” sport-related 

events and activities with other local services, activities, and attractions. Harrison-Hill and 

Chalip (2005) suggested that cross-leveraging could simultaneously increase the “value of the 

[sport-related] holiday to the tourist and the value of the tourist to the [host] destination” (p. 

312). However, Chalip and McGuirty (2004) noted the “somewhat surprising” (p. 279) results 

of studies from Australia, the United Kingdom, and the United States that found cross-

leveraging between events and their host destinations had been ineffective. The authors 

argued that this was surprising because the benefits of adopting a coordinated approach to 

maximising sport tourism outcomes appear to be recognised by event and destination 

marketers alike. Neither Chalip and McGuirty, nor Harrison-Hill and Chalip offered explicit 

guidance on which organisation/s at the destination level should be responsible for overseeing 

the planning and implementation of event and destination cross-leveraging strategies.  

An observation made by Klemm and Parkinson (2001) in relation to tour operators 

could help explain why cross-leveraging efforts have been ineffectual. Klemm and Parkinson 

(2001) noted that tour operators “are, for the most part, profit seeking companies for whom 

the long-term sustainability of a particular destination is secondary to their business 

objectives” (p. 367). They argued that tour operators are more interested in promoting “their 

own brand rather than the image of the destination” (p. 372). The implication of Klemm and 

Parkinson’s work, although not specific to a sport tourism context, is that tour operators and 

other SMEs that offer tourism products and services may be more focused on their individual 

business objectives and survival than on cooperating to ensure effective long-term destination 

branding.  

In addition, partial culpability for the failure of the sport tourism market has been 

apportioned to sport organisations (DISR, 2000). As noted in Section 2.2, the Strategy 

commented that sport events have historically been organised for sporting purposes with 

tourism regarded as an “optional extra” (p. 22). In light of this, the Strategy suggested that 

education and training would be helpful in ensuring that sport governing bodies “have the 

requisite business skills both to run successful events and to recognise and take advantage of 

the tourism opportunities which accompany the hosting of those events” (p. 7). However, 

DISR also made the following acknowledgement:  

Sporting bodies arguably have little incentive to pursue the tourism benefits 

which can flow from sporting activities, especially sporting events, because they 
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themselves cannot directly capture many of those benefits. The vast majority of 

those benefits accrue to other parties – tour operators, accommodation providers, 

transport operators, retail outlets, restaurants and so on (p. 22). 

Despite this, Getz and Fairley (2004) recommended that sport organisations “should 

promote the destination as well as the event”, and should be “long term allies” (p. 137) of the 

host location’s destination marketing organisation.  

While there were differing views in the literature on exactly which organisation/s 

should take a leading role in coordinating efforts to maximise sport tourism opportunities, 

researchers did agree that collaboration could produce benefits (Deery & Jago, 2005; Devine 

et al., 2011; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005). In relation to the broader tourism industry, Selin 

(1999) described how partnerships between two or more tourism stakeholders could facilitate 

the pooling of resources such as information, money, or labour. Such tourism partnerships 

could produce opportunities that the partners could not achieve alone, or could help solve 

problems too complex for any one party to address. The DISR (2000) argued that 

organisations in the sport tourism sector need to be made aware that forming alliances can 

produce mutual benefits.  

To summarise, a common theme in the literature was the need to establish effective 

linkages between the sport and tourism industries in order to maximise sport tourism 

opportunities and outcomes. However, the sport tourism sector comprises a disparate array of 

organisations. While the literature reviewed in this section agrees that coordination can result 

in benefits, there are a range of views on how coordination could occur and which sport, event, 

and tourism organisation/s should oversee the process and/or be involved. The following 

section focuses on sport tours and STOs. 

 

2.3 Sport Tours and Sport Tour Operators 
 

This section focuses on literature pertaining to tour operators and sport tours. According to 

Zauhar (2004) STOs emerged in the late 1960s. In the tourism and sport tourism literature, 

sport tours and STOs are occasionally acknowledged (Delphy, 1998; Getz, 1998; Kurtzman, 

2005; Redmond, 1991; Sheldon, 1986; Zauhar, 2004), but have not been the subject of 

substantive empirical investigation. Consequently, for this research broader tourism literature 

on tour operators and packaged holidays was reviewed (Cavlek, 2002; Hooper, 1995; Klemm 

& Parkinson, 2001; Quiroga, 1990; Schuchat, 1983; Sheldon, 1986).  

Tour operators are part of the travel agency service industry in Australia. This 

industry includes “travel agencies (retailers and wholesalers), online travel agencies, online 

wholesalers/consolidators, airlines, tour operators, and other ground content (accommodation, 



 

29 
 

attractions, event and show tickets, car hire, etc.) operators” (Bergin-Seers, O’Mohony, & 

Quiazon, 2007, p. 2). Cavlek (2002) described how “tour operators represent one of the most 

powerful and most influential entities in the tourism industry” (p. 479). This is because within 

the tourism industry, tour operators are “intermediaries” (DITR, 2003; Getz, 1989, 1998; 

Goodall & Bergsma, 1991; Klemm & Parkinson, 2001; Sheldon, 1986) in that they play a 

“pivotal role” (Stabler, 1991, p. 28) in connecting consumers with tourism providers in 

destinations. Further, in relation to events, Smith (2007a, 2007b) viewed tourism 

intermediaries such as packaged tour providers as being a distribution channel for event 

tickets. 

Goodall and Bergsma (1991) differentiated between “mass market” tour operators, 

who cover “standardised parts of the market” (such as summer short breaks), and “specialist” 

(p. 92) tour operators, who target a particular segment of the holiday market. According to 

Goodall and Bergsma’s description, sport tour providers such as FanFirm are “specialist” tour 

operators. Alternatively, Hooper (1995) created an inventory of “common forms of travel 

packages” (p. 69), which has been replicated in Table 2. According to Hooper’s inventory, 

FanFirm could be categorised as a provider of “theme packages”, although it provides 

“escorted tours” to sport events, as well as products akin to “add-on pricing” where event 

tickets and accommodation can be purchased with a range of optional “add-ons”. For example, 

the FanFirm brand Fanatics Sports and Party Tours (FSPT, 2007b), offered tours to the 2007 

Cricket World Cup, with optional add-ons such as jeep safaris, mountain biking, or water 

sports.  

Tour operators engage in price bundling; that is, they purchase the individual 

components of a holiday in bulk quantities, package them together, and offer them for sale at 

one price (Goodall & Bergsma, 1991; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; Hooper, 1995). Sheldon 

(1986) defined a tour package as a “combination of components of a vacation (such as 

accommodation, transport, entertainment, and meals) which are sold to a consumer as a single 

product at a single price” (p. 351). By bundling products and services together, a tour provider 

may be able to offer purchasers a discount on the total cost of the tour. Bote Gómez and 

Sinclair (1991) claimed that “the prices which tour operators negotiate with hoteliers are often 

between 20 and 50% below those charged to tourists on individually organised holidays” (p. 

84). This illustrates how tour operators are able to profit from selling tour packages at a price 

that may be cheaper than the combined cost of the individual components of the package. 
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Table 2 

Common Forms of Packaged Travel Identified by Hooper (1995, p. 69). 

 

Type of travel 

package 

General description of packaged travel option 

Escorted tours Tour sold at an all-inclusive price with the tour group accompanied 

by a tour leader or guide: a “total service” approach 

Fully inclusive 

packages 

Price includes travel plus accommodation and one or more of 

meals, ground transfers, rental cars, local tours, and other travel 

products and services 

Theme packages The package focuses on a special event or a particular theme and 

the price includes transport, accommodation, and entry fees/seat 

bookings, perhaps with other services included 

Add-on pricing Typically an air fare plus an opportunity to purchase additional 

services at favourable rates 

Joint promotions Sale of travel services with weakly or totally unrelated products and 

services 

Independent packages Consumer chooses components, departure dates to satisfy their 

personal preferences. 

 

Researchers have identified that in addition to being cost effective, packaged travel 

can be advantageous for consumers in five other ways. First, an advantage of packaged travel 

is the “value of convenience” it offers consumers (Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005, p. 311; 

Sheldon, 1986; Smith, 2007b). As the consumer is able to purchase all they need in one 

package, at one price, Hooper (1995) likened tour packages to “one-stop shopping” (p. 68).  

Second, packaged travel can be a desirable option for inexperienced travellers, as well 

as those who Carr (1998) referred to as “institutionalised” (p. 308) travellers. Hooper (1995) 

described how packaged travel can be a popular option for inexperienced travellers taking 

international trips, particularly when there are language and cultural differences to be 

negotiated. For inexperienced travellers, the “total service approach” offered by tour operators 

is not only convenient, but reassuring (Hooper, 1995). Further, Goodall and Bergsma (1991) 

described how packaged holidays have become a somewhat “standardised, homogenous 

product” which can be sold to consumers who have no prior knowledge or experience of the 

individual components of the package. For example, in their comparison of tour operators’ 

strategies in the context of packaged skiing holidays in Europe, Goodall and Bergsma (1991) 

observed: “The basic skiing PH [packaged holiday] is … increasingly standardised, i.e. 

packaged to include travel, accommodation, equipment hire, lift pass, ski instruction, après-
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ski and excursions, or any combination thereof. It is made ‘repeatable’ irrespective of 

destination” (p. 93). This standardisation may be attractive to “institutionalised” tourists (Carr, 

1998, p. 308), or those who exhibit a preference for organised, mainstream group travel 

experiences over independent travel.  

Third, Williams (2003) suggested that security issues might be a contributor to the 

burgeoning popularity of packaged tours. Williams (2003) argued that the September 11, 

2001 terrorist attack in the United States appeared to have increased the appeal of fully 

escorted tour packages. Cavlek (2002) described how tour operators have a legal 

responsibility to ensure that tour guests are safe. Consequently, they offer tours to destinations 

they assess as safe. As such, Cavlek described how potential tourists are likely to view the 

offerings of tour operators as “strong signals” (p. 494) of the safety of a destination. 

Fourth, packaged travel may enable consumers to gain access to package inclusions 

that are not available by any other legitimate means. For example, in a New Zealand based 

study of event ticket distribution, Smith (2007b) examined an international Rugby Sevens 

tournament and found that patrons who booked late for the event were more likely to 

purchase tours because it was the only way they could get tickets. Hooper (1995) described 

how a critical factor in price bundling is the notion of “the perishability of the opportunity to 

purchase” (pp. 70-71). This notion of “perishability” can be used to market travel packages; 

that is, to induce consumers into believing that the chance to purchase the tour at the 

advertised (discounted) price is limited. In the case of sport events, a consumer’s sense of the 

“perishability of the opportunity to purchase” a sport tour can be enhanced by the fact that 

there is a limited period during which event tickets are on sale and a limited number of tickets 

available. If all tickets to a sport event “sell out”, as was the case in Smith’s (2007b) study of 

the Rugby Sevens tournament, purchasing a sport tour may be the only way to gain access to 

the event. Turner (2003) claimed: “Sports tour operators, equal parts ticket brokers and travel 

agents, can get you into almost any game, no matter how long it has been sold out” (p. 96).   

Finally, there is evidence to suggest that group travel can be desirable to those who 

seek affiliation with like-minded people. Fairley (2003) argued that “the focus of some sport 

tourism may be on the travel group itself” (p. 285). In a study of group travel to support an 

Australian Football League (AFL) team, Fairley noted that the travel group was diverse but 

“united by a common element: their support for a team” (p. 292). Further, the camaraderie 

and social aspects of the trip were considered pivotal to the experience, with the sport event 

itself a less important feature. 

Sport tourists are typically considered to be a heterogeneous group (Weed, 2005). Yet 

the work of Davies and Williment (2008) on older or “grey sport tourists” who follow the 

New Zealand All Blacks or British Lions rugby union teams, found that group tours were 

typically populated by a “largely homogenous” demographic (p. 237). That is, they noted a 
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disproportionate representation of “older, wealthier, highly qualified and educated, urbanised 

males” (p. 221).  

Regan, Carlson, and Rosenberger III (2009) noted the emergence of “fan-group 

event-tourism organisations” (p. 1) such as The Fanatics and the English supporter group, the 

Barmy Army. While researchers such as Bradley (2002), Giulianotti (2005), and Parry and 

Malcolm (2004) have provided sociological interpretations of spectator groups such as 

Scotland’s Tartan Army and the Barmy Army, Regan et al. (2009) noted a need for further 

investigation into “group-orientated, event-based travel behaviour”. While further 

investigation is required, there is existing research that describes how an important part of the 

sport tourism experience is the opportunity to interact with others who identify with a sport’s 

subculture. That is, sport events give participants and fans an opportunity to “parade” and 

celebrate their sport identity with like-minded others (Chalip & McGuirty, 2004; Green, 

2001b; Green & Chalip, 1998; Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; O’Brien, 2007). Although these 

studies do not specifically investigate the importance of a sport’s subculture on consumers’ 

decisions to purchase group sport tours, they may shed light on why individuals travel to sport 

events with companies like FanFirm. Johnson Morgan and Summers (2005) made the 

following assessment of FanFirm’s best known clients, the Fanatics: “The Fanatics are surely 

a new breed of super fan that transcend the boundaries of one sport and are motivated by 

group affiliation, celebrity, power, and patriotism” (p. 312). They declared that the Fanatics 

“are in essence fans of being fans!” (p. 311). 

Despite these observations, STOs and their customers have not been the subject of 

substantive investigation. Consequently, the size and nature of the packaged sport tour sector 

in Australia remains unclear. This is despite the fact that data on packaged tours is often 

collected in order to measure the economic impact of events. For example, in conducting an 

economic impact assessment of the 2006/2007 Ashes cricket series, the company URS 

Australia (2007a) collected data on packaged tours, “typically purchased by international 

spectators” (p. 16), to help calculate the revenue generated by ticket sales for the Ashes series. 

However, URS did not report on that data. It did not state what percentage of the 37 000 

international visitors attending the series, travelled on organised tours. Another example is 

provided by Tourism Queensland which in 2003 compiled a demographic profile of sport 

tourists that concluded: 

• 86% of the international visitors who came to Australia to watch sporting events did 

not travel on a group tour. 

• 59% of the international visitors who came to Australia to participate in sporting 

events did not travel on a group tour (p. 6, emphasis in original). 

For unknown reasons Tourism Queensland recorded the percentage of international 

visitors who did not travel on group tours, rather than those who did. Thus, overall, there is 



 

33 
 

insufficient empirical evidence to determine the exact contribution of companies offering 

packaged holidays to the overall economic impact of sport event tourism.  

However, there is some evidence from overseas to suggest that the economic impact 

of packaged holidays is significant. For example, Davies and Williment’s (2008) New 

Zealand-based study of “grey sport tourists” who supported the All Blacks or British Lions 

rugby union teams described “atypically high levels of tourist expenditure over periods of 

time relating to sport tours” (p. 238). This finding was supported by an economic impact 

assessment of the 2005 British and Irish Lions rugby tour to New Zealand which revealed that 

around 39% of international visitors (approximately 8000 people) travelled to New Zealand 

on some form of packaged deal (Vuletich, 2005). The study noted that the remaining 61% of 

international visitors (around 12400 people) were independent travellers. However, the impact 

assessment concluded that “package travellers spent significantly more money in New 

Zealand per visitor night than FIT [fully independent travellers]” (Vuletich, 2005, p. 17). 

Almost half (49% or NZ$66.1 million) of the impact on New Zealand’s gross domestic 

product created by international tourists during the tour was attributed to international 

package travellers. Despite the fact that they numbered less than the independent travellers, 

the international package travellers generated a greater impact on the Auckland economy 

(NZ$22.6 million, as opposed to NZ$15.6 million from independent travellers). In addition, 

the economic impact assessment noted that many of the package itineraries included visits to 

a “wide variety of locations” across New Zealand, spreading the economic impact of the 

event beyond the cities hosting rugby matches (Vuletich, 2005, p. 6).  

The research of Davies and Williment (2008) and Vuletich (2005) suggests that STOs 

and their clients can make a valuable contribution to the overall economic impact of sport 

event tourism. However, Hooper (1995) noted that tours, particularly fully inclusive tours, 

require significant lead time to organise, as well as significant investment in the form of 

upfront payment for tour inclusions such as tickets, transport, or accommodation. The lead 

time required to compile a tour can be over 12 months. For this reason, it is suggested that 

effective collaboration between NSOs and tour operators is important to gain the benefits 

noted by Davies and Williment and Vuletich. However, not enough research has addressed 

the interactions between NSOs and STOs, and the role of STOs as “tourism intermediaries” in 

the sport tourism context. This research seeks to address this gap in the literature, as noted in 

the next section. 
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2.4 Gaps in Knowledge 
 

Weed (2005) argued that despite the burgeoning number of studies dedicated to sport tourism, 

it remains difficult to identify a “coherent edifice of knowledge” (p. 230) on the topic. Thus, 

Weed (2006b) implored researchers to give “consideration to how their individual studies 

contribute to the development of [sport tourism] knowledge as a whole” (p. 5). Through this 

review the following gaps in the existing literature were identified: 

• In the existing literature scant attention has been paid to the role that NSOs and STOs 

play, or could play, in facilitating sport tourism. In order to redress this, this research 

investigates the reasons why NSOs collaborate with STOs, how they collaborate with 

STOs, and what outcomes the NSO–STO collaboration engenders.  

• Fairley (2003) pointed out that “research in sport tourism has generally examined the 

features that make a particular activity, event, or destination attractive’ (p. 299) while 

little attention has been paid to either “the act of travelling” (p. 299) or the 

phenomenon of group travel in sport tourism. This research will focus on an alliance 

that helps facilitate sport-related travel, particularly group travel.  

• The literature notes lost opportunities in sport tourism due to a lack of industry 

coordination. The DISR ascribes some of the blame to sport organisations, noting that 

sport events have historically been organised for sporting purposes. This research 

helps to provide a new perspective on this issue by examining why NSOs interact 

with tour operators, an important tourism intermediary.  

• The literature offers a range of suggestions as to exactly which organisations should 

be involved in ensuring sport and tourism industry coordination and on how this 

coordination should occur. Some authors focused on policy development at the 

government level, while others focused on coordination and cross-leveraging at the 

destination level. Harrison-Hill and Chalip (2005) called for greater exploration in to 

the “barriers and facilitators” (p. 317) of alliances that can help maximise the 

opportunities of sport tourism. This research aims to shed light on how alliances 

between NSOs and STOs can be managed effectively. In doing so, this research may 

provide some insight into barriers and facilitators mentioned by Harrison-Hill and 

Chalip. 

In a systematic review of sport tourism research, Weed (2005) described how a large 

percentage of sport tourism studies focus on quantitative assessment of the tourism generated 

by sport events. He came to the following conclusion: “sports tourism as an area of study 

lacks methodological diversity, rarely tends to answer ‘why’ questions, and in around half of 

cases, does not employ any clear theoretical perspective to underpin what is largely 
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descriptive research” (p. 231). Therefore, in order to contribute to sport tourism knowledge 

this research: will endeavour to address the gaps in understanding noted in this section; will 

adopt qualitative research methods; will ask “why” questions; and will be underpinned by a 

general management theory, stakeholder theory.  

 

2.5 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter presented a review of literature on sport tourism. The review process highlighted 

that there was an absence of research directly considering the topic of this investigation: 

collaboration between NSOs and STOs. Therefore, this chapter focused on the interrelated 

topics of sport event tourism, the need for coordination in the sport tourism sector, and the 

role of tour operators as tourism intermediaries. The chapter began by noting the growth of 

the sport tourism sector and the concurrent growth in interest in sport tourism as a topic of 

investigation. This was followed by a précis of literature debating how sport tourism could be 

defined. Gibson’s (1998) suggestion that sport tourism could be divided based on three 

macro-behaviours was highlighted, with particular emphasis placed on the category of sport 

event tourism. This led to a discussion of sport events. First, the “non-touristic” functions of 

sport events were considered from the perspective of sport organisations. This was followed 

by a discussion of major sport events as tourism catalysts. The review of literature highlighted 

that sometimes the tourism outcomes of major sport events are not maximised because of a 

lack of coordination between sport and tourism organisations. Against this backdrop, 

literature on tour operators was presented. General literature on tour operators and packaged 

holiday providers was included as there is a dearth of research on STOs. Finally, this chapter 

highlighted the gaps in knowledge identified through the review of literature. In particular, the 

review of literature suggested that the factors motivating interactions between NSOs and 

STOs and the processes through which the interactions are maintained remain unexplored in 

academic studies. Similarly, the role, or potential role, of this relationship in enhancing the 

tourism-related benefits arising from major sport events has not been considered at length in 

previous literature. Thus, this research examines NSO–STO interaction in detail.  
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Chapter Three: Theoretical Underpinnings 
 

This chapter discusses stakeholder theory, the theory underpinning this research. It begins 

with an explanation of the theory, identifying key scholastic contributions, agreed tenets, and 

points of contention. It then explains why an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory 

was adopted in this research. Literature on the task of identifying and prioritising stakeholders 

is reviewed. This is followed by an appraisal of the broader concept of inter-organisational 

collaboration, which addresses the reasons for, processes of, and outcomes derived from 

alliances between organisations. This chapter also reviews applications of stakeholder theory 

to sport management contexts and appraises arguments for and against the theory’s 

appropriateness to this research. The chapter concludes with an examination of the manner in 

which stakeholder theory has been used in the design of the research and interpretation of 

results.  

 

3.1 Stakeholder Theory 
 

A stakeholder is any individual or group who can affect, or is affected by, the operations of an 

organisation (Freeman, 1984). Stakeholder theory maintains that the survival and success of 

an organisation is contingent upon the organisation’s ability to produce value and agreeable 

outcomes for stakeholders (Freeman, 1984; Jones & Wicks, 1999). A challenge arising from 

this relationship is that stakeholders have a vested interest in how the organisation behaves or 

performs and they may seek to use their connection to the organisation to achieve their own, 

sometimes incongruent goals. Proponents of stakeholder theory argue that it is therefore 

important for organisations to recognise and consider the varying needs, goals, motives, and 

expectations of their stakeholders (Freeman, 1984).  

Early explanations of the stakeholder concept described organisational survival as 

contingent on maintaining the support of “shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, 

lenders, and society” (Freeman, 1984, p. 32). It was argued that if a company did not 

understand and respond to the divergent needs and concerns of these stakeholders it would not 

gain their crucial support. In 1984 R. Edward Freeman published Strategic Management: A 

Stakeholder Approach, the seminal text on stakeholder theory. He set out to provide a 

coherent explanation of the stakeholder concept and to advocate “a pragmatic approach” 

(Laplume, Sonpar, & Litz, 2008, p. 1152) to its use in management. Freeman’s (1984) 

seminal guide endorsed stakeholder management as a path to organisational sustainability and 

success, not just survival. 
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Freeman advocated stakeholder theory as an alternative to traditional management 

approaches that failed to consider the importance of stakeholders. In particular, Freeman 

rejected the view espoused by the influential economist Milton Friedman (1970) who argued 

that the ultimate purpose of a company is to serve the interests, and maximise the profits, of 

its shareholders. Philips (2003) described how this view had achieved “near religious status” 

(p. 4). Proponents of stakeholder theory regard it as an unreliable approach to management on 

the basis that modern organisations are “subject to the influence of a far wider range of 

stakeholders” (Simmons & Lovegrove, 2005, p. 497). Consequently, the stakeholder approach 

argues that a company’s shareholders are just one of a plethora of constituents whose interests 

must be considered to ensure organisational survival and success (Kaler, 2003; Schilling, 

2000).  

The phenomenon that Freeman sought to explain in Strategic Management was the 

relationship of the firm to its external environment, particularly the range of actors within that 

environment (Key, 1999; Wolfe & Putler, 2002). Freeman (1984) argued that for most 

organisations the “reason for being” (p. 80) is to serve some need in its external environment. 

He described the external environment as dynamic; new “groups, events, and issues” (p. 11) 

emerge and force ongoing restructuring of an organisation’s existing relationships. Thus, a 

core edict of stakeholder theory is that managers should continually monitor and respond to 

changes in the organisation’s external environment (Freeman, 1984; Friedman, Parent, & 

Mason, 2004; Frooman & Murrell, 2005; Wolfe & Putler, 2002). 

In the period following Freeman’s seminal text, divergent uses of the stakeholder 

concept in research led some authors to suggest that there are multiple stakeholder theories 

(Egels-Zandén & Sandberg, 2010; Kaler, 2003). In 1995, Donaldson and Preston published an 

article rejecting this supposition. Instead, they argued that there were three interrelated and 

“mutually supportive” (p. 66) streams of stakeholder theory in the literature. These streams 

were described by Laplume et al. (2008) as “the descriptive (how firms behave), the 

normative (how firms should behave) and the instrumental (how behaviour affects 

performance)” (p. 1159). Despite the work of Donaldson and Preston some authors maintain 

that this issue has not been resolved. For example, Jones and Wicks (1999) argued that 

Donaldson and Preston’s three-part taxonomy is reductionist, while Laplume et al. (2008) 

argued that empirical validity is yet to be established on several of stakeholder theory’s key 

propositions. Whilst this argument remains unresolved in the literature, Clulow (2005) 

emphasised the “relevance” (p. 979) and “intuitive” (p. 980) nature of the stakeholder concept, 

while Laplume et al. (2008) highlighted the “emerging consensus” (p. 1180) on the thesis that 

organisations need to be conscious of stakeholders for both moral and strategic reasons.  

Donaldson and Preston (1995) argued that the normative aspects of stakeholder 

theory are what distinguish it from other management theories. Whilst they advocated 
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stakeholder theory on the basis of its “descriptive accuracy, instrumental power, and 

normative validity” (p. 65), they also argued that the “normative base serves as a critical 

underpinning for the theory in all its forms” (p. 66). Normative interpretations of stakeholder 

theory provide guidance on how doing business can be “both moral and workable” (Jones & 

Wicks, 1999, p. 206). Donaldson and Preston (1995) explained that normative stakeholder 

theory provides organisations with categorical advice: “Do (Don’t do) this because it is the 

right (wrong) thing to do” (p. 72). In particular, normative stakeholder theory declares that 

stakeholders are “identified by their interest in the corporation” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, 

p. 67, emphasis in original) irrespective of whether the organisation has any corresponding 

interest in them. Normative stakeholder theory argues that each stakeholder “merits 

consideration for its own sake” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67) and not because of its 

ability to further the interests of any other group, such as shareholders (Jones & Wicks, 1999).  

An example of the premise of normative stakeholder theory in the context of sport 

governance is provided by the Australian Sports Commission’s (2005) guide Governing Sport: 

The Role of the Board. The ASC argued that the board members of sport organisations have a 

“moral duty to remain up to date with the concerns and expectations of stakeholders and to 

ensure that these receive proper consideration at board or management level” (p. 13). The 

ASC stated that the board has a “moral obligation” to consider issues in the interests of the 

sport as a whole and “not in preference to any one or more classes of stakeholder” (p. 13).  

Whilst such sentiments resonate on ethical grounds, the central challenge an 

organisation faces in adopting a normative approach to stakeholder management relates to 

finding ways it can satisfy its “moral” obligations to stakeholders whilst remaining viable 

(profitable) (Pesqueux & Damak-Ayadi, 2005). Jones and Wicks (1999) emphasised that if 

managers were to adopt an impractical normative approach it could lead to marketplace 

failure and “seriously compromise the well-being of those with an interest in the firm’s 

success – its stakeholders” (p. 214). A further challenge arises from the fact that the use of a 

firm’s finite resources produces opportunity costs (Hillman & Keim, 2001). Efforts to satisfy 

one group of stakeholders may come at the expense of other stakeholders. Perhaps for these 

reasons, evidence has generally failed to support the notion that firms work with stakeholders 

for normative reasons (Butterfield et al., 2004). For this reason, literature on the instrumental 

stream of stakeholder theory is now previewed. 

 

3.1.1 Instrumental stakeholder theory 

 

In the instrumental stream of stakeholder research, stakeholder theory is used as a “framework 

for examining the connections, if any, between the practice of stakeholder management and 
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the achievement of various corporate performance goals” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67). 

Egels-Zandén and Sandberg (2010) highlighted the tension between interpretations of 

instrumental stakeholder theory as a “hypothesis” or as a “research framework”. Interpreted 

as a hypothesis, instrumental stakeholder theory posits that everything else being equal, 

organisations that apply stakeholder management will perform successfully in conventional 

business terms (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Jones & Wicks, 1999; Kaler, 2003). As 

Donaldson and Preston (1995) explained: “An instrumental approach is essentially 

hypothetical; it says, in effect, ‘If you want to achieve (avoid) results X, Y, or Z, then adopt 

(don’t adopt) principles and practices A, B, or C’” (p. 72). Egels-Zandén and Sandberg (2010) 

argued that to date research only partially supports this hypothesis, whilst Jones and Wicks 

(1999) and Pesqueux and Damak-Ayadi (2005) both noted that the outcomes of studies 

testing this hypothesis have varied too much to confirm whether there is any clear relationship 

between an organisation adopting stakeholder management and achieving its goals.  

Despite this, Egels-Zandén and Sandberg (2010) suggested that instrumental 

stakeholder theory could be used as a research framework for discovering “the positive and 

the negative links between stakeholder management and financial performance” (p. 38) and to 

identify the reasons for such links. As a research framework, instrumental stakeholder theory 

can be used to explore whether a given organisation, referred to as the “focal organisation”, 

can achieve its performance goals whilst concurrently ensuring that its stakeholder’s 

objectives are accommodated (Butterfield et al., 2004; Clulow, 2005; Friedman & Miles, 

2004). This instrumental approach to stakeholder theory has been advocated on the basis that 

it can yield “theoretical, context-dependent explanations of how stakeholder management and 

financial performance are related” (Egels-Zandén and Sandberg, 2010, p. 40).  

Egels-Zandén and Sandberg (2010) noted that most instrumental interpretations of 

stakeholder theory “closely link” (p. 40) to normative stakeholder theory. Jones and Wicks 

(1999) argued that “neither approach is complete without the other” (p. 206) as both are 

founded on the belief that organisations should consider all legitimate stakeholders and not 

just shareholders. This is in accordance with the work of Donaldson and Preston (1995), who 

concluded that the “ultimate justification” (p. 87) for stakeholder theory is found in its 

normative base. However, Egels-Zandén and Sandberg (2010) described this as a narrow 

interpretation of instrumental stakeholder theory, and advocated an alternative “broad 

version” (p. 40).  

The central argument of the broad version is that firms seek to satisfy stakeholders, 

but only insofar as this does not compromise their overall objective of increasing shareholder 

value (Moore, 1999). In this broad instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory, 

maximising shareholder value is still considered the primary objective. Laplume et al. (2008) 

argued that Freeman’s 1984 explanation of the stakeholder concept was “unabashedly 
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strategic in content” (p. 1158) in that it proposed that consideration of stakeholder interests 

could assist in enhancing organisational performance. However, Egels-Zandén and 

Sandberg’s broad version of instrumental stakeholder theory aligns more closely with the 

neoclassical shareholder wealth maximisation model espoused by Friedman (1970) and 

rejected by stakeholder theorists like Freeman (1984) and Jones and Wicks (1999). For this 

reason, in this thesis a narrow instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory was employed 

as a research framework to examine how and why NSOs interact with STOs. The theory 

provides a lens through which to examine the four cases of NSO–STO interaction to 

determine whether the NSOs’ inputs into the relationships satisfied FanFirm, whilst at the 

same time producing outcomes that assist in the performance of each NSO’s objectives. 

 

3.2 Stakeholders 
 

How the term “stakeholder” should be defined is disputed. Broad definitions such as that 

offered by Freeman (1984) reflect the reality that organisations can affect or be affected by 

“almost anyone” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 857). However, some authors reject such broad 

definitions on the basis that they extend an organisation’s responsibility to an unrealistically 

large group of constituents (Antonacopoulou & Meric, 2005; Mitchell et al., 1997) and 

therefore such definitions undermine the “practical significance” (Laplume et al., 2008, p. 

1161) of stakeholder management. Narrow definitions of the term stakeholder reflect the 

reality that organisations have limited resources. Narrow definitions tend to adopt the 

instrumental approach of defining stakeholders based on their relevance to an organisation’s 

economic viability (Mitchell et al., 1997). Whichever way the term stakeholder is defined, a 

fundamental precept of stakeholder theory is that organisations should be managed in the 

interests of a broader range of constituents than just shareholders (Laplume et al., 2008). 

An organisation’s stakeholders have something “at stake”, and thus have a vested 

interest in the organisation’s operations. A stake can be defined as “something of value, some 

form of capital [be it] human, physical, or financial, that is at risk, either voluntarily or 

involuntarily” (Harrison, 2004, p. 24). The concept of risk is central to any discussion of 

stakeholders and their stakes (Harrison, 2004; Page, 2002). Freeman (1984) warned that a 

stakeholder’s viewpoint of its stake can differ from the viewpoint of the focal organisation in 

relation to issues such as: how resources are distributed, who is involved in or excluded from 

decision making, how well stakeholders have been treated and whether there are adequate 

pathways for stakeholder concerns to be raised and addressed. Consequently, satisfying 

stakeholders is contingent upon recognising how they define their stake, as well as their 

“criteria for satisfaction” (Bryson, 2004, p. 24). Freeman (1984) concluded that “all the 
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brilliant strategic thinking in the world” (p. 64) would be ineffectual if the viewpoints of the 

focal organisation and stakeholders were not reconciled. Freeman (1984) also noted that each 

strategic issue will bring a unique set of stakeholders and that their stakes are not static.  

Stakeholders may be described as cooperative, competitive, adversarial/threatening, 

voluntary, or involuntary (Friedman et al., 2004; Polonsky, Schuppisser, & Beldona, 2002). 

Freeman (1984) explained that whilst cooperative stakeholders can produce opportunities for 

an organisation, competitive stakeholders can represent a threat. Likewise, adversarial 

stakeholders represent a threat as they may actively seek to harm the organisation. Groups or 

individuals may be voluntary or involuntary stakeholders of the organisation (Clarkson, 1995, 

Friedman & Miles, 2004). For example, the citizens of host communities of major sporting 

events may not voluntarily submit to interacting with large volumes of sport tourists. Under 

stakeholder theory it is important for organisations to consider involuntary stakeholders 

because if their concerns are not acknowledged they may work in opposition to the 

organisation and impede its ability to fulfil its strategic objectives.  

As explained in the upcoming Section 3.3, effective collaboration between 

organisations and stakeholders can produce mutual benefits. However, collaboration is not 

always possible or practicable. First, the identification of stakeholders and the task of 

determining their importance, their “stake”, and their actual or potential impact on the 

organisation can be complex. Second, balancing the needs and desires of the various 

stakeholder groups can be problematic, particularly when the needs, aims, and outlooks of 

those groups are at odds (Clulow, 2005). However, as discussed in the next section, despite 

these challenges, finding ways to recognise and manage stakeholders can be critical for 

organisations seeking to avoid or attain certain outcomes.  

 

3.2.1 Reasons why an organisation should consider stakeholders 

 

Organisations may interact with stakeholders to avoid outcomes such as loss of stakeholder 

support, poor performance, organisational failure, or stakeholder retribution (Bryson, 2004). 

Some stakeholders may be openly adversarial, while other stakeholders, in attempting to 

achieve their own objectives, may inadvertently damage the organisation. In 1999, Frooman 

posed the question: how do stakeholders try to get what they want? He argued that the 

“unstated premise” (p. 194) of stakeholder theory is that stakeholder management is about 

managing potential conflict arising from the divergent interests of an organisation and its 

stakeholders. Therefore, Frooman (1999) espoused the benefits of understanding how 

stakeholders may attempt to influence the organisation. For instrumental reasons, 
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organisations may be motivated to understand and interact with stakeholders to avoid conflict 

or negative outcomes. 

Frooman (1999) applied resource dependence theory to identify a range of strategies 

stakeholders may utilise when attempting to influence an organisation. He argued that 

stakeholder leverage over an organisation is derived from the stakeholder’s possession of a 

resource which the organisation needs, where “resource” is defined as “anything an actor 

perceives as valuable” (p. 195). Frooman (1999) conceptualised organisation–stakeholder 

resource relationships as existing on a continuum from one extreme in which one party is 

totally resource dependent on the other, to a situation where both parties are interdependent. 

For example, resource dependence may arise when business A supplies a resource that is 

essential and non-substitutable and without which business B cannot operate (Frooman, 1999).   

In resource-based relationships, power is determined by who is dependent on whom 

and by how much (Frooman & Murrell, 2005; Pfeffer, 1992). There are two ways in which 

stakeholders who possess critical resources can exercise power over a firm or vice versa: first, 

through decisions concerning resource allocation (i.e. through withholding resources); and 

second, through edicts regarding resource usage (whereby supply continues but with rules 

dictating use of resources). Frooman (1999) argued that a stakeholder’s choice of which 

strategy to employ against an organisation will be determined by what it can “afford”. In a 

situation of unilateral dependence between a stakeholder and a firm, the stakeholder may 

directly employ a withholding or usage strategy to achieve desired outcomes. In a situation of 

interdependence between a stakeholder and a firm, the stakeholder may act indirectly, by 

convincing an ally to employ a resource withholding or usage strategy against the firm.  

The work of Frooman (1999) and Frooman and Murrell (2005) highlighted how 

stakeholders can directly or indirectly influence an organisation through the control of 

resources. Frooman’s work does not account for those stakeholders who may be affected by 

the organisation, but lack the power or resources to employ either a withholding or usage 

influence strategy. However, it does emphasise a central principle of instrumental stakeholder 

theory: An organisation’s success and survival is contingent on its ability to identify and 

strategically respond to those who can affect it.  

While there is empirical support for Frooman’s model (Frooman & Murrell, 2005; 

Hendry, 2005), subsequent authors have expounded on his contribution to understanding 

stakeholder influence strategies (de Bakker & den Hond, 2008). For example, Hendry (2005) 

focused the stakeholder strategy of lobbying, while Frooman and Murrell (2005) introduced 

the notion of manipulation. In a review of the politics of stakeholder influence over a firm, de 

Bakker and den Hond (2008) added that stakeholder influence over a firm is a “temporary 

outcome of processes of action, reaction, and interaction” (p. 8). These authors also noted that 
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a stakeholder’s ability to influence a firm may be determined by the firm’s perceptions of the 

stakeholder’s salience, an issue that is addressed further in the next section.  

In contrast to the work of Frooman, other researchers have suggested that 

organisations may not be motivated to interact with stakeholders solely in order to avoid 

negative outcomes. Instead, organisations may interact with stakeholders in order to 

experience: enhanced support and loyalty (Hillman & Keim, 2001), the achievement of 

performance goals, and a reduction in environmental uncertainty (Wolfe & Putler, 2002).  

Hillman and Keim (2001) suggested that the real value of stakeholder management 

arises from the generation of intangible assets, such as customer and supplier loyalty, reduced 

staff turnover, and improved organisation reputation. These intangible assets can lead to 

competitive advantage and subsequently to improved financial performance (Hillman & Keim, 

2001). Jones (1995) noted that organisations can gain competitive advantage by engaging 

with stakeholders on the basis of trust and cooperation. Simmons and Lovegrove (2005) 

similarly found that stakeholders react positively to recognition of their concerns. The manner 

in which an organisation interacts with its stakeholders will not only influence the way each 

stakeholder group behaves in response, but may also influence the behaviour of other 

stakeholders towards the organisation (Schilling, 2000). Thus, managing in a way that 

engenders stakeholder loyalty and cooperation can translate into a competitive advantage that 

may prove useful for withstanding changes in an organisation’s external operating 

environment. 

Regardless of whether organisations interact with stakeholders to avoid or attain 

certain outcomes, Freeman (1984) emphasised that effective stakeholder management should 

be based on “volunteerism”, by which he meant that an organisation should undertake to 

satisfy its stakeholders of its own accord. While much research has focused on developing 

controls to force organisations to behave in a socially responsible manner (Schilling, 2000), 

Freeman (1984) argued that in an ideal situation an organisation and its stakeholders would 

collaborate voluntarily. Schilling (2000) encouraged organisations to accept their 

“connectedness” (p. 239) to stakeholders and to seek constructive ways to integrate the 

interests of those stakeholders. Freeman (1984) suggested that there was no substitute for 

thinking through how the organisation can “win” and a stakeholder can “win” at the same 

time. This idea is addressed further in the upcoming Section 3.3. However, literature on the 

issue of determining stakeholder salience is reviewed first as an organisation’s finite resources 

may prevent it from being able to satisfy all stakeholders equally. 
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3.2.2 Stakeholders and salience: determining who and what counts? 

 

While normative applications of stakeholder theory regard the interests of all stakeholders as 

intrinsically significant (Clulow, 2005), instrumental interpretations accept that organisations 

may not be able to accommodate all stakeholders due to finite resources. Consequently, there 

has been debate within the literature as to whether and how organisations can differentiate 

between stakeholders (Page, 2002). Whilst strategically prioritising stakeholders may ensure 

resources are managed more efficiently (Page, 2002), the task of determining who counts is 

complicated by variance in: the degree of importance stakeholders place on their own stake; 

the degree of importance the organisation places on the stake of each stakeholder group; and 

the organisation’s perception of the amount of power each stakeholder possesses (Schilling, 

2000). As described in this section, researchers have suggested several ways of categorising 

and prioritising stakeholders. Researchers have also sought to answer the question of which 

stakeholders managers really value (Laplume et al., 2008).  

Mitchell et al. (1997) noted the “maddening variety” (p. 853) of suggestions on how 

stakeholders should be prioritised. For example, Clarkson (1995) suggested that primary 

stakeholders (who have a direct and contractual relationship with the organisation) should be 

prioritised over secondary stakeholders (who are viewed as not essential for an organisation’s 

survival). Alternatively, Jones (2004) prioritised inside stakeholders (who have the strongest 

and most direct claim on organisational resources) over outside stakeholders (who do not own 

the organisation, are not employed by it, but do have some interest in it). Mitchell et al. (1997) 

argued that such systems for identifying stakeholders do not adequately capture the 

complexity and dynamic nature of organisation–stakeholder relationships. Consequently, they 

proposed a model that explicates how managers prioritise the competing claims of 

stakeholders based on perceptions of the stakeholder’s salience. 

Mitchell et al. (1997) proposed that a stakeholder’s salience could be determined by 

its possession of one or more of three attributes: power, legitimacy, and urgency. Power 

relates to the extent to which a stakeholder has or can gain access to “coercive, utilitarian, or 

normative means” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 865) to impose its will on the organisation. In 

particular, utilitarian power relates to control or access to material or financial resources (Page, 

2002; Pfeffer, 1992). Legitimacy was defined by Suchman (1995) as “a generalised 

perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate 

within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). A 

stakeholder’s possession of legitimacy is socially defined (Friedman & Mason, 2004). Finally, 

urgency refers to the degree to which a stakeholder’s claim is time sensitive and critical to the 

stakeholder (Mitchell et al., 1997; Page, 2002). The presence and intensity of each attribute 

varies depending on the issue at hand (Clulow, 2005; Mitchell et al., 1997).  



 

45 
 

The model proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997) was designed to assist managers to 

determine the most efficient means of allocating resources (Friedman & Mason, 2005). As 

summarised in Table 3, Mitchell et al. identified several types of stakeholder based on the 

attributes of power, legitimacy, and urgency. As shown in Table 3, if a stakeholder possesses 

all three attributes, managers may consider it a “definitive stakeholder” (Mitchell et al., 1997, 

p. 878) and it should be given high priority (Page, 2002, p. 78). In contrast, managers should 

afford moderate priority to “expectant stakeholders”, or those that possess two of the three 

attributes (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 873). For example, as depicted in Table 3, “dependent 

stakeholders” are a subcategory of expectant stakeholder which possesses legitimacy and 

urgency, but lack power (Mitchell et al., 1997). Dependent stakeholders rely on others, such 

as the focal organisation, to assist them in gaining the power necessary to achieve their 

objectives. Finally, those stakeholders who possess one attribute are “latent stakeholders” and 

are considered to be a low priority (Page, 2002). For example, Mitchell et al. (1997) labelled 

stakeholders who only possess urgency as “demanding stakeholders” and described them as 

“…the ‘mosquitoes buzzing in the ears’ of managers: irksome but not dangerous, bothersome 

but not warranting more than passing management attention, if any at all” (p. 875).  

 

Table 3 

Summary of the Stakeholder Salience Categories Proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997) 

 

Stakeholder category Sub-category Stakeholder attributes 

 

Definitive stakeholders 

 

No sub-categories 

 

Power, legitimacy, urgency 

 

Expectant stakeholders 

 

Dominant stakeholders 

 

Power, legitimacy 

Dangerous stakeholders Power, urgency 

Dependent stakeholders 

 

Legitimacy, urgency 

Latent stakeholders Dormant stakeholders Power 

Discretionary stakeholders Legitimacy 

Demanding stakeholders Urgency 

 

In their review of over 20 years of stakeholder literature, Laplume et al. (2008) noted 

that there was reasonable empirical support for the stakeholder identification and salience 

model proposed by Mitchell and colleagues. The model was empirically tested and supported 

by Agle, Mitchell, and Sonnenfeld (1999) and Parent and Deephouse (2007) and has been 

used in research conducted by Friedman and Mason (2004, 2005) in a sport-related context. In 
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this research the stakeholder salience attributes proposed by Mitchell et al. aid in the 

interpretation of the NSOs’ perspectives of FanFirm and other STOs and form the basis of 

discussion in Section 7.5. This review of stakeholder salience is now followed by a discussion 

of inter-organisational collaboration, which is posited as one way an organisation may 

manage its interaction with stakeholders.  

 

3.3 Inter-organisational Collaboration 
 

Organisations collaborate for several reasons. Gray and Wood (1991) argued that 

organisations form collaborative alliances in a bid to cope with turbulence and complexity in 

their operating environments. Collaboration has been framed as a process for problem solving 

in which parties can explore their differences or a common problem from different 

perspectives (Butterfield et al., 2004; Gray, 1985; Gray & Wood, 1991; Selin, 1999). 

Organisations may also form alliances to achieve common goals (Wood & Gray, 1991). 

Through sharing resources and expertise, organisations can enhance their ability to achieve 

outcomes that would not be possible if they acted alone (Butterfield et al., 2004; Devine et al., 

2011; Selin, 1999; Wang, 2008; Wood & Gray, 1991). For example, Simmons and Lovegrove 

(2005) described how globalisation has enabled, and in some cases necessitated, the 

production of goods and services by networks that “span organisational, sectoral, and national 

boundaries” (p. 497). Selin (1999) noted that as the complexity and interdependence of 

societies and economies intensifies “organisations are finding it increasingly difficult to act 

unilaterally to achieve internal objectives” (p. 262). In this milieu, collaborative alliances are 

an “advantageous and often necessary” (Gray & Wood, 1991, p. 4) way for organisations to 

achieve mutually desirable outcomes, whether on a global or smaller scale. 

Gray and Wood (1991) identified three broad issues essential to understanding inter-

organisational collaboration: 

1. the preconditions that make collaboration possible and that motivate stakeholders to 

participate 

2. the processes through which collaboration occurs 

3. the outcomes of collaboration. 

The three research questions posed in this study reflect these issues. The first question 

seeks to understand why the collaboration between the NSOs and FanFirm brands started. 

That is, it seeks to identify what Gray and Wood (1991) describe as preconditions. The 

second question asks how the NSOs manage their relationships with FanFirm brands. This 

question concerns the processes through which the collaboration occurs, from the perspective 
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of the NSOs. Finally, question three asks why the NSOs continue to interact with FanFirm 

and aims to identify the range of outcomes arising from these collaborations.  

Gray (1985) and Butterfield et al. (2004) previewed a range of preconditions that may 

lead to inter-organisational collaboration. These include: a perceived crisis; a common interest; 

high stakes or high interdependence; a need for legitimacy; the need to counter the effects of 

operating in a dense social network; the desire to protect common resources; the need to gain 

access to resources; and the need to generate collective benefits such as power or profit 

(Butterfield et al., 2004; Gray, 1985). Stakeholders agree to collaborate when they perceive it 

will serve their interests. However, the interests of those involved in the collaboration may 

vary or may even clash. In these circumstances, the presence of an influential convenor can 

facilitate the formation and smooth running of an alliance (Devine et al., 2011; Wood & Gray, 

1991).  

Forming collaborative alliances has been described as one strategy an organisation 

may employ to reduce environmental uncertainty and the complexity of stakeholder 

interactions within its operating environment (Wood & Gray, 1991). For example, Devine et 

al. (2011) stressed the importance of inter-organisational collaborations in relation to sport 

policy development due to the large number of stakeholders involved in the sector. Alliances 

could help coordinate the disparate organisations to maximise the opportunities offered by 

sport tourism. Further, the role of collaborative alliances in reducing environmental 

uncertainty can be understood in relation to the issue of access to and control of resources. 

Interdependencies exist when one organisation possesses or controls vital resources that other 

organisations need to access. For example, in relation to this research, NSOs often control 

event tickets, which STOs require to build tour packages. Environmental uncertainty occurs 

when an organisation does not have control of essential resources. If an organisation cannot 

gain control of the resources it requires, it must learn to work with interdependencies, for 

example through collaborative agreements or joint ventures. In doing so an organisation may 

reduce environmental uncertainty and may also increase its competitive advantage by: gaining 

access to resources; finding ways to use finite resources more efficiently; and establishing 

collective rules to govern how resources are used (Wood & Gray, 1991). 

Gray and Wood (1991) provided a précis of research analysing the collaboration 

process. They concluded that effective collaboration requires organisations to clearly establish: 

the structure and rules of the collaborative alliance; the process for decision making within the 

alliance; and the timeframe for the collaboration (Gray & Wood, 1991). Butterfield et al. 

(2004) added that the collaboration process could be facilitated by key individuals, a 

coinciding of values, and positive expectations regarding collaboration outcomes. 

Collaborations are dynamic (Selin, 1999), and as the collaboration proceeds it is possible that 

the interests of the parties involved may change or be redefined (Wood & Gray, 1991). 
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Consequently, the structure and processes of alliances could change, although some forms of 

collaboration could be more rigid, such as joint ventures (Selin, 1999; Wood & Gray, 1991). 

During collaboration organisations interact in accordance with agreed upon rules, but do not 

relinquish their autonomy (Roberts & Bradley, 1991; Wang, 2008; Wood & Gray, 1991). 

Collaborative alliances last as long as the parties involved remain engaged in the process. 

The outcomes of collaborative alliances vary. Success is generally defined as 

achieving the intended objectives (Wood & Gray, 1991). However, research has assessed the 

outcomes of collaboration based on questions such as: 

• Was the problem that motivated the alliance solved, or partially solved? 

• Was a common understanding reached? 

• Did the alliance survive? (Gray & Wood, 1991) 

In cases where alliances are formed to access mutual benefits, success may be 

measured by return on investment. However, collaborations are not always successful. For 

example, collaboration has been framed as a strategy to reduce environmental complexity and 

uncertainty, especially with regards to gaining control of resources. Yet, Wood and Gray 

(1991) described how having control over a resource can have the effect of increasing 

environmental complexity as many stakeholders may be dependent on how the resource is 

managed and distributed.  

In this research, the concept of inter-organisational collaboration provides a useful 

basis to understand the motives for, processes of, and outcomes arising from, the stakeholder 

relationship between NSOs and FanFirm. The collaborations under investigation in this 

research were not formed in response to the types of problems discussed in the literature (i.e. 

ineffective education systems, severe unemployment, drug abuse, housing shortages, poverty, 

and environmental degradation) (Gray & Wood, 1991). However, this research highlights the 

competitive nature of the Australian sport marketplace and the challenges this creates for 

NSOs that must remain financially viable whilst managing the conflicting demands of 

numerous stakeholders. It is posited that the NSO–STO interaction stems from an expectation 

of mutual benefits that will make a difference, albeit small, to the NSO’s ability to achieve 

performance goals relating to financial viability. 

The literature reviewed in the preceding sections can be summarised with reference to 

three questions posed by Frooman (1999) regarding stakeholders. First, who are they and 

what are their attributes? This section has reviewed definitions of stakeholders, their stake, 

and how managers prioritise them based on the attributes of power, legitimacy, and urgency.  

Second, Frooman asked, what do they want? The literature reviewed in this chapter 

highlights that stakeholders seek to achieve their own objectives by interacting with the focal 

organisations. The objectives of stakeholders may be in line with the objectives of the 
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organisation, or they may be incongruent. Therefore, the interactions between organisations 

and their stakeholders may be cooperative or adversarial.  

Finally, Frooman asked, how do stakeholders try to get what they want? The 

literature reviewed in the preceding section suggested that stakeholders may seek to influence 

the focal organisation by controlling resources. The focal organisation may also seek to 

establish collaborative alliances with stakeholders as a way of solving problems or attaining 

benefits. How the above ideas have previously been employed in sport and event related 

research is explained in the next section.  

 

3.4 Use of Stakeholder Theory in Sport Related Research and Management  
 

Applications of stakeholder theory to sport and event related research have focused on a 

diversity of topics. In the United States, research on college sports underpinned by 

stakeholder theory addressed the interests and values of university athletic departments and 

their stakeholders (Covell, 2005; Easter & Leoni, 2009; Harrison, 2004; Trail & Chelladurai, 

2000; Wolfe & Putler, 2002). Friedman and Mason (2004, 2005) used the issue of public 

subsidisation of North American major league sports facilities as a context to build on the 

model of stakeholder identification and salience proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997). Friedman 

et al. (2004) used stakeholder theory, in combination with concepts derived from issues 

management, to propose a framework for issues analysis with sport managers and researchers 

in mind.  

In Canada, Leopkey and Parent (2007, 2009) used stakeholder theory to investigate 

perspectives on risk management issues in large-scale sport events. Parent and Séguin (2007) 

used stakeholder theory to investigate the factors surrounding a failed sport event organising 

committee. In England, Morgan (2002) used stakeholder theory to investigate how the 

structure of the elite domestic rugby union competition impacts on the success of the English 

national team. In Australia, Merrilees, Getz, and O’Brien (2005) used stakeholder analysis in 

a case study of the marketing and branding activities of the 2001 Brisbane Goodwill Games. 

Getz, Andersson, and Larson (2007) reported the results of an exploratory multiple-case study 

identifying festival stakeholders and determining how festival managers work with them. 

These studies demonstrate that stakeholder theory is applicable to research in sport and event 

related contexts.  

In addition to these academic studies, stakeholder management has also been applied 

in sport contexts in practical ways. In a paper suggesting that stakeholder management can 

usefully be applied by sport managers, Friedman et al. (2004) highlighted the ongoing 

challenge created by the “changing constituent environment” (p. 170) confronting decision 
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makers in sport organisations. Two examples of the use of stakeholder management in 

response to challenging external environments are the New Zealand Orienteering Federation 

(NZOF) (2005) stakeholder relationship strategy and UK Sport’s (2003) review of the 

modernisation of sport governing bodies in the United Kingdom. These examples suggest the 

relevance to NSOs of the contention that organisations exist to serve stakeholder interests (see 

Freeman, 1984; Schilling, 2000). 

In 2005, the NZOF published a report entitled Stakeholder relationship strategies for 

the sport of orienteering. It was developed in response to the goal of “raising the performance 

of management” (NZOF, 2005, p. 3) and provided a blueprint for developing stakeholder 

relationships more strategically and for the benefit of orienteering. NZOF (2005) defined 

stakeholders as “those who are affected in a material way (either positively or negatively, 

directly or indirectly) by the existence of our clubs, national body, and the activities they 

undertake” (p. 3). NZOF conducted a stakeholder audit that identified 29 stakeholders. It then 

identified how these stakeholders could be prioritised, which stakeholder relationships should 

be nurtured, and what strategies should be used to ensure effective stakeholder engagement. 

NZOF’s report provides an example of how stakeholder management can be applied by a 

NSO to improve organisational performance. 

UK Sport (2003) also included a stakeholder analysis in its report on a modernisation 

programme undertaken by national sport governing bodies (NGBs) in the United Kingdom. 

UK Sport (2003) contended that the views of key stakeholders on the national governance of 

sport would “clarify the role and purpose of NGBs” (p. 19) and that stakeholder management 

would be a critical part of managing change during NGB’s efforts to modernise. UK Sport 

(2003) divided NGB stakeholders into nine categories:  

1. Internal (including board members, staff, and voluntary administrators); 

2. Participants (including members, clubs, and elite athletes); 

3. Local (schools, tertiary institutions, and local authorities); 

4. Regional (including regional sports boards); 

5. Commercial partners (including sponsors, media, and commercial operations); 

6. Other NGBs (and international federations); 

7. Multi-sport organisations (such as Olympic Committees, Commonwealth Games 

organisers, and sport institutes and training facilities); 

8. Sport councils; and 

9. Governments (p. 19). 

Although stemming from the United Kingdom, the above categorisation is useful to 

this research as it suggests the range of stakeholders that national sport governing bodies may 

interact with.   
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In undertaking its analysis UK Sport concluded that NGBs have a large “core” 

stakeholder set, “probably greater than some large companies” (p. 20). In addition, Morgan 

(2002) noted that key stakeholders in sport rarely have congruent interests. This statement 

underlies the challenges faced by sport organisations in accommodating stakeholders. An 

example of this is provided in the autobiography of John O’Neill (2007), who has been the 

CEO of both the ARU and FFA. O’Neill reflected on the difference between managing in 

sport organisations and managing in the financial industry (where he worked for 24 years 

prior to his role in NSOs): 

…the really significant difference comes from the multiplicity of stakeholder 

groups you need to manage in the business of sport. A normal commercial 

business obviously has stakeholders (customers and employees) as well as 

shareholders, but nowhere near the breadth, depth, and variety that you find in a 

sporting body … To run the ARU or FFA, you need a more finely attuned ability 

to persuade and bring people with you. The level of consultation and dialogue at 

the upper levels of sport far exceeds anything you see in business. And if you fail 

to give people their say, from directors who want to be intimately involved in the 

day-to-day running of the business to those lower down the food chain who still 

have a real sense of ownership about the game, then you run the risk of 

encountering guerrilla warfare tactics. The disenfranchised factions, large or 

small, will try to create roadblocks and obstacles that make the job so much more 

testing (pp. 374–375). 

O’Neill’s comments suggest the applied value of stakeholder management in sport 

governance contexts. 

Having previewed the basic tenets of stakeholder theory and its use in sport and event 

related research and management contexts, this chapter will now explain the application of 

stakeholder theory to this research. 

 

3.4.1 Application of Stakeholder Theory to this Research 

 

Creswell (1998) explained how “like the loom on which fabric is woven, general frameworks 

hold qualitative research together” (p. 13). In this research, stakeholder theory is used as a 

lens through which to examine and interpret the relationship between the NSOs and FanFirm. 

Stakeholder theory was considered an appropriate choice because it recognises the complexity 

of an organisation’s operating environment and the impact that this dynamic context can have 

on interactions between an organisation and its stakeholders. In effect, stakeholder theory 

accommodates the investigation of the organisation–stakeholder nexus in its broader context. 
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In this research Tennis Australia, the Australian Rugby Union, Cricket Australia, and 

Football Federation Australia are considered focal organisations. Stakeholder theory 

conceptualises a focal organisation as an entity at the centre of “a constellation of cooperative 

and competitive interests” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 66). Many stakeholders have a 

vested interest in the activities and decisions of NSOs (O’Neill, 2007; UK Sport, 2003). In 

this research FanFirm is considered one of many stakeholders competing for the finite 

resources of the four NSOs. In this milieu, the NSOs must decide how best to manage the 

sometimes incongruent needs or demands of its stakeholders. Interaction between a NSO and 

one of its stakeholders may produce opportunity costs for other stakeholders. Thus, if a NSO 

is unable to satisfy all stakeholders, it may have to prioritise stakeholders based on 

perceptions of their salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). In light of this, an instrumental 

interpretation of stakeholder theory suggests that NSOs decide to interact with STOs for a 

reason. Thus, this research asks “why”?  

Both Friedman et al. (2004) and Donaldson and Preston (1995) advocated stakeholder 

theory as an appropriate framework for research which examines the structure, decision 

making processes, and operations of organisations, while Merrilees et al. (2005) described it 

as a “useful theoretical tool” (p. 1074) for understanding less traditional inter-organisational 

linkages such as  those investigated in this research. In line with these observations, this 

research also examines the NSOs’ perspectives on “how” the NSO–STO nexus is managed: 

That is, it examines the processes of interaction and the outcomes interaction engenders for 

the focal organisation. 

Finally, stakeholder theory was adopted in order to broaden the implications of the 

findings of this research. After conducting a content analysis on 179 articles from 1984 to 

2007, Laplume et al. (2008) recommended: 

…more empirical research across a broader set of organisations apart from large 

publicly traded corporations, more qualitative research to document cognitive 

aspects of how managers respond to stakeholder expectations, and a return to the 

theory’s emphasis on the strategic benefits of stakeholder management, albeit 

with a broader view of firm performance (p. 1152).  

In particular, Laplume et al. (2008) noted a dearth of qualitative studies on non-profit and 

smaller businesses. They also noted that the strategic (as opposed to normative) elements of 

the theory have been underemphasised. In light of these recommendations, this qualitative 

multiple case study focuses on interactions between four non-profit organisations and a small 

entrepreneurial company. It adopts an instrumental approach to examining the processes 

through which the interaction is managed, as well as the focal organisation’s perspectives on 

its efficacy and outcomes. 
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Having explained the reasons why stakeholder theory was considered appropriate, 

this chapter now acknowledges the limitations of the theory. It also provides a brief synopsis 

of alternative theories to further justify why stakeholder theory was a suitable choice for this 

research.  

 

3.5 Limitations of Stakeholder Theory 
 

Several limitations of stakeholder theory have already been identified in this chapter. In 

particular, there has been debate over whether stakeholder theory is in fact a theory; whether 

it has application beyond the United States; whether it has utility for managers; and whether it 

is impractical if a broad definition of “stakeholder” is accepted. Further, the diverse body of 

literature applying or testing stakeholder theory has been described as a “mess” (Egels-

Zandén & Sandberg, 2010, p. 37). A brief synopsis of these issues follows. 

In 1999, Key argued that the stakeholder model did not meet the requirements of a 

scientific theory. Key described Freeman’s work as a valuable strategic tool, but argued that 

he had not provided an “adequate theoretical basis for explaining firm behaviour” (p. 321). 

Laplume et al. (2008) likewise agreed that empirical validity had not been established on 

several of the key propositions of the theory. This criticism has been responded to in the 

literature in two ways. First, in 2003, Wheeler, Colbert, and Freeman proposed that 

stakeholder “theory” was a “broad research tradition” (p. 15), rather than a “formal unified 

theory” (p. 15). Laplume et al. (2008), on the other hand, noted the growing consensus on the 

theory’s key tenets and suggested avenues for future research aimed at paradigm development.  

A related source of criticism surrounds the divergent, sometimes contradictory, ways 

in which stakeholder theory has been used in the literature (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). 

Donaldson and Preston present stakeholder theory as a “convergent theory” with three 

research uses, underpinned by a normative core. Despite this, in 2010 Egels-Zandén and 

Sandberg continued to question “whether all the ‘stakeholder research’ refers to the same 

underlying theory” (p. 35). They suggested it may be more accurate to refer to “stakeholder 

theories”. Authors have also pointed out the seemingly irreconcilable disparity between 

instrumental and normative applications of the theory (Jones & Wicks, 1999; Laplume et al., 

2008). To address this limitation many authors emphasise the abovementioned argument of 

Donaldson and Preston (1995). 

Authors have pointed out that the concept of stakeholder management originated in 

an American “cultural context” (Pesqueux & Damak-Ayadi, 2005, p. 6) and have 

consequently questioned its “universal applicability” (Hansen, Bode, & Moosmayer, 2004, p. 

244). However, Hansen et al. identified similar concepts in the German-language 
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management literature. Researchers have also applied the theory in an Australian context 

(Clulow, 2005; Merrilees et al., 2005; Polonsky & Scott, 2005), in a Canadian context 

(Leopkey & Parent, 2009; Parent & Deephouse, 2007; Parent & Séguin, 2007), in a Dutch 

context (Heugens, Van Den Bosch, & Van Riel, 2002), and in a United Kingdom context 

(Simmons & Lovegrove, 2005). This broad usage suggests that the stakeholder concept has 

cross-cultural appeal and applicability.  

Finally, despite being promoted as a more reliable approach to management than 

traditional shareholder wealth maximisation models, the utility of stakeholder management 

has been questioned. Bryson (2004) expressed the opinion that stakeholder analysis involves 

“a lot of rigmarole that produces not too surprising results” (p. 46). In addition, broad 

definitions of “stakeholder” have brought into question the “practical significance” of 

stakeholder management (Laplume et al., 2008, p. 1161). In response, Mitchell et al. (1997) 

proposed a model for stakeholder identification and prioritisation, which was subsequently 

tested by other authors (Agle et al., 1999; Parent & Deephouse, 2007). Such contributions 

illustrate ongoing efforts to enhance both the practical significance of stakeholder 

management and the theoretical rigor of stakeholder theory. This leads to a brief discussion of 

reasons why alternative theories were not chosen for this study.  

 

3.5.1 Alternative theoretical approaches 

 

A number of alternative management theories were considered for this research. These 

theories included resource dependence theory and agency theory. Whilst resource dependence 

theory is partly drawn upon in relation to Frooman’s (1999) stakeholder influence strategies, 

this theory was not selected for one main reason. Resource dependence theory can be used to 

examine power dynamics within relationships, but is not useful for explaining why 

stakeholders without resource-related power should be considered (Frooman, 1999; Mitchell 

et al., 1997). Until data on the NSO–STO interactions was collected and analysed it could not 

be conclusively determined if, and to what extent, STOs were resource dependent on NSOs or 

vice versa. Thus, it was not clear whether resource-based power dynamics could explain why 

NSOs initiated interaction with STOs. It also appeared improbable that resource dependency 

theory would adequately explain why NSOs maintained interaction with STOs, especially if it 

was established that NSOs were able to conduct their core competency of governing their 

sport without the services provided by STOs.  

Agency theory likewise examines power dynamics in relationships in which one party, 

the principal, endeavours to influence another, the agent, to act in a manner advantageous to 

the principal (Mason & Slack, 2005). Mason and Slack (2005) described how in many 



 

55 
 

instances the principal needs the agent’s services because of the “degree of specialisation” (p. 

49) involved in the required job or service. Therefore, the principal uses, or attempts to use, 

the agent to its advantage. Agency theory is also concerned with finding ways to manage 

instances where the principal’s and agent’s interests are incongruent (Mason & Slack, 2005), 

for example, where the agent behaves opportunistically or at the principal’s expense. Agency 

theory was not used in this research for a number of reasons. Firstly, the first research 

question asked why the NSOs initiated interaction with FanFirm. Agency theory presupposes 

an explanation for why principal–agent relationships form: that the principal needs the agent’s 

services or seeks to use the agent’s services to its advantage. It was considered that adopting 

agency theory would preclude possible alternative explanations as to why the NSO–STO 

interactions started. Second, research applications of agency theory have tended to emphasise 

the principal-agent dyad as a vehicle for achieving financial gain (Barney & Hesterly, 1996). 

An instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory was considered a more appropriate lens 

through which to examine the outcomes of NSO–STO interaction, especially in light of the 

DISR (2000) claim that many of the benefits of sport tourism accrue to other stakeholders of 

major events. Finally, it was considered that focusing on the principal–agent dyad would not 

adequately capture the potential influence of the multiplicity of other NSO stakeholders on 

NSO–STO interaction. Unlike the instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory, agency 

theory does not consider the comparative salience of those stakeholders in the NSO’s broader 

operating environment and the impact the NSO’s prioritisation of stakeholders could have on 

its interaction FanFirm. Stakeholder theory was therefore considered to have greater efficacy 

as a lens through which to examine why and how NSOs and STOs interact. 

Finally, organisational theories such as institutional theory and network theory were 

also considered. Whilst these theories help to elucidate the impact of the environment on the 

organisation, Mitchell et al. (1997) noted that they are “less helpful” (p. 845) for explaining 

power in organisation–stakeholder relationships. Mitchell et al. (1997) argued that in 

institutional theory the stakeholders considered to really count are those who possess 

legitimacy, while the stakeholder attributes of power and urgency are somewhat overlooked. 

In an investigation of the 2001 Brisbane Goodwill Games, Merilees et al. (2005) described 

stakeholder theory as an “appropriate and possibly stronger method of building inter-

organisational linkages than alternatives such as network theory” (p. 1060). They argued that 

the network theory literature focuses more on “traditional supplier-type” (p. 1074) 

arrangements. Stakeholder theory, on the other hand, provides a more useful theoretical tool 

for understanding less traditional inter-organisational linkages, such as those involved in the 

delivery of sporting events. On the whole, stakeholder theory was considered the most 

appropriate lens through which to examine the  interaction and to answer the research 

question.  
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3.6 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter previewed stakeholder theory, the theory underpinning this research. It 

considered the key tenets of stakeholder theory, in particular noting the influential 

contributions of Freeman (1984) and Donaldson and Preston (1995). The chapter reviewed 

literature that theorises on why organisations should consider their stakeholders, be it for 

normative reasons, to avoid negative outcomes, or to access collective benefits. It explained 

why an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory was adopted, namely, because it 

recognises that organisations with finite resources may not be able to achieve their 

performance goals whilst concurrently satisfying all stakeholders. In light of this, two 

suggestions as to how organisations can strategically manage stakeholders were reviewed: 

first, prioritising stakeholders based on their perceived salience as proposed by Mitchell et al. 

(1997); and second, forming collaborative alliances with stakeholders as explained by Gray 

and Wood (1991). The chapter then considered previous uses of stakeholder theory in sport 

related contexts before describing its use in this research. Finally, the chapter noted the 

limitations of stakeholder theory and a provided a précis alternative theories while defending 

the suitability of an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory for this examination of 

the NSO–STO nexus. 
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Chapter Four: Methodology 
 

This research examined how and why four Australian national sport organisations (NSOs) collaborate 

with a sport tour operator (STO). Three research questions were posed. First, why did the NSOs 

initiate interaction with the STO? Second, how have the NSOs managed their respective relationships 

with the STO? And finally, why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with the STO? This 

chapter explains the research methods employed to address these questions. In order to answer the 

research questions a qualitative methodology was used. This chapter begins by considering the 

strengths and limitations of qualitative research as they apply to this project. This is followed by a 

discussion of case study as a strategy of enquiry. The features and limitations of case study research 

are considered in order to justify why a multiple-case study approach was adopted as the most suitable 

design for this project. This chapter then addresses the data collection process, specifically the 

decision to collect two types of data to answer the research questions: documentary evidence and in-

depth interviews. The processes of source selection, data collection, and data analysis are described. 

This chapter then concludes by outlining how the research results are reported in Chapters Five and 

Six. 

 

4.1 Qualitative Research  
 

Qualitative research methods are particularly useful in investigations of how individuals interpret, 

experience, and structure the social world and their social interactions (Bryman, 1999; Bryman & 

Burgess, 1999; Creswell, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Sarantakos, 1998). Some oft cited features 

of qualitative research include: a focus on capturing and understanding ordinary or daily events 

occurring in natural settings from the perspectives of research participants (Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Punch, 2005); the use of flexible and evolving research designs that may be influenced by the research 

participants, the information they provide, or other elements working on the research context 

(Creswell, 2003); the ability to capture social phenomena holistically (Creswell, 2003); and the 

gathering of rich, detailed information on relatively few cases (Veal, 2006). The flexibility of 

qualitative research enables the researcher to: respond to the unique circumstances of their research; 

capture dynamic social processes and events; and discover unexpected data (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). These data can then be used to describe a phenomenon, explain causality, or develop theory 

(Gratton & Jones, 2004). 

A qualitative approach was considered appropriate for this study based on these features, as 

well as criteria outlined by Creswell (2003). Specifically, the research:  

• involved “how” questions  

• aimed to describe a situation in detail  
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• aimed to present the phenomenon under investigation holistically 

• related to a new topic that needed to be explored 

• sought to understand the perspectives of research participants (Creswell, 2003, pp. 181-183).  

Mason (2002) described qualitative research as appropriate for detailed exploration of “how 

things work in particular contexts” (p.1). This research explored how NSO–STO interaction occurred 

in four purposively selected cases and aimed to identify why the interaction was maintained from the 

perspective of the NSOs. Whilst the features outlined by Creswell (2003) and Mason (2002) support 

the appropriateness of the approach used in this study, the limitations of qualitative research were also 

considered. 

The limitations of qualitative research are well documented. Limitations revolve around the 

related issues of reactivity, reflexivity, objectivity, generalisability, and the practicalities of qualitative 

data collection and analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Gratton & Jones, 2004). The first three 

limitations are responded to here, whilst the latter two are addressed later in this chapter. Reactivity 

can be defined as the research participant’s reaction to the researcher and the research process 

(Bryman, 1999). An awareness of being researched could influence the behaviours and responses of 

research participants, who may feel intimidated or uncomfortable answering questions candidly. 

Research participants may engage in what Miles and Huberman (1994) referred to as impression 

management, whereby they behave in a manner deliberately designed to influence the researcher’s 

perceptions of them. In this study, efforts to mitigate reactivity involved ensuring all interview 

participants were forewarned about the nature and content of the interview and were required to give 

informed consent if they volunteered to participate.  

Reflexivity embodies the idea that researchers inevitably impact on the research process and 

research outcomes through their choice of theories and methods and their personal characteristics 

(Mruck & Breuer, 2003). The issue of reflexivity is particularly evident in qualitative research 

because the researcher operates as a research instrument and because the process of analysing data is 

fundamentally interpretive (Gillham, 2000b; Punch, 2005). The researcher’s interpretation of data is 

influenced by their “personal biography” (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, p, 1) and by the particular socio-

political and historical moment in which the research takes place (Creswell, 2003). In contrast to the 

viewpoint that reflexivity is a limitation of qualitative research, the work of Fleming and Fullagar 

(2007) illustrates how reflexive methodologies can provide rigorous and valuable insights in empirical 

research. In their research, which critically explored aspects of sport using an autoethnographic 

approach underpinned by feminist theories, Fleming and Fullagar demonstrated how the use of 

theoretical texts can increase the rigour of empirical studies that entail reflexivity. In qualitative 

studies such as this, the aim is not to eliminate the effects of reflexivity, but rather to acknowledge the 

influence of the researcher on the research (Merriam, 2009). Thus, it is acknowledged that the design 
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of this study and therefore its outcomes are influenced by the viewpoints and assumptions of the 

qualitative researcher and her social constructivist philosophy.  

Consequently, while objectivity may be a desirable aim in data collection and analysis, it is 

considered unrealistic in qualitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Close interaction with 

research participants may make it difficult for the researcher to remain detached and uninfluenced by 

the context of study and the relationships formed with respondents. Further, through social interaction 

with research participants the researcher actively helps construct knowledge of a participant’s ideas 

and experiences (Bryman & Burgess, 1999). For these reasons, the ambition of complete objectivity is 

rejected in qualitative research.  

An alternative to objectivity reviewed by Sarantakos (1998) is “empathic neutrality”. The 

researcher aims to be as objective and neutral as possible, but recognises that direct communication 

with respondents reduces the possibility of complete objectivity. This links to the underlying 

philosophy of the social constructivist approach, which argues that humans create the social world, 

rather than discover it (Sarantakos, 1998).  

The use of a theoretical framework can assist in mitigating some of the above described 

limitations of qualitative research (Merriam, 2009). Merriam (2009) described how theoretical 

frameworks can provide “scaffolding” (p. 66) for studies. The use of theory can encourage the 

researcher to notice things that may otherwise be overlooked, therein reducing the impact of 

reflexivity and subjectivity and improving the rigour of a study (Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 2009). 

Merriam (2009) argued that theory should permeate the entire process of qualitative research. In line 

with this suggestion, the design and outcomes of this study were informed and guided by previous 

empirical research on sport tourism and by stakeholder theory.  

In summary, whilst qualitative research has limitations, it was considered an appropriate 

methodological approach in this study for its ability to capture the perspectives of each research 

participant and to examine the NSO–STO interactions holistically. The features of qualitative research 

were considered useful for identifying and gaining an understanding of the range of factors 

determining how and why NSOs interact with STOs. This chapter now explains the strategy of 

inquiry employed to address the research problems. 

 

4.2 Strategy of Inquiry: Case Study Research 
 

Case study research entails what Veal (2006) described as the intensive “study of an example” (p. 

108), be it a person, process, event, experience, relationship, or organisation (Berg, 2007). The 

objective of case study research is to develop detailed understandings of one or more instances of a 

phenomenon (Gall et al., 2007; Punch, 2005). In this research the phenomenon under investigation is 

the collaboration between NSOs and STOs. As Gall et al. (2007) explained, once the phenomenon of 
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interest is defined, the researcher must select an appropriate case or cases for intensive study. The 

strategy of enquiry employed in this research was a multiple case study; that is, the investigation and 

comparison of four examples of the collaboration that can occur between NSOs and STOs. The 

following sections explain the features of case study research and why this strategy of inquiry was 

adopted. They also identify and respond to the limitations of case study research. 

 

4.2.1 Features of the case study approach  

 

This section provides a précis of five features of case study research that led to its selection as an 

appropriate strategy of inquiry for this research. First, Punch (2005) argued that properly conducted 

case studies have a valuable contribution to make in situations where knowledge is “shallow, 

fragmentary, incomplete, or non-existent” (p. 147). The review of literature in Chapter Two identified 

that there was a paucity of empirical research on the NSO–STO nexus. Therefore, case study was 

considered an expedient strategy of enquiry for this topic.  

Second, Perry (1998) and Yin (2009) considered the case study approach particularly useful 

in investigating and answering “how” and “why” questions, such as those posed in this research. 

Further, Gray and Wood (1991) noted the “fundamental contribution” (p. 5) of case study research 

when investigating collaborative alliances. Case study research has been used to address a range of 

topics in this area, such as what makes alliances necessary, what steps are undertaken in the creation 

of collaborative alliances, and what factors lead to successful collaboration (Butterfield et al., 2004; 

Gray & Wood, 1991; Heugens et al., 2002; Wang, 2008). Gray and Wood (1991) described the 

contribution of case study research into collaborative alliances as helpful in: identifying the array of 

settings in which collaborative alliances occur, increasing awareness of the complex problems 

organisations confront and how collaboration can aid in resolving such problems, and increasing 

understanding of the intricacies of developing and sustaining alliances. This provides support for the 

utility of adopting a case study approach in this investigation into the motivation for initial and 

ongoing NSO–STO interaction. 

Third, case studies allow for the use of multiple methods and sources of evidence (Yin, 2009). 

Gillham (2000a) argued in favour of qualitative methods in case study research as they facilitate 

greater exploration of the case and its complexities while affording a greater understanding of the 

perspectives of the individuals or groups involved. The use of qualitative methods in case studies 

helps to elucidate the processes or broader circumstances at play in the case, rather than just reporting 

on the outcomes of a given situation (Gillham, 2000a; Yin, 2009).  

Fourth, case studies can be descriptive, explanatory, and/or evaluative (Veal, 2006). 

Descriptive case studies can yield thick descriptions of the “meanings that the research participants 

ascribe to their life and environment, contextual factors that influence their lives, [and/or] a series of 
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events and their possible outcomes” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 451). This research sought to describe the 

series of events that led to the nexus between the NSOs and the STO, and to discover how the 

research participants perceived this interaction, its outcomes, and its future potential. 

Case studies can also be explanatory, in that they seek to provide explanations for the 

phenomenon under investigation. For example, this research sought to determine why the NSO–STO 

relationships occur. Case studies can also be evaluative. Evaluative case studies involve analysis of 

the “effectiveness of a policy or type of management practice” (Veal, 2006, p. 110). Veal (2006) 

described the outcome of evaluative case studies as either confirming, or raising doubts about, the 

effectiveness of a particular policy or management behaviour. This research sought to ascertain how 

the NSOs managed their interactions with FanFirm and to identify what outcomes the interactions 

produced. This research was underpinned by an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory 

which helped interpret the outcomes of the NSO–STO interactions in light of the NSOs’ broader 

performance goals and stakeholder interactions. Thus there are elements of description (linked to 

research question one), explanation (linked to questions one and two), and evaluation (linked to 

question three) in this research. 

Finally, Yin (2009) described case studies as empirical enquiries that accommodate the 

investigation of “real-life” phenomena that are “entangled” in a broader context. Often the boundaries 

between the case and its context are blurred (Gillham, 2000a). Consequently, adopting a case study 

approach is appropriate when the researcher needs to define a topic broadly in order to uncover the 

contextual factors influencing the phenomenon under investigation (Yin, 1993, 2009). 

Acknowledging context is considered important in the theory underpinning this research. A central 

tenet of stakeholder theory is the recognition that an organisation’s external environment can have a 

significant influence on its stakeholder management (Freeman, 1984). Thus, in this exploratory 

research, understanding the context of the NSO–STO interactions was considered important to 

understanding why the NSO–STO nexus was established and how it is managed.  

 

4.2.1.1 Multiple case studies 

 

This section explains why a multiple case study approach was adopted and how it was managed. 

Stake (1998) identified three types of case study: intrinsic, instrumental, and collective. He described 

intrinsic case studies as studies undertaken for the sole purpose of acquiring a better understanding of 

a particular case. Instrumental case studies use a particular case to provide insight into a broader issue, 

something beyond the case (Berg, 2007). As Stake (1998) explained, the case is of “secondary 

interest” (p. 88) and plays a “supportive role” (p. 88) in facilitating understanding of something else. 

Instrumental case studies can also be used for the refinement of theory (Stake, 1998). Finally, Stake 

described collective or multiple case studies as instrumental studies extended to several cases. In 
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multiple case studies, cases are chosen on the basis that examining them will provide a better 

understanding of an even wider collection of cases. However, this does not make the findings of case 

study research generalisable. Instead, in this research it was anticipated that adopting a multiple case 

study approach would produce findings that had applicability beyond the four cases investigated. 

Gall et al. (2007) suggested that case study researchers should consider whether their research 

findings have applicability to other cases or settings. In case study research the likelihood of 

applicability can be increased by purposeful selection of cases. A case may be chosen because it is 

typical, extreme, deviant, or politically important (Gall et al., 2007). Yin (2009) advocated employing 

“replication logic” in the design of multiple case study research. Replication logic considers multiple 

case studies as similar to multiple experiments where the same research protocol is employed, in order 

to determine whether research findings can be duplicated. Yin (2009) described how cases can be 

selected with an expectation of producing similar results (literal replication), or contrasting results 

(theoretical replication), with the ultimate objective of producing a theoretical framework that has 

applicability to other cases. In this research, cases were purposefully chosen based on the expectation 

that they would provide varying perspectives on the phenomenon under investigation. Using multiple 

cases would also enable a comparison of cases (Yin, 2009) with the ultimate objective of producing 

findings that have applicability beyond this study.  

 

4.2.1.2 Managing multiple cases 

 

Case study research can yield volumes of extremely rich and detailed information (Berg, 2007; Yin, 

2009). Eisenhardt (2002) recommended a strategy of within-case analysis in order to deal with the 

quantity of data collected in multiple case studies. Within-case analysis involves becoming familiar 

with each case as a stand-alone case. After the within-case analysis occurs, the researcher can look for 

cross-case patterns (Eisenhardt, 2002). One suggested way to conduct cross-case analysis is to pick 

relevant categories or themes and search for similarities or differences across cases. Key themes can 

be selected based on the research question, interview protocol, or reviewed literature. Eisenhardt 

(2002) suggested that it may be useful to search for differences between seemingly similar cases and 

similarities between seemingly different cases in order to identify nuances in the data. Eisenhardt’s 

approach was adopted in this research. First, each case was first considered separately in order to gain 

an in-depth understanding of each instance of NSO–STO interaction. Through this process descriptive 

case notes on each case were produced and are presented in Chapter Five. Then the cases were 

compared. The results of this process are presented Chapter Six.  

The preceding sections have provided a justification for the use of a multiple case study 

approach in this research. The following section explains the selection of cases for this research. 
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4.2.1.3 Selection of cases. 

 

In this research, the phenomenon of interest is the NSO–STO nexus. In case study research, once the 

phenomenon of interest is defined, one or more cases are selected for intensive examination (Gall et 

al., 2007). The choice of the “object” (Stark, 1998, p. 86) to be studied is determined by the research 

question/s and the availability and accessibility of potential data (Yin, 2009). 

This research explores four, purposefully selected examples of NSO–STO interaction. As 

explained in Chapter One, Section 1.4, five organisations are featured in this research: four governing 

bodies of high profile corporate sports and one STO. The NSOs, Tennis Australia (TA), the 

Australian Rugby Union (ARU), Cricket Australia (CA), and Football Federation Australia (FFA), 

were selected for this research because they are involved in hosting elite international sporting events 

that attract tourism and involve interactions with the STO FanFirm. The decision to feature the same 

STO in each case study was strategic. As noted in Sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2 it was designed to 

facilitate comparison between cases. 

 Initially, FSPT was selected as the feature STO due to a claim published on its website that it 

worked closely with TA, the ARU, CA, FFA, the National Rugby League, the Australian Olympic 

Committee, and other unnamed NSOs (FSPT, 2006). Preliminary investigation revealed that FSPT 

regularly sold ticket-only or tour packages to events hosted in Australia by TA, the ARU, CA and 

FFA, as well as to overseas tennis, rugby union, cricket, and football events to which these NSOs sent 

Australian representative athletes or teams. In addition, FSPT dates its inception to 1997 which 

ensured that the question pertaining to why the NSO–STO interaction had been maintained over time 

could be addressed. 

Further investigation then revealed that FSPT was a trading name for the company FanFirm, 

which also operated the brands We Love Rugby and Sporting Edge. FanFirm (2008a) described itself 

as “Australia’s largest and one of the world’s premier sports tour operators” with a database of over 

100 000 members. The content of the NSOs’ and FanFirm’s websites suggested that there were 

variations in the way the four NSOs interacted with FanFirm brands, which confirmed the value of 

purposively selecting the five organisations featured in this research.  

The preceding sections have explained the basis of the choice of case study as a strategy of 

inquiry, as well as the basis for purposively selecting the cases investigated. The following section 

notes and responds to the limitations of case study research.  

 

4.2.1.4 Limitations of case studies. 

 

Case studies have been rejected by some scholars for lacking rigor and for producing findings that are 

not generalisable (Yin, 2009). In response to the former criticism, Yin (2009) defended the case study 



 

64 
 

approach by noting that while some case studies may lack rigor, this is not a feature of all case study 

research. In response to the latter criticism authors have argued that: (a) producing generalisable 

findings is not the only useful outcome of research (Stake, 1998); (b) generalisations arising from 

research are assertions that are “context-free” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 110, emphasis in original), 

which conflicts with the underlying emphasis on holistic enquiry in case study research (Veal, 2006); 

(c) concentrating on producing generalisable findings in case study research may detract from the 

process of identifying what is unique about the case (Stake, 1998); and (d) that case study research 

can instead produce “analytical generalisation” (Yin, 2009, p. 15) whereby case study results can be 

used to expand or generalise theories (Darke, Shanks, & Broadbend, 1998). 

Generalisability is not an objective of this research. It seeks to answer three research 

questions on a topic for which there is currently a paucity of academic research. The research 

addresses a current gap in sport tourism knowledge as noted in Section 2.4. The insights provided by 

the cases can make a contribution to sport tourism knowledge without being generalisable. Further, as 

noted in Section 4.2.1.3 cases were purposefully selected to increase the likelihood that the research 

findings will have applicability to other cases. The applicability of the findings is also enhanced by 

the use of a general management theory to frame the research. The research findings, particularly 

those that address the second research question (pertaining to how the interaction between the two 

organisations is managed), may have applicability in broader organisational settings.  

 

4.3 Data Collection 
 

This Chapter now explains how data was collected on each of the cases. Gillham (2000a) referred to 

the collection of evidence as “the primary concern” (p. 20) in conducting case study research. In case 

study research, Gillham advised that data be accumulated and that “nothing is turned away” (p. 20). 

The data is used to develop a “chain of evidence” (Yin, 2003, p. 83) that explicitly links the questions 

asked with the conclusions drawn. Yin (2009) identified six commonly used categories of evidence:  

1. documents, such as NSO strategic plans, annual reports, and press releases 

2. archival records, such as financial records contained in NSOs’ annual reports or the number 

of tickets distributed in tour packages 

3. interviews, focus groups, conversations, or questionnaires 

4. “detached” observation, such as watching the Fanatics and crowd reactions to the Fanatics 

from a separate section of a stadium, or gauging responses to FanFirm tour offerings from 

online blogs and forums 

5. participant observation, whereby the researcher participates in the research setting, for 

example, by joining the Fanatics at a cricket match 

6. physical artefacts; such as Fanatics merchandise or tour brochures (pp. 101-114). 
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Using a variety of the above data sources can assist the researcher in investigating the 

“multiple dimensions” (Creswell, 1998, p. 15) of a research problem. Further, Yin (2009) prescribed 

the use of multiple sources of evidence as a tactic for ensuring rigour in case study research. Data 

triangulation involves the use of more than one source of data (Boeije, 2010; Gall et al., 2007; Patton, 

2002). It involves determining whether the evidence collected from different data sources “converge” 

or agree. Where the data converge the researcher can be more confident that the results are an 

accurate reflection of the phenomenon. If not, the situation requires further investigation to determine 

why this is the case (Gillham, 2000a). A further motive for using multiple data sources is that the 

flexible and “emergent” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 454) nature of qualitative case studies may necessitate an 

opportunistic approach to data collection (Eisenhardt, 2002). This was particularly the case in the 

preliminary stages of this research when contextual information was sought to help delimit the 

phenomenon of interest, establish the cases, and refine the research design.  

In the initial stages of this research many forms of data were collected. The purpose of this 

preliminary data collection was to aid in the selection of appropriate cases through which to answer 

the research questions. For example, observation of the Fanatics was undertaken at a 2006 Davis Cup 

tie in Melbourne and at the 2006 Brisbane test of the 2006/2007 Ashes series. During these events 

physical artefacts (such as programs and songbooks) were collected. While these experiences were 

invaluable in understanding the research context and selecting appropriate cases, observation was not 

chosen as a means of further data collection for a number of reasons. First, observation is considered 

by some to be fallible as there is a high risk of researcher error or selective bias and reflexivity is an 

issue (Gillham, 2000a). Second, the secretive nature of some observational research can raise ethical 

issues (Merriam, 2009). Most importantly, while observation provided contextual information about 

the Fanatics it was not deemed useful in directly answering the research questions which addressed 

the NSO–STO nexus from the perspective of the NSOs. Consequently, as explained in this section, 

this study primarily drew on documentary evidence and in-depth interview data. 

 

4.3.1 Documentary evidence 

 

The first stage of the data collection focused on gathering and analysing documents that would help 

elucidate the nature of the NSO–FanFirm nexus, as well as the context of the relationship. Punch 

(2005) described documents as a rich source of data in social research, while Yin (2009) highlighted 

the relevance of documentary data to almost every case study topic. Travers (2001) noted that much 

of the interaction that takes place in modern society is mediated through different kinds of texts. 

Email correspondence, written reports, strategic plans, press statements, news articles, and 

autobiographies are all examples of potential documentary evidence (Jupp, 1996; Yin, 2009). 

According to Yin (2009) the primary reason for the inclusion of documents in case study research is 
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to “corroborate and augment” (p. 103) evidence from other sources. In addition to using documents as 

a source of data, in this research documentary evidence was used to support the development, 

interpretation, and verification of data collected via in-depth interviews.  

There are numerous advantages in using documentary evidence. It is an unobtrusive data 

collection method (Gratton & Jones, 2004; Punch, 2005). Accessing documentary data can be easy 

and inexpensive (Hodden, 2000), particularly when documents are available via the internet (Yin, 

2009). Documentary data is mostly stable; it can be reviewed repeatedly (Yin, 2009). Documents can 

be an insightful source of historical information (Hodden, 2000). They can contain exact information 

(Yin, 2009) that has been “thoughtfully” compiled (Creswell, 2003, p. 187). Yin (2003) highlighted 

the usefulness of gathering documentary evidence in preparing for field visits, while Creswell (2003) 

described how analysing documents can enable the researcher to “obtain the language” (p. 187) of 

participants. Finally, use of documents can be important in data triangulation (Punch, 2005). 

However, use of documentary evidence is not without limitations. All documents were 

written for a specific purpose and with an audience in mind (Travers, 2001; Yin, 2009). Consequently, 

Gratton and Jones (2004) warned researchers against unquestioningly using data from documentary 

sources. Attention should be paid to the credibility and accuracy of any materials, particularly in cases 

where access to documents is incomplete (Creswell, 2003; Punch, 2005; Yin, 2009). While many 

types of documents are stable, web-based material may be removed or updated over time, 

occasionally making it impossible to revisit. A further limitation of using documentary evidence can 

be an overabundance of material (Yin, 2009) and the time required to analyse it. 

The abovementioned limitations were managed in this research in several ways. First, this 

research used publicly available documents to gather contextual information with the intention of 

examining NSO perspectives on sport tourism, FanFirm, or other STOs. A variety of document types 

were used to identify a range of perceptions, opinions, and ideas on the research topic. The research 

did not rely solely on the official documents of NSOs, but also drew on general media and the 

websites of FanFirm brands. The contents of the documents were not treated as unquestionable fact. 

Instead, the type of information the documents conveyed and the manner in which information was 

presented was valuable in building a picture of the research context. Documentary evidence was 

valuable as the in-depth interviews were conducted with respondents who worked in the area of sport 

tourism. Thus, it is acknowledged that the key informants could produce an inflated view of the 

importance of the research topic. Documentary data was at times used to verify comments made in the 

in-depth interviews, as well as to find out more about issues mentioned by respondents. Finally, in 

instances where access to documents was incomplete, this was acknowledged and treated as a finding 

in itself. 
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4.3.1.1 Documentary sources and collection process 

 

A broad range of publicly available documentary evidence was collected. Table 4 provides a summary 

of the types of documents collected and the reasons why they were collected. Much of the 

documentary evidence collected was used to develop an understanding of the context in which the 

NSO–STO interaction takes place. A complete list of documents can be found in Appendix A.  

The collection of documents for this study started in 2006. Gillham (2000a) explained that 

documents are an important component of the evidence base of case studies, but are not necessarily 

used solely to answer research questions. For example, in this research, preliminary collection and 

analysis of documents was used to identify appropriate organisations to include in the study, to build 

an understanding of the context of each case, and to determine what information was required from 

the in-depth interviews. For these reasons the sampling timeframe for different types of documents 

varied, as noted in Table 4.  

 Most of the documents were sourced via the internet, although hard copies of some annual 

reports, strategic documents, and magazine and newspaper articles were obtained. The collection of 

documentary evidence was ongoing throughout the project. Website material was periodically 

monitored from 2006 to 2009, whilst official documents such as annual reports were sourced at the 

end of each financial year. In total 31 official NSO documents (annual reports and strategic plans) 

were collected, as well as 63 general media articles relating to the attendance of FanFirm groups at 

events linked to the four NSOs. In addition, 11 websites were monitored periodically. A list of 

additional documentary evidence, that was used to verify or find out more about issues mentioned by 

respondents, is provided in Appendix A. The documents were read and examined for information that 

would aid in answering the research questions. In some instances only parts of the documents were of 

pertinence to the research topic. For example, NSO annual reports typically included sections on 

development programs, the performance of various national and state teams, and corporate 

governance. Whilst reading this information was useful for gaining an understanding of the NSOs, it 

did not directly aid in answering the research question. Thus only sections of the documents that were 

relevant to the research topic, such as information on the commercialisation of the sport and its events, 

were selected for thematic analysis.  

Two observations can be made regarding the process of collecting documentary evidence. 

First, some NSOs made more documents publicly available than others. For example, when document 

collection began in 2006, the ARU’s strategic plan and many of its previous annual reports were 

available on its website. An even greater archive of ARU documents was available online via the 

Australian Sports Commission’s (ASC) National Sport Information Centre (NSIC) website. In 

contrast, FFA did not have any annual reports available on its website. On the NSIC website the only 

contemporary FFA documents available were two strategic plans, one predominantly focusing on 
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football development. Copies of FFA annual reports were requested from FFA (via email and in 

person) and from NCIS. However, these requests were unsuccessful. 

Second, when document collection began in 2006 the FSPT website contained much archival 

information about the company’s evolution and the exploits of its clients. Over the course of this 

research the FSPT website was substantially changed and upgraded and much of this information is 

no longer available. The website content became more commercialised and orientated to marketing 

upcoming tours. This highlights a major challenge in using websites and web-based documents as 

data. Over the course of the research some of the web-based material was updated, changed, relocated, 

or removed. Whilst the URL of each site was recorded, this does not guarantee that the data will be 

accessible in the future. Consequently, whilst the documentary evidence was an important data source, 

in-depth interviews were also conducted.  

 

4.3.2 In-depth semi-structured interviews 

 

The rationale for using interviews was identified by Allport in 1942: If you want to know something 

about people’s activities the best way of finding out is to ask them (in Brenner, Brown, & Canter, 

1985, p. 2). Interviews are a common and powerful way to access individuals’ viewpoints and their 

interpretations of situations (Darke et al., 1998; Fontana & Frey, 2000; Punch, 2005). Interviews are 

recommended for the richness of information they produce (Gillham, 2000b; Gratton & Jones, 2004).  

Punch (2005) described the interview as a data collection tool of “great flexibility” (p. 170). 

Interviews can vary from unstructured, conversational, and open-ended to completely standardised, 

with specific questionnaire-style closed questions (Gillham, 2000b; Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell, & 

Alexander, 1995; Punch, 2005). The extent to which an interview is structured is determined by its 

purpose (Gillham, 2000b). This research adopted an in-depth, semi-structured approach for two 

reasons. First, semi-structured interviews can produce greater breath of data and can capture 

complexity better than structured or questionnaire-style interviews (Fontana & Frey, 2000). Second, 

semi-structured interviews enable unanticipated information to emerge as respondents emphasise the 

topics and issues of importance to them (Gillham, 2000b). These features of semi-structured 

interviews were considered desirable as the research addresses a topic on which there is currently a 

paucity of information. 
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Table 4 

The Types of Documents Used in this Research and why they were Chosen 

 

Document 
type 

How documents 
were obtained 

 

Rationale for inclusion of document type and how documents 
were used 

Sampling timeframe 

 
NSO annual 
reports and 
strategic plans 

 
Most NSO annual 
reports and 
strategic plans were 
publicly available 
on the internet, 
either from the 
NSO’s website or 
from the Australian 
Sport 
Commission’s 
National Sport 
Information Centre 
website. The 
exception was 
FFA’s annual 
reports. 
 

 
These documents were: 

• examined for any mention of FanFirm brands or other 
STOs/travel providers; 

• examined for any mention of sport tourism and/or 
evidence of the extent to which sport tourism has 
been/continues to be, relevant to the operations of each 
NSO and its strategic objectives, if at all; 

• used to gather information about major events, ranging 
from scheduling details to commercialisation strategies, to 
help understand the context of the NSO–STO nexus; and 

• analysed to discover any further contextual information 
that would contribute to answering the research questions. 

 
Sampling timeframe varied based on 
the length of the interaction between 
the NSOs and FanFirm brands and 
the availability of documents. For 
example, The Fanatics cheer squad 
first attended the Davis Cup in 
Mildura in 1998, so TA’s annual 
reports were considered from the 
1998-1999 financial year. In contrast, 
the ARU first interacted with 
FanFirm in 2002, so the first annual 
report considered was for 2002-2003. 

NSO website 
content 

Publicly available 
online 

NSO websites were: 
• used to gather contextual information about the NSOs; 
• surveyed for information about travel and tourism and 

mention of licensed tour providers, particularly FanFirm; 
• used to identify the events to which travel packages were 

offered and the number of STOs engaged (where 
applicable); and 

• analysed to discover any further contextual information 
that would contribute to answering the research questions. 

Content checked between March 
2006 and December 2009 with the 
exception of Cricket Australia, where 
content from 2010 was included to 
illustrate the progress made on 
initiatives established in 2007/2008. 



 

70 
 

Document 
type 

How documents 
were obtained 

 

Rationale for inclusion of document type and how documents 
were used 

Sampling timeframe 

 
Website 
content from 
FanFirm 
brands  

Publicly available 
online 

These documents were: 
• examined to identify what sports FanFirm brands were 

selling tour packages to, what packages included, and their 
cost; 

• examined for any archival information relating to the 
formation, evolution, structure, or management of the 
company; and 

• analysed to discover any further contextual information 
that would inform each case or contribute to answering the 
research questions.  

 

Content checked between March 
2006 and December 2009 – however, 
during this timeframe the Wallaby 
Travel and FFA Travel websites 
were “decommissioned” and the We 
Love Rugby website was launched. 
This material was somewhat 
unstable, in that material was 
regularly removed and updated. 

 

General media 
sources that 
relate to 
FanFirm/ The 
Fanatics; i.e., 
newspaper 
articles 
 

Electronic database 
searches, 
newspaper 
clippings 

These documents were used to discover contextual information 
that would contribute to answering the research questions.  

Content checked periodically 
between March 2006 and December 
2009 with some older articles used, 
such as 2005 articles pertaining to 
FFA Travel’s distribution of tickets 
to the 2006 FIFA World Cup. 

Other publicly 
available 
content  
 

Online Analysed for contextual information that would inform each case 
or contribute to answering the research questions. In many 
instances, this data was used to confirm material discussed or 
mentioned in the in-depth interviews. For example, when ARU 
respondents noted negotiations with the Victorian Government to 
host international rugby events, press statements from the 
Victorian Minister for Small Business and Tourism were 
collected. 

Sampling timeframe varied as much 
of this data was collected in response 
to comments made in in-depth 
interviews.  
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A flexible interview schedule, or list of topics, was developed and is included in Appendix B. 

As was the case in this research, a schedule can be used to give direction to the interview (Creswell, 

2003; Gillham, 2000b) and to improve consistency in research involving multiple sites or cases 

(Marshall & Rossman, 1999), without detracting from the semi-structured approach. In this research 

the questions included in the flexible schedule were grouped into six broad categories to ensure the 

interviews elicited the information required to address the three research questions and to understand 

the stakeholder relationship between the NSOs and FanFirm. The first set of interview questions 

related to the chronology, evolution, and nature of the NSO-FanFirm interaction. These questions 

were designed to elicit information that would answer the first research question, which asks why the 

collaboration between the NSOs and FanFirm started. The next set of interview questions related to 

the logistics of the NSO-FanFirm interaction. These questions were designed to elicit information that 

would explain how the NSOs managed their respective relationships with FanFirm, thereby answering 

the second research question.  

To answer the third research question (why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with 

FanFirm?) the interview schedule prompted the researcher to address a range of topics informed by 

stakeholder theory and related to the broad context of the NSO-STO nexus: sport tourism. Questions 

focused on the positive and negative outcomes of the NSO-FanFirm relationship. NSO respondents 

were asked to share their viewpoints on the importance of the NSO-FanFirm interaction in light of 

other NSO stakeholder groups such as the sports media, members, or sponsors. These questions were 

designed to gauge the significance of the NSO-STO nexus from the perspective of the NSOs and to 

identify their motives for ongoing interaction. Respondents were also asked about their viewpoints on 

the importance of sport tourism to the NSO they were employed by or associated with. Questions on 

these topics linked the research aims, literature reviewed, and theoretical framework to examine why 

each NSO has maintained its interaction with FanFirm over time. 

Interviews can be conducted face-to-face or via mail, email, or telephone (Fontana & Frey, 

2000). This research involved both face-to-face and telephone interviews. Black (2006) described 

how the meaning of the spoken word is conveyed via inflection, volume, tone, pauses, and body 

language. For this reason, face-to-face interviews were the preferred method of data collection. 

However, in some cases a telephone interview was requested by a respondent on the basis that it 

would be more convenient for them. Whilst conducting telephone interviews can be more time and 

cost efficient there are several limitations to this approach (Gillham, 2000b; Shuy, 2003). The 

interviewer misses out on potential visual clues that could aid in establishing rapport or interpreting 

responses and there is greater potential for respondents to be distracted during the interview (Creswell, 

2003). Despite these limitations it is still possible for the interviewer to gain insightful information 

and to probe and request clarification if a response is unclear (Jennings, 2001). 
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4.3.2.1 Sample selection and recruitment 

 

Qualitative research often involves purposefully selecting sites, sources or individuals that will best 

enable the researcher to address the research problem (Boeije, 2010; Creswell, 2003; Gall et al., 2007; 

Punch, 2005). While there is a variety of approaches to purposeful sampling in qualitative research 

(Patton, 2002), Punch emphasised that the researcher’s primary concern should be ensuring the 

overall validity of the research design, meaning that there should be a “coherent logic” (p. 188) across 

the study’s components. Thus the sampling plan should align with the research objectives. 

Following Punch’s guidance, this research sought “information rich informants” (p. 187). 

Gubrium and Holstein (2002) used the term “expert interview” to describe the purposeful sampling of 

those who have expertise on a subject. In this research key informants were deliberately selected on 

the basis of the specific knowledge they hold regarding the interaction between NSOs and FanFirm, 

with the expectation that they would be able to provide diverse, relevant, and useful insights into the 

research topic. 

Britten (2006) argued that there are no “hard and fast rules” (p. 19) dictating how many 

people need to be interviewed. The appropriate sample size is best determined by the research 

question, the time and resources available, the number of potential respondents, and when 

“saturation” is reached. In this research, sample selection was dictated by the reality that there were 

only a small number of potential informants within the five organisations who could provide in-depth 

insight into the NSO–FanFirm relationship. For all NSOs featured, commercial interest in sport 

tourism was in a nascent stage. Consequently, there were typically only one or two staff members 

within each NSO who held responsibility for managing the NSO’s travel programmes and interacting 

with STOs. 

As depicted in Table 5 a total of 17 interviews were conducted with key informants. In Table 

5, crosses (‘x’) are used to indicate with which of the featured organisations respondents were 

associated and their connection to the NSO-FanFirm interaction. As can be seen in Table 5, all 

respondents were key informants due to the direct role they played in administering the NSO-FanFirm 

interaction; supervising the interaction; or providing guidance on the structure of the interaction. To 

protect the anonymity of respondents, individuals’ names and job titles are not divulged. Instead, 

respondents were divided into five categories: staff that held direct responsibility for interaction with 

STOs as part of their work portfolio; senior staff that held strategic responsibility for the unit that 

interacted with STOs; previous NSO staff that had played a pivotal role in the NSO-FanFirm 

interaction; external consultants or experts that had advised the NSO on the design of their travel 

programme and interaction with STOs, specifically FanFirm; and senior staff from FanFirm. As Table 

5 depicts, in some organisations there were more key informants available than in others, due to the 

manner in which the organisation approached NSO-STO interaction, as well as the degree of access 

key gatekeepers gave the researcher. For example, in the case of FanFirm and TA, senior staff 



 

73 
 

indicated that there were no further appropriate respondents available from their respective 

organisations. This may be attribtued to the commercially sensitive nature of the material discussed in 

relation to the NSO-STO interaction. 

The sample of 17 was considered sufficient for four reasons:  

1) the 17 respondents were key informants in the best position to provide comprehensive 

insights in to the research topic 

2) the 17 interviews yielded a substantial amount of rich data 

3) the interview data was supported by the documents collected 

4) the researcher experienced what Lincoln and Guba (1985) described as the “emergence of 

regularities” (p. 265). 

Lincoln and Guba described the emergence of regularities as one of four grounds to conclude data-

collection. Following their guidance data collection continued until there were sufficient consistencies 

in the data. The accounts of key informants from each organisation were highly consistent. 

 

Table 5 

Summary of Key Informants Interviewed 

 

Key informants TA ARU CA FFA 
 

FanFirm 

 
NSO staff that held responsibility for 
interaction with STOs  
 

  
xx 

 
xxx 

 
x 

 

Senior NSO staff, for example 
managers of the department or division 
responsible for overseeing operations 
such as interaction with STOs 

 

x xx  x  

Previous staff from NSOs who could 
provide direct insights into the 
interaction with FanFirm brands 
 

xx     

External consultants, advisors or experts 
 

 x x x  

Senior staff from FanFirm 
 

    xx 

 

Potential key informants were identified through the analysis of documents and through 

“snowballing” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 185). At the conclusion of each interview, interviewees were 

asked to recommend anyone further who could provide vital insight into the topic. In most instances 

potential research respondents were first contacted via email. The email introduced the researcher and 

provided a brief overview of the research objectives and process. A more detailed information sheet, 

developed in accordance with Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) 
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guidelines, was attached (see Appendix C). The information sheet: (a) explained the nature of 

involvement in the research, (b) stressed the voluntary nature of participation, (c) addressed the issues 

of anonymity and confidentiality and (d) explained how data would be used and disseminated. The 

emails were followed up by a telephone call to each potential respondent. The telephone calls: (a) 

facilitated further discussion of the research aims, process, and ethical considerations, (b) enabled 

potential research respondents to ask questions and (c) enabled the researcher to arrange a time and 

place to conduct an interview.  

In many instances the researcher was requested to contact the potential research respondent at 

a later date, usually after a particular event or in some instances, during the sport’s off-season. Due to 

the overlapping domestic and international competition schedules in some sports, securing interviews 

with key informants was at times difficult and required persistence. The primary impact this had on 

the research was that the collection of in-depth interview data occurred between May 2007 and 

December 2008. This large time frame had a positive outcome. It enabled the research to capture 

major transitions in cases of the ARU, CA, and FFA. For example, in 2007 CA was researching 

options for structuring NSO–STO interaction. By 2008, CA had adopted a new system. 

This research sought to investigate the perspectives of the NSOs on the rationale for, and the 

logistics of, interacting with an STO. The research was designed to investigate the relationship from 

the perspective of the NSOs. However, it was found that the progress of interactions between the 

NSOs and FanFirm was tied closely to FanFirm’s evolution, activities, and initiatives as a company. 

For example, data analysis identified that the success of early interactions between TA and Warren 

Livingstone’s prototype brand, The Fanatics, increased Livingstone’s credibility and reputation with 

other NSOs. Likewise, the operations of FanFirm brands and the behaviour of FanFirm clients helped 

to explain some of the benefits and risks that motivated NSOs to maintain contact with the STO. For 

these reasons the perspectives of FanFirm staff were sought to help illuminate and triangulate aspects 

of the NSO–STO interaction described by NSO respondents. Thus, while the research is orientated 

from the perspective of the NSOs, at times the standpoints of the NSOs are best understood with 

reference to the activities of FanFirm.  

 

4.3.2.2 Interview process 

 

Each interview was conducted at a time and location nominated by the research participant. Of the 17 

interviews conducted, five were conducted via telephone at the request of the respondent. Before 

research participants were interviewed they were provided with an information sheet and informed 

consent form as noted above and in accordance with Griffith University HREC. Respondents were 

given an opportunity to ask questions about the research before they agreed to participate. Those 

respondents interviewed in person were requested to sign an informed consent form before the 
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interview commenced. Those respondents interviewed via telephone were asked to signify verbally 

that they consented to being interviewed. In these instances the interviews commenced once the 

respondent had verbally provided consent for their involvement in the research. Before commencing 

each interview the researcher also confirmed with respondents that they were permitted by their 

organisation to discuss the research topic with the researcher. 

Interviews were recorded with the permission of respondents. Interviews varied in length, 

ranging from between 26 and 53 minutes. They were transcribed verbatim. Respondents were given 

the option to review their interview transcript to ensure its accuracy (Merriam, 1998; Punch, 2005). 

Only two respondents took the opportunity to review their interview transcript. In both instances only 

minor changes in terminology were made. Once the interviews were transcribed, data analysis 

commenced. 

 

4.4 Data Analysis 
 

Data analysis in qualitative research has been described as “a task of daunting complexity” (Gillham, 

2000a, p. 75) due to the richness and volume of material collected. The purpose of data analysis is to 

accurately reflect the raw data in a “summary and organised form” (Gillham, 2000a, p. 25). Miles and 

Huberman (1994) described qualitative data analysis as consisting of three stages: data reduction, data 

display, and conclusion drawing and verification. Data reduction refers to processes that assist in 

organising and reducing the large volumes of data collected (Punch, 2005). These processes aid the 

researcher in “selecting, simplifying, abstracting, and transforming” (Darke et. al., 1998, p. 285) raw 

data into conceptual categories. Once data reduction has occurred the transformed data can be 

assembled in a manner that enables the drawing of conclusions (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Miles and 

Huberman (1994) suggested the following forms of data display: matrices, graphs, tables, charts, and 

narratives. These facilitate the final stage of data analysis, the process of conclusion drawing and 

verification. This involves drawing meaning from the data in order to answer the research questions 

and provide evidence for any conclusions drawn.  

To reduce the data, this research employed a three-tiered coding process: open coding, axial 

coding, and selective coding (Neumann, 2006). Coding is a technique to reduce and order data (Boeije, 

2010). As Miles and Huberman (1994) explained: “codes are tags for assigning units of meaning to 

the … information compiled during a study. Codes are usually attached to “chunks” [of data] of 

varying sizes – words, phrases, sentences, or whole paragraphs”. Through the coding process thematic 

analysis of the data occurred inductively: that is, the codes came from the empirical data and were not 

imposed prior to analysis. This approach was adopted as it enables unanticipated findings to emerge 

from the data. 
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The first step of the data analysis was open coding. This involved reading and re-reading the 

interview transcripts to identify and manually record emergent themes. Through this process a list of 

codes was derived from the data. The interview transcripts were then “coded”; that is, the transcripts 

were systematically re-read and segments or “chunks” of the data were labelled with the identified 

codes.  

This process was conducted with the assistance of NVivo8 software. The use of computer 

software for qualitative analysis does not guarantee a more rigorous and accurate examination of data 

(Beazley, 2007a). However, Beazley described five ways in which Vivo software could assist in the 

qualitative research process: it helps organise and manage data; it helps manage ideas; it enables the 

researcher to query data; it can produce visual models of ideas, concepts, or relationships that arise 

from the data; and it assists in reporting on the data. In this research, NVivo8 was primarily used in 

the first two ways described by Beazley. It was utilised in the open coding stage of data analysis as a 

tool to aid in the methodical and thorough interpretation of interview transcripts. The “memo” 

function in NVivo8 was also used to record observations, ideas, and reflections throughout the data 

analysis. NVivo8 was further used in the second stage of data analysis, axial coding, as an 

organisational tool. 

Once the raw data had been ordered through the open coding process, axial coding occurred. 

At this point the open codes were examined to identify if there were overlaps or codes that needed to 

be refined (Gall et al., 2007). The axial coding process involved grouping and refining the open codes 

into a smaller number of distinct axial codes that were still reflective of the raw data. In addition, 

decisions were made about the relevance of codes. In describing the process of reporting case studies, 

Stake (1998) highlights a dilemma that researcher’s must address: “Many a researcher would like to 

tell the whole story but of course cannot” (p. 94), generally for pragmatic reasons, such as thesis or 

journal article word limits. In this study decisions regarding the relevance of codes were guided by the 

research questions.  

The final step of data analysis was selective coding. At this stage of data analysis, an effort 

was made to identify if the axial codes were interrelated and if they could be presented as grouped 

themes. Beazley (2007b) argued that “themes only attain full significance when they are linked to 

form a coordinated picture or an explanatory model” (p. 5). The process of identifying if and how 

themes interconnect assists in identifying which themes are central to the study. Creswell (2003) 

explained that “these themes are the ones that appear as major findings in qualitative studies” (p. 195). 

They form the basis of the “storyline” in the reporting of results (Creswell, 2003, p. 195). In this 

research, the selective coding process helped identify how the themes derived from the data were 

connected and determined how they were grouped for reporting purposes. 

In conclusion, the data analysis process employed in this research was inductive, with core 

themes derived from the empirical data. A three-tiered coding process was followed to first 

systematically search and segment data, breaking them into meaningful and manageable units (Boeije, 
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2010). This was then followed by a process of “reassembling” and making sense of the data: 

identifying major themes, looking for patterns, relationships, or explanations (Boeije, 2010). In the 

following chapters the results of this research are reported. This chapter therefore concludes with an 

explanation of how the findings are presented. The following section also includes an explanation of 

two reporting issues. Gillham (2000a) noted that reality is “unlikely to be tidy”, but cautioned 

researchers against attempting to “‘clean up’ the picture to make it acceptable” (p. 26). Thus, in the 

upcoming section these issues are discussed.  

 

4.5 Reporting of Results  
 

The results of this research are presented in two separate chapters. This arrangement facilitates 

differentiation between descriptive findings on each NSO–FanFirm relationship and the results of the 

cross-case thematic analysis. Chapter Five is entitled “Within-Case Results” and presents descriptive 

findings on the background and unique features of each case. Chapter Six is entitled “Cross-Case 

Results” and presents the results of the cross-case analysis. It reports on common themes identified 

across the four cases. Separating case-specific results from cross-case findings in this manner is an 

accepted formula for the reporting of multiple case studies (Eisenhardt, 2002; Yin, 2009). The utility 

of this approach arises from the fact that the separate case notes presented in Chapter Five provide a 

basis for understanding the content of Chapter Six. 

In Figure 2 the process of data collection, analysis, and reporting followed in this research and 

explained in the chapter is summarised. As depicted, in both Chapters Five and Six, evidence from the 

documents and in-depth interviews are combined to create a holistic understanding of the NSO–

FanFirm interaction. In both chapters direct quotes from participants and documents are used 

extensively. Strauss (1987) gave three arguments for the provision of illustrative data in the reporting 

of qualitative research. First, it gives a sense of reality to the account. Second, it can convey the 

viewpoint of participants, and third, it can add credence to theoretical commentary. For these reasons, 

when appropriate direct quotes are used in the reporting of results. 

Where illustrative, quotes from documents are used and references are provided. When the 

comments of respondents are quoted or summarised, a numerical system is used to preserve their 

anonymity (e.g. Respondent 1 or R1). 
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Documentary evidence In-depth interviews

Within-case analysis Cross-case comparison 

With-in case results Cross-case results

Analysis and discussion

DATA 
COLLECTION
Explained in 
Chapter Four

DATA 
ANALYSIS

Explained in 
Chapter Four

RESULTS
Presented in 

Chapters Five 
and Six

ANALYSIS
Discussed in 

Chapter 
Seven

 
 

Figure 2: An overview of the data collection, analysis, and reporting procedure used in this research  

 

4.5.1 Reporting issues 

 

During the analysis of data it became evident that prior to the reporting of results it would be 

necessary to clarify the variety of names used to refer to the STO featured in this research. FanFirm 

has evolved rapidly since its inception in 1997. It started as The Fanatics, an informal sport supporter 

group. The success of The Fanatics led founder Warren Livingstone to establish his first sport tour 

company in 2002, Fanatics Sports and Party Tours. Livingstone’s operations then expanded. FanFirm 

was established and traded through the brands Fanatics Sports and Party Tours (FSPT), Wallaby 

Travel (now We Love Rugby), Fox Sports Travel (no longer operational), and Sporting Edge. FSPT 

also traded as FFA Travel for the sale of tour packages to the 2006 FIFA World Cup. 

The dynamic growth of the case study STO created challenges in reporting the research 

findings. NSO interview participants were asked about their interaction with the company FSPT (the 

first tour brand established by Livingstone). However, in their responses research participants used a 

variety of names in describing their interaction with FSPT. For example, some respondents simply 

abbreviated Fanatics Sports and Party Tours to “the Fanatics”. However, the term “The Fanatics” was 

also used by respondents from Tennis Australia (TA) to refer to the Davis Cup supporter group and 
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the forerunner to the sport tour company Fanatics Sports and Party Tours. In other cases, respondents 

replied to questions by referring to the particular FanFirm brand with which they regularly dealt. For 

example, discussion with respondents from the ARU predominantly related to the brand Wallaby 

Travel. To further confound matters, some research respondents explained their experience of dealing 

with the company FSPT by using Warren Livingstone’s name or nicknames (Wiz, Wizzes) 

interchangeably with, or as a replacement for the company’s title. For example: “Warren is a much 

bigger company now with those other sports I mentioned … He’s certainly branched out” (R7). 

The following steps were taken to minimise the possible confusion caused by the diversity of 

labels used throughout the following chapters: 

1) The STO is referred to as FanFirm, particularly in instances where respondents are describing 

an NSO’s interaction with more than one FanFirm brand  

2) In instances where the discussion is focused on a particular FanFirm brand, the brand name is 

used. Table 6 provides a list and brief description of the different brands mentioned in this 

research  

3) Direct quotes have not been changed but the term “The Fanatics” (with both words capitalised) 

is used to signify when respondents are referring to the Davis Cup supporter group and 

forerunner to FanFirm. Alternatively, the “Fanatics” is used where a respondent has shortened 

the title FSPT or is referring to clients of FSPT. FSPT takes groups of Fanatics on tour, and 

also organises groups of Fanatics to attend sport events on a ticket-only basis (no 

accommodation or transport options included). In the reporting of results an effort has been 

made to differentiate between groups of Fanatics attending events on tour, and those attending 

as a supporter group on a ticket-only basis.  

 

Table 6 

An Overview of FanFirm and its Brands  

 

Company / Brand Name Description 

 

FanFirm  FanFirm (2008a) claimed to be “Australia’s largest and one of 

the world’s premier sports tour operators” (Para. 1). The 

company has a “collective database of over 100,000 members” 

(Para. 2) across the following brands: Fanatics Sports and Party 

Tours (FSPT); Wallaby Travel (now We Love Rugby); Sporting 

Edge; and Fox Sports Travel (no longer operating). On 12 

August, 2008, Warren Livingstone sold FanFirm and its 

interests in three (unspecified) companies to the international 
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Company / Brand Name Description 

 

firm TUI AG for €15.3 million (TUI AG, 2008). However, 

FanFirm still has an office in Sydney. 

 

The Fanatics (the Davis 

Cup supporter group or 

“cheer squad”) 

The Fanatics started in 1997 as a supporter group for the 

Australian Davis Cup tennis team. TA provided financial 

assistance to Warren Livingstone in return for his organisation 

of a “cheer squad” to barrack for the Australian team. The loose 

network of sport fans that made up The Fanatics grew to the 

point that Livingstone formalised his business operations and 

acquired a travel agent license in 2002.  

In this research a distinction has been made between The 

Fanatics (the pre-2002 Davis Cup cheer squad) and groups of 

Fanatics, or those who purchase their tickets and/or travel 

packages through the company FSPT (established in 2002).  

 

Fanatics Sports and Party 

Tours (FSPT)  

FSPT is the company that evolved from the growth of the 

loosely organised cheer squad, The Fanatics. FSPT has offices 

in Sydney and London and organises sport and party tours to a 

growing array of Australian and international sport and party 

events. FSPT packages are designed to suit young travellers or 

those with a restricted budget. FSPT operates a website entitled 

“Fanatics” (www.thefanatics.com) that caters for those seeking 

either ticket-only access to events or those looking for 

affordable sport tour packages. Customers and members of 

FSPT are referred to as the “Fanatics” or “groups of Fanatics” 

in this thesis.  

 

Wallaby Travel (no longer 

operational, the brand that 

sold packages to 

international rugby union 

matches featuring the 

Wallabies) 

 

The ARU granted FSPT the right to operate tours to 

international rugby union events in 2002. Livingstone sold tour 

packages to Wallaby games using the name “Wallaby Travel”. 

The ARU entered into a joint venture with Wallaby Travel to 

sell tour packages to the 2007 Rugby World Cup in France. 

Wallaby Travel is no longer in operation. 

http://www.thefanatics.com/
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Company / Brand Name Description 

 

We Love Rugby (brand 

selling packages to 

domestic and international 

rugby union matches)  

In July 2008, Wallaby Travel was replaced by We Love Rugby. 

The rationale behind the name change related to the fact that the 

title “We Love Rugby” could accommodate a wider range of 

rugby tour products than “Wallaby Travel” which had 

connotations of travelling to watch the Australian national 

rugby union team only. The move enabled We Love Rugby to 

enter into arrangements with some of the Australian based 

Super 15 rugby franchises. On its website, We Love Rugby 

(2009) claimed to be “Australia's largest and most respected 

rugby tour operator”. 

 

FFA Travel (no longer 

operational, a brand 

created to distribute tickets 

and sell travel packages to 

the 2006 FIFA World Cup 

in Germany) 

FFA Travel was a joint venture between FSPT and Football 

Federation Australia (FFA). The venture was formed prior to 

the 2006 FIFA World Cup. FSPT were given the responsibility 

of distributing FFA’s allocation of tickets to the event, some of 

which were bundled into travel packages and sold through FFA 

Travel. The FFA Travel joint venture was discontinued upon 

the conclusion of the 2006 FIFA World Cup. 

 

Sporting Edge (FanFirm 

brand selling sport tour 

packages in conjunction 

with Fairfax Travel 

Services) 

Sporting Edge sells travel packages to sport events in 

association with Fairfax Travel Services via media properties 

including The Sydney Morning Herald, The Financial Review, 

The Age, and The Brisbane Times. The tour packages developed 

by Sporting Edge are marketed to those fans after upmarket and 

unique experiences that “money can’t buy” and target a more 

affluent demographic than FSPT products (FanFirm, 2008c). 

 

 

4.6 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter outlined the methodology adopted to address the three questions posed in this research. It 

began by previewing the features of qualitative research and highlighted how these features suited the 

objectives and context of this study. It then described case study research and explained the choice of 
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case study as the strategy of enquiry for investigating how and why NSOs and STOs interact. It 

explained why a multiple case study design was employed.  

An explanation was provided for the choice of the two forms of qualitative data collected: 

documentary evidence and in-depth interview data. Information was provided on the types of 

documents collected, and why and how they were sourced. This was followed by an explanation for 

the choice of semi-structured, in-depth interviews, and the purposeful selection of key informants. 

This chapter then described the data analysis process employed to meaningfully reduce and interpret 

the data. Finally, the chapter concluded with an explanation of how the findings of this research are 

presented. This presentation begins in the next chapter with the “within-case” results describing each 

of the featured case studies.
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Chapter Five: Within-Case Results 
 

This chapter presents descriptive findings on the origin, evolution, and unique features of each of the 

four case study relationships investigated. It begins by presenting descriptive findings on the 

interaction between Tennis Australia (TA) and FanFirm. This is followed by the presentation of 

descriptive results on the interaction between the Australian Rugby Union (ARU) and FanFirm, 

Cricket Australia (CA) and FanFirm, and finally, Football Federation Australia (FFA) and FanFirm. 

The results are presented in this order as it reflects the chronological sequence of the NSOs’ initial 

interaction with FanFirm or its brands. 

The descriptive findings presented in this chapter are the result of what Eisenhardt (2002) 

referred to as a within-case analysis (see Section 4.2.1.2). The within-case analysis involved analysing 

data pertaining to each case separately. Documentary evidence and interview transcripts were read 

and reread to develop familiarity with each example of NSO–STO interaction. The raw data were 

reduced and ordered to produce a narrative describing the circumstances of each NSO–FanFirm 

interaction, with particular emphasis placed on building an understanding of the background and 

distinct features of each case. In this chapter findings pertaining to each case are reported individually.  

  The within-case analysis drew on both documentary and interview data. However, the in-

depth interviews with key informants were the dominant source of information on the background and 

evolution of NSO–STO interactions. In this chapter, information provided by respondents is 

referenced using a numerical system to preserve anonymity. Respondents are referred to as 

Respondent 1 or R1, Respondent 2 or R2, and so on. This convention is adhered to in subsequent 

chapters. Direct quotes are used when appropriate, either as evidence supporting an argument, or 

because the respondent’s own words best articulate the point being conveyed. Where direct quotes are 

used, they are reproduced verbatim.  

 However, this produced a challenge in reporting the research findings. Throughout the 

interviews respondents used a variety of names when referring to the featured STO. Section 4.5.1 

contains a summary of the reporting strategies employed to minimise the confusion created by the use 

of multiple names to describe the featured STO. In comments referring to the STO in general, the 

designation FanFirm is used. In cases where the discussion relates to a particular FanFirm brand, the 

brand name is used.  

 

5.1 Tennis Australia’s Interaction with FanFirm 
 

Research participants from TA explained how they played a pivotal role in “discovering” Warren 

Livingstone and in the establishment of The Fanatics “cheer squad”. In media accounts, the story of 
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The Fanatics is portrayed as highly serendipitous. However, this research found that prior to 

discovering Livingstone, TA staff associated with the Davis Cup had already identified a need to: (a) 

attract a younger audience to tennis in Australia, (b) enhance the spectator culture of the sport, and (c) 

encourage Australian fans to attend overseas Davis Cup ties in which Australia competed. In 

particular, in the late 1990s, John Newcombe was keen to establish a travelling supporter group for 

the Australian Davis Cup team under his captaincy. Newcombe approached Livingstone with the 

“cheer group” idea, before advocating the idea to other TA staff.  As such, the origins of The Fanatics 

can be viewed as a combination of chance, personalities, and the goals of key Davis Cup staff.  

  

5.1.1 Chance, context, and characters: the right people, in the right place, at the right 

time 

 

In the 1990s Australia’s participation in the Davis Cup was overseen by TA’s Tennis Division. At that 

time staff from the Tennis Division faced four interrelated challenges. First, the Australian Davis Cup 

team was frequently scheduled to compete overseas (R2). This was particularly the case during John 

Newcombe’s captaincy of the Australian team between 1994 and 2000. The lack of home contests, or 

“ties” made it difficult for the team to generate public support in Australia (R2, R12). Second, the 

Australian Davis Cup team was not well supported at overseas ties (R2, R12). Third, Davis Cup 

crowd numbers in Australia were declining (R2). Finally, in Australia, the Davis Cup was attracting 

“a very traditional audience” (R2), mostly in “the retired age group” (R7). Respondent 2 explained 

that TA “didn’t want to get rid of” older spectators, but wanted to encourage younger spectators to 

attend tennis matches. 

The research found that despite identifying these challenges, the Tennis Division was unsure 

about how to respond to them. More specifically, prior to 1997, TA “just couldn’t find the right 

person” (R2) to enhance the excitement and entertainment of the tennis experience. This was the 

context in which the chance meeting occurred between John Newcombe and Warren Livingstone.  

The circumstances by which Newcombe became acquainted with Livingstone were 

introduced in Chapter One (Section 1.5.2). Of the group of Australians Newcombe witnessed cheering 

at the US Open, he believed “Warren was the smartest of the bunch” and appeared to be the right 

person to lead a Davis Cup supporter group (R12). According to Respondent 4, Newcombe 

approached Livingstone with the following proposition:  

…we should try and get this going. See how you go and try and get Australians to 

support our team overseas because no one ever supports us when we’re away. Everyone 

supports us when we’re here but [not] when we’re away. And when we’re here there are 

crowds but no one follows it with any kind of passion, they’re quite laid back.  
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Newcombe then worked to convince the “conservative” (R2) TA Board that the cheer squad idea had 

merit. Ultimately, the TA Board agreed and provided financial assistance to Livingstone to cover the 

cost of organising The Fanatics (R2). This enabled Livingstone to focus on developing The Fanatics 

on a full-time basis (R4).  

In addition to the support and friendship of Newcombe, Livingstone established relationships 

with other Davis Cup staff and athletes, including Pat Rafter and Lleyton Hewitt. Respondent 2 

explained that these relationships assisted in convincing the TA Board that The Fanatics had “a role to 

play” in relation to the Davis Cup. The personal friendships that Livingstone developed with tennis 

staff and athletes also enhanced The Fanatics product in the early days. In particular, members of the 

Davis Cup team would join The Fanatics at a post tie function, giving members of The Fanatics 

unparalleled access to the athletes they supported (R2). The manner in which the athletes and Davis 

Cup staff interacted with members of The Fanatics “gained a culture all for itself” (R2) and was a 

defining feature of the early Fanatics product. Photo galleries posted on the FSPT website from these 

early functions showed prominent members of the Australian Davis Cup team and TA staff 

celebrating with The Fanatics. While this post-tie social interaction gradually disappeared over time, 

Davis Cup staff and athletes still thank the Fanatics for the support they provide at the conclusion of 

each tie. 

 

5.1.2 The support of The Fanatics and its influence on Australian tennis crowds 

 

The support The Fanatics provided to Australian athletes “at-match” was central to the ongoing 

relationship between Livingstone, The Fanatics, and TA’s Davis Cup staff and athletes (R7). In 

particular, The Fanatics’ supportive chanting was appreciated by the athletes and Davis Cup team 

management (R2, R7, R12). Respondents 2 and 7 described how the support of The Fanatics was 

particularly valuable when the Davis Cup team played overseas, where there were not many 

Australian supporters. In addition, the group's vocal support was considered to have a positive 

influence on the performance of some of Australia’s elite tennis players, particularly Lleyton Hewitt 

(R7): 

The Fanatics, you’ll find, are now at the front [of the arena]. We started off with them 

way at the back but now they’re such an important part for the players, and for Lleyton in 

particular, that we actually have them in the front … where he walks over to get a ball off 

a ball kid … he relates to them and feeds off them. 

The support provided by The Fanatics was the primary justification for TA’s ongoing 

provision of tickets to the group, as well as a key means for the Tennis Division to evaluate its 

interaction with the group. The relationship between the organisations was described as a “friendship” 

(R2, R4) which enabled an ongoing informal appraisal of The Fanatics involvement: 
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Even though in the end [The Fanatics] became a business, we were all in it together, we 

were trying to work out ways that we could make it better so I guess there was a constant 

evaluation without us really saying there was (R2). 

Respondent 2 described how after each tie, the two organisations would communicate about “what 

worked and what didn’t work”. While Tennis Division staff would provide feedback on The Fanatics’ 

chants and costumes, they were also interested in how many tickets Livingstone sold: “we wanted to 

ensure that he still was going out there and getting the supporters. So I think in the end the biggest 

measure for us was how many people did he have in his group?” (R2). While ticket sales were 

considered important at the time, Respondent 2 noted in hindsight that The Fanatics made other, 

substantial contributions to Australian tennis. 

Respondent 2 credited The Fanatics with changing the style of support exhibited by 

Australian tennis spectators. Respondent 2 argued that in the 1990s “Australian crowds were just too 

polite” and “staid”. The chanting, costumes, and antics of The Fanatics invigorated the “culture of 

watching tennis” and added to the “excitement” and “social atmosphere” of Davis Cup ties (R2, R7). 

The importance of the “excitement” added by The Fanatics was explained by Respondent 2: “sport 

was very much becoming entertainment and yet in tennis we hadn’t really moved with the times”. The 

Fanatics played a role in making “a fairly long day” at the tennis exciting and entertaining (R2, R12).  

Respondents 2 and 7 also believed that The Fanatics had helped in the achievement of TA’s 

objective of introducing a younger demographic to Australian tennis spectatorship. In particular, 

Respondent 7 felt that The Fanatics’ involvement in tennis had led to more support from people in the 

25 to 35 year age bracket. For these reasons TA has facilitated the continued involvement of the group 

at “every [Davis Cup] home tie, every away tie” since The Fanatics’ inception (R7). 

The support and friendship that The Fanatics enjoyed from TA’s Tennis Division in the early 

years did not appear to be replicated by the organisation’s Australian Open Division, which managed 

the staging and ticketing of the Australian Open (AO) (Swanton, 2006). Reasons for this were twofold. 

Firstly, there was allegedly a “personality clash” (R12) between The Fanatics staff and senior staff in 

the AO Division (Pearce, 2004). Secondly, the AO Division did not wish to be accused of giving 

preferential treatment to an Australian spectator group (R7, R12). Consequently, The Fanatics 

consistently had difficulty obtaining “ticket-only” group bookings for the AO and were often denied 

group access to the event. However, as explained in the next section, by 2007 other FanFirm sport 

tour brands had been granted access to AO tickets (R7).  

 

5.1.3 From spectator group to sport tour operator 

 

The research found that while The Fanatics was established as “travelling support” (R7) for the 

Australian Davis Cup team, from TA’s perspective, business conducted with The Fanatics was 
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“nothing to do with the travel” (R7). The staff of the Tennis Division was more interested in 

propagating a supportive “yellow army” (R2) for Australia’s team than in profiting from the 

willingness of such a group to travel to interstate or overseas tennis events. As Respondent 7 

explained “all we need to know is how many tickets they need”. 

Consequently, for the Davis Cup, TA’s interaction with The Fanatics has been relatively 

informal and more like a “friendship” than a commercial arrangement (R2, R4). Respondent 7 made 

the following assessment of the interaction:  

We have a business relationship with Warren, but it’s the support that he generates for us. 

He is the leader of the Fanatics. His company now is the one that we have a business 

venture with, if you like. And he’s not contracted, it’s just a verbal agreement and we just 

have this ongoing agreement that he’ll provide this service.  

In light of the “open relationship” (R2) that developed between the Tennis Division and The 

Fanatics, respondents viewed this verbal agreement as sufficient. However, as Livingstone sought to 

establish a sport tour business with ties to other NSOs, he realised that it was necessary to adopt more 

sophisticated, formal operating procedures. From 2002 Livingstone became a licensed travel agency 

(R4).  

According to Respondent 7, Livingstone used the Davis Cup as “a spring board for his 

business”, as he grew The Fanatics from an informal supporter group into a sport tour company. 

While The Fanatics had experienced difficulty gaining admission to the AO, the sport tour company 

that Livingstone established was ultimately granted access to AO tickets. However, the allocation of 

AO tickets received by FanFirm’s brands could only be sold in sport tour packages. A statement on 

the FSPT website (2009) explained the basis of the company’s commercial relationship with TA for 

the 2010 AO: “as an Official Tour Operator we are unable to offer 'just tickets' as all packages must 

include accommodation” (para. 5). Whilst The Fanatics have retained their connection to the Davis 

Cup, Respondent 7 noted that FanFirm is now “much more tour operator and travel focused” than the 

initial Fanatics concept. 

The research found that the ongoing interaction between TA and The Fanatics/FSPT has not 

been without its challenges. This is encapsulated in the following quote:  

We’ve got to be honest here. Not everyone’s a Fanatic fan. There are some people who 

we get complaints from, who are sitting adjacent in the stadium for home ties which 

we’re organising. And Warren knows all that. But people are getting more used to them. 

It was a slow process. We’re getting less complaints now. But there’s still some that [feel] 

they just make too much noise, they’re too boisterous. It is, to them, incessant between 

every point. So it’s not 100% support, if you like, for The Fanatics (R7).  

The document analysis revealed that on occasion, TA has distanced itself from the actions of 

the FSPT and its members. For example, a 2004 Davis Cup tie between Sweden and Australia was 

interrupted after the Swedish team made a complaint concerning offensive personal comments from a 
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group of Fanatics (“Swedes edge five-set thriller”, 2004). In 2005, the Fanatics featured in the 

Australian national media after a stunt at the Davis Cup. Around 70 members arrived at a match 

between Australia and Argentina wearing t-shirts provided by FSPT that depicted the South American 

tennis players as drug cheats (“Fans’ ploy to cheese off Argies”, 2005; “Tennis Australia distances 

itself from Fanatics antics”, 2005). In response, a TA spokesperson remarked that TA does not 

officially endorse the Fanatics, while TA President Geoff Pollard issued a statement saying, “Tennis 

Australia does not see in advance, or have approval over, what the Fanatics provide to those who 

independently buy tickets through them” (in Swanton, 2005, para. 8). In 2009, the Fanatics featured 

on the front page of The Australian, which criticised the group’s support for tennis player Lleyton 

Hewitt at Wimbledon as “a touch too fanatical” (Wilson, 2009, p. 1). 

Despite these issues, Respondent 7 espoused the view that the Fanatics are still an 

“important” part of the Davis Cup and noted, “I hope they continue”. However, Respondents 2 and 7 

both noted that there was a need for FSPT to “refresh” the Fanatics product to ensure a continuation 

of the rapid momentum experienced in the initial years of the Davis Cup cheer squad. In addition, 

Respondent 12 expressed the view that the Fanatics should receive more support from TA to ensure 

that the group continue to provide vital support for Australian athletes and teams, particularly at 

overseas ties. 

In summary, in the 1990s TA had identified a need to increase Australian interest in domestic 

and internationally hosted Davis Cup ties and to attract a younger audience to tennis. Warren 

Livingstone was identified as someone who could assist TA in achieving these objectives through the 

formation of a Davis Cup cheer squad. TA initially provided financial support to Livingstone as he 

established The Fanatics, which became the forerunner of a more expansive and formally organised 

sport tour company. TA’s initial interest in Livingstone was driven by its desire to attract Australian 

spectators to Davis Cup events, rather than to cultivate Davis Cup events as sport tourism products. 

For some time The Fanatics cheer squad was essentially excluded from attending TA’s premier event, 

the Australian Open. 

However, TA operates travel programme for the Australian Open and ultimately, FanFirm 

sport tour brands were granted access to Australian Open tickets as an official tour provider. Overall, 

TA staff and athletes played a pivotal role in establishing The Fanatics concept and in providing a 

foundation upon which a much larger, multisport tour operation evolved. In return, TA athletes have 

benefited from vocal and parochial support at events around the world and the culture of tennis 

spectatorship has been invigorated. 
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5.2 The Australian Rugby Union’s Interaction with FanFirm 
 

The ARU has made a concerted effort to establish sport tourism as a revenue stream and to leverage 

relationships with sport tour operators to its commercial advantage (R16, R4). The ARU was 

described as “at the forefront of travel” (R16) and as “more commercially astute” and “aggressive” in 

identifying and pursuing sport tourism opportunities than the other NSOs involved in this research 

(R4). The ARU’s interaction with FanFirm began with the brand FSPT in 2002. In late 2004 the ARU 

entered a joint venture with the former FanFirm brand, Wallaby Travel, and successfully tendered to 

become an official tour operator for the 2007 Rugby World Cup (R6). The ARU had developed an 

interest in sport tourism as a means of generating “additional revenue” and “adding value” for rugby 

supporters and state member unions (R6). 

The ARU’s interaction with STOs started in 1997 when a Bledisloe Cup match was held in 

Melbourne (R1). The Bledisloe Cup is a series contested between the national men’s rugby union 

teams of Australia and New Zealand. At the time, Queensland and New South Wales were considered 

“the two heartlands of rugby” in Australia (R3). Both states were unhappy with the ARU’s decision to 

move the blockbuster event to Melbourne. However, Respondent 3 provided the following 

justification for the move: 

…sporting governing bodies have a huge responsibility to their constituents and even 

though rugby’s professional right at the top end, the rest is amateur, community-based, 

where there isn’t much money. So you’ve got to make the money at the top and feed it 

down and you know, going to Lang Park [in Queensland] with 42 000 [seats], or going 

for the Melbourne Cricket Ground with 110 [thousand seats] makes a hell of a difference 

to what you can achieve for your wider constituents.  

The move to Melbourne was motivated by commercial opportunities, some derived from 

sport tourism. The ARU administered licensing agreements to a number of tour operators to bring 

interstate and New Zealand rugby tourists to Melbourne. In the ensuing years the ARU has continued 

to interact with different sport tour operators in order to capitalise on the tourism generated by its 

events (R1).  

Respondent 5 explained the way the ARU negotiated licensing agreements with sport tour 

operators for the Bledisloe Cup: 

…we license agents to sell tickets to matches in Australia … Then we enter into an 

arrangement with the New Zealand Rugby Union where they allow us to license 

Australian travel agents to sell tickets to a Bledisloe Cup in New Zealand … Under that 

arrangement an Australian company can only sell to Australians. So if I’m [the] Fanatics 

selling tickets to the Bledisloe Cup in Auckland this year I can only sell to Australians 

living in Australia.  
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It was in the latter, limited capacity that the ARU, via its Commercial Operations division, 

started interacting with FanFirm, trading as FSPT, in 2002 (R4). The ARU engaged FSPT as one of 

several official travel agents that were permitted to sell sport tour packages to Bledisloe Cup matches 

in New Zealand (R1, R5). The ARU “were aware of The Fanatics from tennis” (R1), but were not 

interested in The Fanatics brand or clientele. From the outset the ARU engaged FSPT because it saw 

Livingstone as “a good operator, who had a good strong database, who could organise tours, who 

could promote and advertise and get a lot of people to come along to games” (R1).  

The relationship between the ARU and FSPT became more formalised after an 

entrepreneurial move by Livingstone. Livingstone registered the name “Wallaby Travel” with the 

intention of using it to sell tour packages to rugby events (R1). When the ARU became aware of this, 

it negotiated to gain control of the name Wallaby Travel. The ARU subsequently licensed FSPT to 

use the name (R1, R6). The significance of the moniker “Wallaby Travel” was summed up by 

Respondent 5 who commented, “I do think the words ‘Wallaby Travel’ have helped him [Livingstone] 

no end in this marketplace. I think it gives a stamp of authenticity”.  

There were two elements to FSPT’s use of the name Wallaby Travel. First, FSPT was allowed 

to sell tour packages to trans-Tasman events like the Bledisloe Cup (R1, R6). Second, the ARU 

entered into a formal joint venture with Wallaby Travel and together they compiled an application to 

become an official tour operator for the 2007 Rugby World Cup (RWC) in France, Wales, and 

Scotland (R1, R5, R6). Respondent 1 explained that the ARU was attracted to selling sport tour 

packages to the 2007 RWC as “the premiums are strong and the spend per person is strong”.  

The ARU’s 2006 annual report announced that the joint venture application was successful 

and that Wallaby Travel had obtained the right to operate as an official tour operator. The ARU’s 

Commercial Operations division stated that “the travel programme forms a very important part of the 

ARU's commercial activities” (ARU, 2006, p. 57). The arrangement between the ARU and Wallaby 

Travel was described as “50-50” (R5) in that both parties contributed an equal amount financially, and 

held 50% of the risk if the venture failed. However, as the licensed travel agency it was FSPT, trading 

as Wallaby Travel that entered into the contract with Rugby World Cup Limited.  

The planning of sport tour packages for the 2007 RWC involved ongoing collaboration 

between the ARU and Wallaby Travel. Before the event, representatives from both organisations 

travelled to France to inspect possible function venues and hotels (R1, R5). However, ultimately it 

was FSPT that managed the logistical elements of the tour packages: “Woz has … gone and sourced 

accommodation, he’s negotiated with airlines for flights, he’s organised transfers and what-have-you” 

(R1). Wallaby Travel offered a variety of packages for the 2007 RWC, the top package being a 44-

day “Rugby Odyssey” tour, costing AUD$23 900. 

Respondent 6 described the joint venture as a success for the ARU, despite the unexpected 

elimination of the Wallabies before the final. While some tour members departed early, most stayed 

until the conclusion of the tour and were given an unscheduled treat by the ARU and Wallaby Travel: 
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We were quick to act and actually approach the Wallabies and see if there were any of 

the Wallabies that wanted to stay around and get on any of the coaches and about ten of 

the guys actually stayed on, so Berrick Barnes, Matt Dunning to name a few, and 

Tuirinui and a few others actually stayed on and spent time on the coaches (R6). 

The joint venture had given the ARU an opportunity to “provide value add to existing supporters and 

members” (R6). In 2007, for the first time, the ARU reported income from travel packages in its 

annual report. Revenue from sport tourism was reported alongside conventional revenue streams such 

as sponsorship, broadcast rights, and ticket sales. In 2007, travel packages sold through the ARU-

Wallaby Travel joint venture contributed one per cent of the ARU’s overall income of close to 

AUD$77 million (ARU, 2007). 

The joint venture also helped establish FSPT as a sport tour operator (R4). In particular, 

Respondent 5 felt that access to the title Wallaby Travel and the backing of the ARU had provided 

FSPT with a competitive advantage over other sport tour agents attempting to sell RWC packages in 

the Australian market: “if the Fanatics were selling rugby packages and not Wallaby Travel he 

[Livingstone] would not do as well. Fanatics don’t mean rugby union in this country yet. Wallaby 

Travel certainly does”. 

Despite the success of this extended collaboration, post-2007 FSPT ceased trading as Wallaby 

Travel. “We Love Rugby” was introduced as a replacement for Wallaby Travel. Whilst Wallaby 

Travel had a strong and marketable connection with Australia’s national team, FanFirm sought to 

branch out into the provision of a broader array of rugby tour packages. We Love Rugby sells travel 

packages to matches in the Super 15 competition between provincial teams from South Africa, New 

Zealand and Australia, and no longer focuses exclusively on tours to Wallaby games. In addition, We 

Love Rugby is not subject to the same restrictions that were imposed by the ARU when FSPT was 

trading as Wallaby Travel (R4, R17). However, while We Love Rugby is able to operate more 

autonomously, the ARU still expects all licensed tour operators to provide a high quality service. 

Respondent 6 explained why: “We’re obviously vulnerable in the fact that we license… [STOs] to sell 

our tickets but we can’t be responsible I guess for the delivery as far as customer service goes, which 

does at the end of the day reflect on Australian rugby again”.  

The ARU now interacts with We Love Rugby as an official STO. However, Respondent 1 

emphasised that the ongoing interaction between the ARU and FanFirm brands is based on continued 

production of mutual benefits and the ability of We Love Rugby to fulfil the ARU’s expectations as it 

works to grow sport tourism revenue. The ARU adopted the pragmatic approach that “if Woz doesn’t 

sell, and ultimately someone else does, then you know, that will count against Woz” (R1). 

The ARU has also used its interaction with FanFirm to leverage the tourism potential of the 

Bledisloe Cup to its commercial advantage. Bledisloe Cup matches are held two to four times a year 

and the popularity of the contest means that demand for tour packages is strong on an annual basis. 

The Bledisloe Cup provides a regular and lucrative opportunity for the ARU to interact with STOs 
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(R1, R4, R5). However, the research found that other international rugby matches, for example 

against England, Italy, or France, are not guaranteed to be successful tourism products. Respondent 5 

made the following appraisal of the situation facing rugby union in Australia: “The biggest challenge 

for rugby in this country is if the matches aren’t getting sold out, or the matches aren’t fantastic 

matches then travel will struggle. It won’t struggle with Bledisloe. With Bledisloe there’s still that 

magic”. In light of this challenge, the ARU adopted a long-term approach to building the commercial 

opportunities presented by rugby tourism.  

Respondent 1 explained that the ARU hoped to build sport tourism into a “regular, sustainable 

revenue flow”:  

Our revenues are close to [AUD]$75 to $80 million. The premiums we get from sports 

tour operators are less than one million dollars a year, other than World Cup year where 

we’ll go to between one and two million a year. But we hope to grow that, we want it to 

become a bigger part. 

As a result of these aspirations, in 2007 the ARU hired its first Commercial Tourism Manager 

(CTM), a staff member within the Commercial Operations department with a portfolio dedicated to 

enhancing sport tourism and managing interaction with STOs like FanFirm: 

We’ve appointed [someone] full time to this part of the business, the commercial tourism 

area. We’ve never had anybody at the ARU 100% dedicated to it before. We have a 

number of things coming up in the future years which we intend to target and build (R1).  

In 2007, Respondent 6 observed: “…. [the ARU are] the only national body that has a specific 

resource targeted on this area” and explained the role of the CTM as follows: 

… [the] role is to look after our official travel agents that are appointed both here in 

Australia and abroad … It’s [the CTM’s] role also to coordinate and manage the 

relationship with the state and national tourism commissions … Also to explore 

additional efficiencies and also opportunities in the travel and tourism sector. So it’s 

looking at how we travel as a business, negotiating and working with our partners to 

provide the best use of resources for us, so I guess the best prices with [airlines] and 

hotels. And also just working with other tour operators and wholesalers to identify and 

do business. 

Respondent 6 explained that while the ARU’s core business is administering and growing rugby 

union, it views sport tourism as an additional and potentially “substantial” revenue source that could 

be invested in rugby development. 

In conclusion, the ARU has adopted a proactive and long-term approach to identifying and 

growing sport tourism opportunities. Whilst Respondent 1 conceded that interacting with STOs is 

currently only contributing a “small part” to the NSO’s annual income generation, the ARU aims to 

grow it into “a regular, sustainable revenue flow”. The ARU generates income by licensing FanFirm 

and other STOs to sell packages to the Bledisloe Cup. However, the research found that other 
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international rugby events hosted in Australia are less reliable in driving the sale of sport tour 

packages.  

The ARU has been innovative in finding ways to build sport tourism revenue. In particular, 

the ARU’s joint venture with Wallaby Travel for the 2007 RWC enabled it to generate tourism related 

income from an event it was not hosting. Despite the success of this venture, respondents highlighted 

that the ARU’s ongoing interaction with FanFirm is contingent upon its performance. Thus far, the 

ARU’s interaction with FanFirm has increased in significance from its beginnings where FSPT was 

licensed to sell trans-Tasman tour packages, to a formal joint venture designed to produce mutual 

benefits. The ARU’s efforts led Respondent 16 to declare that it was at the “forefront” of leveraging 

sport tourism opportunities in Australia. As Respondent 4 summarised: “The ARU makes as much 

money as they can and fair enough! They put that back into [the sport’s] grassroots, so they exploit a 

good opportunity that they have”. 

 

5.3 Cricket Australia’s Interaction with FanFirm 
 

In 2007 and 2008 CA undertook a major shift in its approach to sport tourism and interaction with 

sport tour operators. During this transition a combination of four pre-existing and emerging factors 

influenced the interaction between CA and FanFirm. The four factors resulted in CA only interacting 

with the FanFirm brand FSPT and its clients, the Fanatics, in their capacity as a supporter group.  

The four factors identified were as follows. First, CA did not manage the ticketing of 

international cricket events hosted in Australia. Instead, state cricket associations traditionally 

managed the ticketing of major cricket events hosted in their state. Consequently, to obtain tickets to 

international cricket events hosted in Australia, FSPT would negotiate with each individual state 

cricket association instead of CA (R8, R15). Second, in the past CA only endorsed one official sport 

tour operator, a company called Australian Sport Tours (AST). The state cricket associations had also 

adopted a strategy whereby they only endorsed one tourism partner. This approach had precluded 

FanFirm from becoming an official licensed tour operator of CA or the state cricket associations and 

from selling tour packages to international cricket matches hosted in Australia (R8, R15). 

Third, in 2008, CA entered into a venture with General Travel Group and established the 

Cricket Australia Travel Office (CATO) to offer travel packages to international cricket matches 

hosted in Australia. By 2010 CATO was also offering travel packages to overseas cricket events. As a 

consequence, CA no longer directly interacts with any other STO (CA, 2010; R13). Instead, STOs 

that wish to access cricket events must deal with CATO. Finally, CA generally does not get an 

allocation of tickets for overseas cricket events in which the Australian cricket team competes, 

including the International Cricket Council’s (ICC) Cricket World Cup (CWC) (CA, 2009). Therefore, 

to access tickets to overseas cricket events FanFirm must negotiate directly with the event’s organiser.  
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As a result of these four factors the interaction between CA and FanFirm has been limited. 

CA’s interaction with FanFirm has predominantly been with FSPT and its clients in their capacity as a 

supporter group. In this section findings about these four factors and its impact on CA and FanFirm’s 

interaction are presented in more detail and with supporting evidence.  

The research found that the interaction between cricket governing bodies and STOs was 

influenced by cricket’s governance structure (R8, R13, R15). Cricket employs a federal administrative 

structure, whereby each of CA’s six state-based member associations has had significant influence 

over the production of international cricket events hosted in its state (R8, R13). Respondent 15 

explained: “the governance of cricket is … a bit unusual in that the States control all the international 

ticketing”. Respondent 8 explained why: “the States appoint [CA’s] board members, so if someone’s 

on our board representing Queensland, they’re not going to sit there and let Brisbane not have a test 

[match]”. Further, as Respondent 8 explained, “the state associations either own the venue that the 

match is played in, such as the WACA and the SACA and Tassie, or they hold relationships with the 

venues, such as the MCG, SCG and Brisbane”. Consequently, FSPT traditionally negotiated with the 

state associations, rather than CA, in order to procure a bulk allocation of tickets to major cricket 

events: 

Traditionally before the Ashes [FSPT] went to the state associations, got a couple of 

hundred tickets, 300, 400, 500 tickets, whatever, in a bay somewhere and took them 

away and sold them at face value through their own mechanisms, brought people into the 

ground, created the Fanatics bay as they do at-match (R8). 

Respondent 8 also noted that the relationships between the state associations and FSPT “have 

been quite varied, from very close in some states, to not interested in other states”. This was attributed 

to both venue layout (such as at Adelaide Oval where there were areas with no designated seating and 

therefore no need for FSPT to request “bulk” seating allocations) or the fact that in some states there 

was insufficient market for FSPT’s Fanatics product.  

While negotiating with the state associations was the usual way that FSPT accessed 

domestically hosted cricket events, Respondent 8 commented that CA “still have a relationship with 

[FSPT], more on logistical grounds than commercial grounds”. Respondent 13 described this as “an 

accommodating sort of a relationship” whereby FSPT would retain CA’s support provided it obeyed 

the NSO’s rules. CA maintained this relationship because the attendance of large groups like the 

Fanatics created implications for both crowd management and ticketing (R8, R13). For example, after 

Australia’s loss to England in the 2005 Ashes, there was unprecedented demand for tickets to the 

2006/2007 Ashes series in Australia (R10). The first test was hosted at the Gabba in Brisbane and 

achieved a total attendance figure of 164, 727, which Respondent 10 described as “almost double the 

previous [attendance] record”. Respondent 8 explained how “the rush on tickets” prompted CA to 

work with its state associations to develop a more streamlined approach to ticketing, which impacted 

on FSPT.  
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Ticket sales for all matches in the 2006/2007 Ashes series were managed by the ticketing 

company Ticketmaster. FSPT was assigned a bay in each of the five venues that hosted the Ashes. 

However, due to the demand for tickets, CA decreed that FSPT’s ticket allocation would also be sold 

through Ticketmaster and would be available to anyone, not just FSPT’s members. FSPT advertised 

the tickets on its website with a code for members to enter when they purchased tickets via 

Ticketmaster. Tickets in FSPT’s seating area were more expensive as they included a Fanatics t-shirt 

to give the impression of a unified supporter group. However, where demand for the event exceeded 

supply, seats in FSPT’s bays were available to other cricket spectators. Ultimately this arrangement 

was not viewed as ideal by either CA, due to the “logistical problems” (R8) it created, or by FSPT. 

Having non-Fanatics in FSPT’s Fanatics bays dampened the group’s ability to engage in their 

trademark chanting and compete with the vociferous England supporters, the Barmy Army. 

Consequently, the nature of the arrangement was revised for the 2010/2011 Ashes series hosted in 

Australia (R8, R13).  

FanFirm’s access to international cricket events hosted in Australia has been on a ticket-only 

basis. Therefore, FanFirm has not been able to sell tour packages to these cricket matches as a 

licensed tour operator. This is because FanFirm was not endorsed as an official tour operator by CA 

or any of its state cricket associations. Instead, each state association traditionally “sold exclusive 

rights to their tickets to ... one tourism partner and that was in some states Australian Sport Tours and 

in other states Events Worldwide” (R8). By selling “the rights to tickets”, each state association gave 

its tourism partner the ability to both sell tour packages in Australia, as well as to on-sell the tickets to 

other domestic and overseas STOs (R8). 

CA staff had spoken to Livingstone about sport tour opportunities in the international 

outbound market. However, CA concluded that Livingstone competently “sources his own tickets” to 

international events, to build “unique” and “fun” cricket tours. Further, CA decided that as 

Livingstone has “a certain way that he operates his tours”, from CA’s “point of view … it was best 

left as his brand, isolated away from the authority of a national sporting body” (R13).  

Despite the fact that CA and the state associations endorsed rival tour operators, FSPT was 

still granted access to international cricket events hosted in Australia on a ticket-only basis because 

groups of its clients, the Fanatics, contributed to the at-match experience and were part of “developing 

a culture at the games of supporting Australia” (R8): 

…the argument has been that these guys bring colour and life to the at-match experience. 

Therefore, we’ll help them out, we’ll give them some tickets, we’ll produce a bay for 

them, whatever else. The relationship has been fairly casual. It’s not a commercial 

relationship and as part of that relationship it’s been you buy a ticket and as part of that 

ticket price, which is a bit more than normal, you get a t-shirt so you become part of that 

bay (R8).  
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When the Ashes were contested in 2006/2007, the Fanatics were positioned in the media as 

friendly rivals to England’s supporters, the Barmy Army. This rivalry was seen to contribute to the 

build-up to the Ashes and the at-match atmosphere (R8, R13). The two supporter groups arranged 

their own Twenty20 contest, “The Bashers” (or Bad Ashes), with a match contested in each state the 

day before each Ashes test commenced. Respondent 13 provided the following perspective on the 

relationship between the supporter groups: 

The relationship between the Fanatics and the Barmy Army is an interesting one … They 

got a lot of leverage off the fact that they did have a relationship and they were holding 

their Twenty20 matches and all sorts of things. And the press love anything that 

happened last year in terms of the public environment around the Ashes. They’d ask 

Cricket Australia for a comment, they’d ask the Barmy Army for a comment and they’d 

ask the Fanatics for a comment.  

Respondent 13 described how the Fanatics–Barmy Army relationship contributed to the at-match 

atmosphere in a way that CA, as the national sport organisation, could not replicate: “there’s quite a 

lot of fun that those guys have that you want to associate with your product, it’s quite good to have”. 

Irrespective of such positive outcomes, Respondent 8 cautioned that the “fairly casual” nature 

of the relationship between CA and FSPT was set to change: “...the way that cricket and sport more 

generally is moving is that there is none of those types of deals done anymore without a commercial 

spin-off to the sport. So that’s stopped, that kind of relationship has stopped”.  

In 2007, CA initiated an reassessment of how it approached tourism at its major events with 

the objective of having an effective model for interaction with STOs “set up, tested, working, 

established by 2013” (R8), ready for 2015 when Australia will co-host the Cricket World Cup. CA 

sought advice on potential models for interacting with STOs and other tourism bodies, in a bid to be 

more “commercially astute” (R6) in leveraging sport tourism. CA engaged in “a very, very extensive 

requesting of information and proposal process” motivated by a desire to improve their tourism 

“model” (R8). 

As a consequence of this process, in 2008 CA launched a travel company to sell tour 

packages to domestic cricket matches. As explained on its website, CA (2010) licensed an external 

provider to run the Cricket Australia Travel Office (CATO):  

Cricket Australia and State Cricket Associations have licensed General Travel Group Pty 

Ltd as its exclusive travel provider for all international cricket fixtures staged in Australia. 

In this capacity, General Travel Group Pty Ltd is trading under licence from Cricket 

Australia as Cricket Australia Travel Office.  

The significance of this initiative was that it was a unified, national approach to developing tourism 

for cricket events, as opposed to the previous system whereby state associations individually 

negotiated with tour operators and managed their own ticket distribution to travel partners (R13, R15).  
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Respondent 15 noted that under the old system there was a lack of national focus in relation to 

travel and tourism arrangements. The challenges of achieving a unified approach were explained up 

by Respondent 15: 

What happens with Cricket Australia is, generally speaking, traditionally, [profits are] 

distributed evenly six ways. Which you can imagine, if you’re NSW you wonder how is 

it Tassie [Tasmania] gets as much money? So in giving up rights for tourism there had to 

be guarantees that it would be proportional. Sydney and Melbourne are the most valuable 

markets, so there had to be guarantees that they would not be any worse off and in fact 

would continue to grow proportionately bigger than the other states. 

The state associations ultimately agreed to forgo their “own slice of the pie” in order to pool resources 

and develop a “national tourism project” (R15). By 2008, CA had gained the cooperation of the state 

associations, had established CATO, and had created a full time position in “Ticketing and Tourism”. 

Respondent 13 described the speed in which CA had achieved this “consolidated” situation as the 

“ultimate dream” (R13).  

After CATO was established CA continued to endorse Australian Sport Tours and Events 

Worldwide for the sale of packages to overseas cricket events. However, by 2010 CATO was selling 

both domestic and international cricket tour packages. On the CA website a “Travel and Tours” link 

took customers directly to CATO web pages and there was no mention of any other travel providers. 

Since the establishment of CATO other STOs have continued to offer travel packages to cricket 

events. However, they do so without the status of an “official provider”. Respondent 13 explained that 

all STOs now have to “trade” with CATO to gain access to events, which ensures that tour package 

prices are kept reasonable. While FanFirm’s access to Australian based cricket events was originally 

limited by the governance structure of cricket, more recently it has been limited by the introduction of 

CATO. 

Whilst FanFirm’s access to cricket events in Australia has traditionally been ticket-only, the 

company has been able to sell tour packages to overseas cricket events such as the ICC CWC. Unlike 

the situation in other sports, CA normally does not receive a ticket allocation when the Australian 

cricket team competes in an overseas event (CA, 2009; R8, R13). Thus, for FanFirm to gain access to 

international tickets, it must directly approach the host organisation (R13). For example, in the case of 

the 2007 CWC, the ICC appointed the company Cricket Logistics to manage travel and hospitality 

licensing. FanFirm applied directly to Cricket Logistics for tickets to bundle into international 

outbound tour packages. At no point has CA maintained a relationship with FanFirm brands in the 

provision of “outbound” sport tour packages (R8, R13). 

In summary, CA has not interacted with FanFirm in its capacity as a sport tour operator. 

Instead, CA has maintained an accommodating relationship with FSPT on the basis of logistical and 

crowd management issues. CA valued the attendance of groups of Fanatics at the cricket for what they 

added to the at-match experience. However, a clear theme in this case study was a shift over time in 
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CA’s understanding of and approach to its events as leveragable tourism assets. By 2008 CA was no 

longer satisfied with the intangible benefits that supporter groups like the Fanatics provided. Instead 

CA began focusing on securing financial outcomes from its interactions with STOs and fan groups. 

CA’s ability to achieve financial outcomes from cricket tourism had traditionally been challenged by 

the fact that its state associations managed the ticketing for international cricket events hosted in their 

state. CA’s formation of CATO signified a united and strategic approach to managing travel licensing 

for cricket events in Australia. However, it also means that FSPT’s current ticket-only access to 

cricket events in Australia is likely to remain unchanged. 

 

5.4 Football Federation Australia’s Interaction with FanFirm 
 

FFA has a dedicated Events and Operations Department (R14). The role of the staff in this department 

is “to drive the planning and the delivery of the international events” hosted by FFA, which involves 

managing all commercial aspects of event ticketing, including the distribution of tickets to STOs for 

tour packages (R14). FFA had wanted to develop a program for leveraging the sport tourism 

opportunities arising from football events for some time (R14). However, in comparison to the NSO’s 

other responsibilities, strategically interacting with STOs had not been considered a priority before 

2008 (R11). A series of events, revolving around the 2006 FIFA World Cup led FFA to re-evaluate 

the importance of sport tourism and its interaction with STOs. Both are now viewed as “an important 

part of the business” (R11). The 2006 FIFA World Cup was a turning point in the interaction between 

FFA and FanFirm. Consequently, in this section the research findings are presented in two parts: pre-

2006 FIFA World Cup, and World Cup and beyond. 

 

5.4.1 Pre-2006 FIFA World Cup 

 

FFA was a member of the Oceania Football Confederation (OFC) until 2006 when it moved to the 

Asian Football Confederation (AFC) (R14). Document and interview data suggests that prior to 2006 

FFA faced two interrelated challenges in relation to leveraging sport tourism. First, there was a lack of 

regular domestic events for Australia’s national men’s team, the Socceroos, which limited FFA’s 

ability to leverage event-related commercial opportunities. Second, FFA predominantly hosted 

“friendlies” (R14) or matches that do not contribute points to a competition or series. Attracting 

“commercially appealing” and challenging opponents to play a “friendly” against the Socceroos in 

Australia was expensive (R14). Consequently, the “one-off friendlies” FFA had hosted prior to 2006 

had not “driven much revenue” (R14).  
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This changed in 2005 when FFA hosted a FIFA World Cup Qualifying match between 

Australia and Uruguay. For FFA hosting such a competitive team “was fantastic commercially”, 

especially when the Socceroos won and qualified for the 2006 World Cup (R14). As the Australian 

team was competing in the World Cup, FFA received an allocation of tickets from FIFA for all of the 

matches in which the Socceroos were to play. FFA appointed FSPT, trading as FFA Travel, to 

distribute its allocation of tickets to Australian football fans. FFA Travel (2006) advertised itself as 

the “Exclusive Official Ticket and Travel Operator of Football Federation Australia for the 2006 

FIFA World Cup”. Following FIFA regulations, FFA Travel distributed some tickets on a ticket-only 

basis (R14). However, a portion of FFA’s ticket allocation was sold in travel packages.  

Respondents were reluctant to talk about FFA’s interactions with FSPT for the 2006 FIFA 

World Cup. While comments published in the media from FFA officials regarding FSPT’s work were 

positive, some media reports on the ticketing process focused on disgruntled soccer fans suggesting 

they would take legal action against FSPT (ABC Online, 2005; Clark, 2005; “Massive demand for 

World Cup tickets,” 2005). However, Respondent 4 described the task undertaken by FFA Travel as a 

“massive job” and “an incredible feat”. FFA Travel had five months to establish a system for ticket 

distribution and to put outbound travel packages together. Ultimately, FFA Travel sold around 23 000 

tickets to football fans, although a much larger number applied for tickets (R4). After the World Cup, 

FFA Travel ceased operating. However, FFA has continued to interact with other FanFirm brands. 

 

5.4.2 FIFA World Cup 2006 and beyond 

 

Respondents from FFA observed that the Socceroos’ qualification for the 2006 FIFA World Cup 

acted as a catalyst for football-related travel by Australians (R14). Respondent 11 felt that in 

qualifying “the Socceroos as a brand” achieved a “higher standing”. This had the flow-on effect of 

creating a “level of additional travel” from people who may not have travelled to watch the Socceroos 

in the past (R11). A considerable number of Australian travellers attended the 2006 FIFA World Cup 

in Germany, many on tour with FFA Travel. The number of Australians travelling domestically to 

attend Socceroos’ matches also increased, but this was not solely attributed to the influence of the 

2006 FIFA World Cup (R11, R14). 

Sustained increases in domestic football tourism were credited to FFA’s move to the AFC, 

which provided more regular, “meaningful”, “key marquee fixtures” and helped maintain demand for 

travel options to the Socceroos’ home and away matches (R11). The regular matches heightened the 

interest of STOs in football: “There’s more matches to sell, there’s more interest from tour operators 

because there is a greater match schedule” (R14). By 2008, FFA had recognised the potential of travel 

and tourism as a viable revenue stream (R11). Respondent 11 observed: “Socceroos events are 

probably our key asset … in terms of the commercial line of the business” (R11). Thus, establishing a 
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travel programme to target those events was viewed as a way for FFA to “get money into the coffers” 

(R16). As a result, in 2008 FFA employed an external consultant to investigate options for 

establishing a travel programme (R14). FFA implemented the consultant’s recommendations and 

went through a tender process to choose appropriate travel and hospitality providers to license (R14). 

Ultimately FFA came to an agreement with “four parties to offer travel within Australia and also 

internationally” on FFA’s behalf (R11). Respondent 11 confirmed: “Warren is one of the agents we’ll 

be using in our travel”. 

Respondent 14 explained that FFA’s travel programme is still in a nascent stage of 

development: 

I think it’s a lot of hard work for, at the moment, not much benefit. So there’s a lot of 

time that needs to be spent on developing it and driving it, whereas the royalties and the 

premiums etcetera aren’t necessarily fantastic, but it’s a start. It’s something that we 

really need to develop and work on, and we want to.  

FFA considered the success of the travel programme as important, but progress had been slow. 

Respondent 14 noted that as travel is not an area of expertise for FFA, working closely with the 

selected travel providers to continually review progress was imperative. Respondent 14 explained that 

for FFA the implementation of a travel programme raised the following questions: “Are we targeting 

the right markets? How are they [STOs] marketing it? What can we do better? How can we promote it 

better? As FFA can we help to drive that?” FFA is committed to addressing these issues in order to 

grow its travel programme (R14). 

While the move to the AFC has given FFA more events and therefore more tourism related 

commercial opportunities, there have been some challenges. One challenge in particular relates to 

gaining access to tickets for AFC events hosted overseas. FFA seeks to provide international 

outbound tours as part of its travel programme as a service to football fans. However, ticketing for 

overseas matches is the responsibility of the host nation (R14). This can make it difficult for FFA to 

access the tickets its travel partners may desire. A second challenge arises from the locations in which 

some AFC matches are contested. Respondent 16 noted that a 90 minute football match in Bahrain, 

Qatar, or Uzbekistan is unlikely to attract the interest of Australian STOs or Socceroos fans, as it is a 

long way to travel for a short event. 

In summary, FFA respondents focused on how football has “grown and grown and grown” 

(R14) post-2006. The Socceroos’ recent successes in qualifying for the 2006 and 2010 FIFA World 

Cups and the move to the AFC have created more travel-related commercial opportunities for FFA. 

This has motivated FFA to approach sport tourism and its relationship with STOs more strategically. 

Acting on the advice of a consultant, FFA “went to tender” (R14) to find travel agents that could help 

it achieve its objectives. Four agents were selected to drive a travel programme that caters for 

domestic travel as well as international outbound travel. FFA has chosen FanFirm brands to provide 

ticket-only and tour package options to some Socceroos’ events both at home and away. Through 
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interacting with STOs like FanFirm, FFA is “determined” (R14) to grow travel into a successful 

“revenue item” (R14).  

 

5.5 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter has presented descriptive results on the interaction between each of the featured NSOs 

and FanFirm’s brands. The chapter started by explaining the central role that TA played in the 

inception of The Fanatics supporter group and in providing a setting in which Livingstone could 

found a sport tour company that eventually established relationships with the ARU, CA, and FFA. 

The research findings indicate that there was an element of chance in the circumstances that led to the 

creation of The Fanatics in 1997. However, prior to 1997, TA staff had identified challenges related to 

declining tennis spectatorship which made the NSO receptive to the supporter group concept. TA staff, 

particularly the Davis Cup Captain, John Newcombe, “discovered” and fostered Warren Livingstone 

as an appropriate leader for the supporter group. Livingstone developed The Fanatics in return for 

TA’s financial assistance and access to Davis Cup tickets. Respondents 2, 7 and 12 described how the 

group played a role in invigorating tennis spectatorship in Australia. While the support of TA enabled 

Livingstone to found the sport tour company FSPT, TA’s predominant interest was in The Fanatics as 

a Davis Cup supporter group. It was some time before TA engaged FanFirm as an STO for the 

Australian Open. 

CA’s interaction with FanFirm was likewise centred on FSPT’s clients, the Fanatics, as a 

supporter group. The research findings indicated several reasons why CA’s interaction with FanFirm 

has been limited to FSPT. First, in the past CA exclusively licensed a rival STO. Second, as a result of 

CA’s governance structure, it did not control the ticketing for international cricket events hosted in 

Australia. Finally, when CA did implement a national approach to leveraging sport tourism, it did so 

by creating the Cricket Australia Travel Office and outsourcing its operation to General Travel. These 

three factors have precluded interaction between CA and FanFirm in its capacity as a STO. Instead, 

CA has maintained an “accommodating” (R13) relationship with FSPTs and its clients in the belief 

that the Fanatics supporter group contributes positively to the atmosphere at cricket events. Further, 

from CA’s perspective, its relationship with FSPT was necessary for logistical and security reasons.  

The results indicate that both TA and CA have an interest in leveraging sport tourism, but for 

the most part both NSOs have chosen not to interact with FanFirm brands in the pursuit of tourism 

opportunities. For example, TA has operated a programme of licensing STOs for the AO for many 

years, but was reportedly unwilling to grant The Fanatics supporter group a bulk allocation of tickets 

lest TA be viewed as giving preferential treatment to partisan Australian supporters. This stance was 

eventually relaxed and TA appointed FanFirm as an official STO for the AO. Likewise, CA has 

pursued sport tourism opportunities through licensing an exclusive STO and then by developing the 
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Cricket Australia Travel Office. However, Respondents 8 and 13 felt that it was better for CA not to 

be directly associated with the “unique” and “fun” products offered by Livingstone’s sport tour brands. 

Thus, both TA and CA demonstrated a desire to grow sport tourism, but had found alternatives to 

interaction with FanFirm. Instead, TA had engaged The Fanatics as a Davis Cup supporter group, 

while CA had engaged FSPT to bring groups of its members, the Fanatics, to cricket events. 

In contrast, the ARU had no interest in The Fanatics and instead engaged FSPT, trading as 

Wallaby Travel, as a STO. The ARU’s initial interaction with FSPT was limited, but from the outset 

the relationship was more formal and commercially orientated than the interaction between the other 

NSOs and FanFirm brands. Although the ARU valued the support Wallaby Travel clients provided to 

the Wallabies, the ARU was interested in growing sport tourism as a revenue stream. This is 

evidenced by the ARU-Wallaby Travel joint venture for the 2007 RWC and by the employment of a 

Commercial Tourism Manager whose job includes exploring opportunities in the travel sector. 

Respondents (8, 16) from other NSOs considered the ARU to be at the forefront of leveraging sport 

tourism opportunities for financial gain. 

FFA interacted with FSPT’s clients as a supporter group, as well as with FanFirm’s sport tour 

brands. FFA’s moves to leverage sport tourism were more recent than the efforts of the other NSOs 

because prior to 2006, FFA hosted few “commercially appealing” (R14) international football events 

and developing sport tourism had not been a priority. This changed when the Socceroos qualified for 

the 2006 FIFA World Cup and FFA entered into a venture in which FSPT, trading as FFA Travel, 

distributed tickets and travel packages to the event. In the same year, FFA moved to the AFC which 

led to it hosting more international football matches. This gave FFA the impetus to investigate ways 

to produce revenue through sport tourism and in 2008 FFA set up a travel programme. FFA selected 

FanFirm as one of four STOs in Australia offering football tour packages. 

The within-case results presented in this chapter provide contextual details on each case 

individually. The results suggest that there are both similarities and differences in the ways the four 

NSOs interact with FanFirm. The findings presented in this chapter provided the basis upon which the 

next chapter builds. Chapter Six presents the results of a cross-case analysis that explores the 

similarities and differences between the cases in further detail. 
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Chapter Six: Cross-Case Results 
 

This chapter presents the results of the cross-case thematic analysis of both documentary evidence and 

in-depth interviews. The cross-case analysis involved searching for similarities and differences in the 

data collected across the four case studies examined in this research. The cross-case analysis produced 

four interrelated themes which are presented with evidence in this chapter. The results presented in 

this chapter build on the within-case results presented in Chapter Five. While Chapter Five focused on 

the unique circumstances of each case study, this chapter concentrates on presenting common themes 

identified across the cases.  

The four themes presented in this chapter were derived inductively from the raw data through 

a three-tiered coding process. In the first stage of coding the raw data were read systematically and a 

list of open codes created. The open codes were labels that captured the meaning of the raw data. The 

data were then re-read and the open codes applied to segments of text ranging in size from sentences 

to paragraphs. Open coding was followed by axial coding, which involved grouping analogous open 

codes into a smaller number of distinct axial codes. This stage of data analysis also involved making 

decisions about the relevance of open codes. Open codes that did not aid in addressing the research 

questions were jettisoned. Through these two stages the data were systematically analysed and 

segmented into manageable units, with an emphasis placed on preserving the original meaning of the 

raw data. 

 The final stage in the coding process was selective coding (Neuman, 2006), which involved 

searching for any connections between the axial codes and in doing so, identifying the study’s major 

findings. At this stage of data analysis, axial codes were grouped into key themes that formed a 

“coordinated picture” (Bazeley, 2007a, p. 5) or “storyline” (Creswell, 2003, p. 195) for the reporting 

of results. Table 7 shows how open codes were grouped to form axial codes and how axial codes were 

arranged into grouped themes for reporting. 

The four grouped themes arrived at through the coding process were “distal preconditions”, 

“proximal preconditions”, “resource interactions”, and “relational outcomes”. In this chapter, the four 

themes have been presented in an order that reflects the sequence in which the NSO–STO interaction 

occurred over time. In combination the first two themes elucidate the factors that initially motivated 

and then facilitated the NSO–STO interactions. The third theme relates to how the NSO–STO 

interactions were managed, while the final theme concerns the outcomes of the interactions, as well as 

how the NSOs evaluated the outcomes and viewed the long-term practicality and likelihood of NSO 

interactions with STOs. Each of these themes is explained with supporting evidence.  
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Table 7 

Codes Derived from the Cross-Case Analysis of data and the Manner in Which they were Grouped 

for Presentation 

Open codes Axial codes Grouped themes (selective 
codes) 

Sport as business 
Sport events as entertainment 
Marketplace challenges 

Competitive marketplace Distal preconditions 

Financial viability 
Need to diversify revenue 

streams 

Need for innovative revenue 
generation 

The significance of major 
events 

The significance of major 
events 

Desire to grow sport tourism 
Need to manage STO 

profiteering 

Initial motivating factors Proximal preconditions 

Event scheduling 
Ticket scarcity 
Consumption of sport tour 

packages 

External factors that influence 
NSO–STO interaction 

The increasing formality of 
NSO–STO interaction 

Resource sharing 
The centrality of Warren 

Livingstone 

Managing NSO–STO 
interaction 

Resource interactions 

Financial benefits 
Intangible benefits 
Risks and challenges 

Positive and negative NSO–
STO relationship 
outcomes 

Relational outcomes 

Relationship evaluation 
Alternatives to interacting with 

STOs 
Future potential of NSO–STO 

interaction 

Evaluation of NSO–STO 
interaction and alternatives 

 

6.1 Distal Preconditions: the Broader Context of NSO–STO Interaction 
 

The analysis of data produced three interrelated codes concerning the NSOs’ broader operating milieu, 

which were grouped to form the theme “distal preconditions”. The three codes were labelled 

“competitive marketplace”, “the need for innovative revenue generation”, and “the significance of 

major events”. In presenting these codes, illustrative quotes from both documentary and interview 

data are used. These codes were prevalent in the documents analysed, particularly the annual reports 

and strategic plans of TA, the ARU, and CA. The codes were also supported by data collected from 

FFA. However, as FFA makes few official documents publicly available, data describing its operating 

environment came primarily from its website and from interviews.  

The NSOs perceived themselves to be operating in a highly competitive marketplace, 

competing not only against other sports, but also against a broad array of non-sport entertainment and 
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leisure options (ARU, 2003a, 2004, 2006, 2008; CA, 2004; FFA, 2008; TA, 2006, 2008). For example, 

TA (2006) described how it competed in a “sport rich environment” for “patronage from a small 

population” (p. 22). It emphasised that as sport is now “firmly positioned within the entertainment 

industry” (TA, 2006, p. 18), tennis is in competition with other leisure activities such as movies, 

concerts, the internet, and extreme sports. In 2008, TA gave the following description of itself: “We 

are a sports, entertainment and media company that markets and provides services globally. We 

operate in the highly competitive market for broadcast rights, sponsorship, corporate hospitality, 

tickets sales, merchandise, and sports betting” (p. 18). In this description, TA not only acknowledged 

the fusion of sport and entertainment, but also noted the global nature of these industries. 

The ARU (2003, 2004, 2006, 2008) has similarly highlighted the competitive nature of the 

Australian sport marketplace in its annual reports, describing it as “uncompromising” (2003, p. 9). In 

2004, Shane Harmon, the General Manger of the ARU Marketing Department described Australia as 

“one of the world's most competitive sporting markets” (p. 40), while in 2006, ARU President Paul 

McLean noted, “the competition is extremely fierce on and off the field, where we compete in the 

entertainment market for sponsors and audiences” (p. 11). Like TA, the ARU (2008) acknowledged in 

its official documents that sport is now positioned in an “extraordinarily competitive entertainment 

marketplace” (p. 10). In response, the ARU (2004) has focused on producing rugby matches as an 

“entertainment experience” and on attracting a target market of “entertainment seekers” (p. 40).   

In such a competitive operating environment, maintaining financial viability was a priority for 

the NSOs. The annual reports and strategic plans of the NSOs regularly emphasised the ambition of 

ensuring the ongoing financial viability of their sport (ARU, 2004; CA, 2005; FFA, 2008; TA, 2008). 

In its 2008 annual report, CA noted that the greater the surplus it could generate through commercial 

activities, the more money it could invest in cricket development. In light of this, CA sought to “grow 

the financial resources available to invest in the game” (CA, 2007, p. 28), through strengthening 

existing revenue streams and “exploring new business opportunities” (CA, 2005, p. 21). CA chief 

executive officer, James Sutherland (CA, 2004) observed that as there are “so many alternative 

entertainment and leisure options available to the public” (p. 8), CA could not afford to be complacent 

in its efforts to ensure financial viability. 

Ensuring financial viability was generally portrayed as a combination of strengthening 

existing revenue streams and introducing new revenue streams. For all of the NSOs, the primary 

revenue streams were sponsorship, the sale of television broadcast rights, and ticket sales (ARU, 2004, 

2008; CA, 2004, 2007; FFA, 2007; TA, 2007). In its 2004–2008 strategic document True Vision: A 

Plan for Australian Rugby after Rugby World Cup 2003, the ARU (2003) made known its plan for 

ensuring the financial security of rugby union in Australia. Its strategy included “maximising the 

major historical revenue streams”, whilst also exploring “new commercial options to generate new 

revenue” in the long term (p. 14). TA likewise described its ambition to grow revenue through 

“excellence and innovation” (TA, 2007, p. 5). In 2005, TA engaged consultants to help identify areas 
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where it could cut costs and produce revenue. The consultants suggested nine innovations, one of 

which was to develop an in-house travel agency (TA, 2005). Whilst this strategy was ultimately 

unsuccessful, TA’s (2007) approach to growing revenue has remained focused on “innovation” (p. 5). 

The efforts of NSOs to achieve sustainable financial growth were threatened by non-sport 

related concerns such as a downturn in the global economy. TA’s 2003 annual report elucidated the 

impact of global political and economic situations on its finances after recording a decline in net 

surplus: 

This reduced level of surplus funds is considered satisfactory against a worldwide trend 

of declining television rights for sporting events, the collapse of a number of sports 

marketing companies, player demands for increased prize money, a volatile Australian 

dollar, considerable declines in advertising spend, the war in Iraq, a reduction in tourism 

activities, substantial increases in insurance premiums and, in general, a more 

challenging international economic environment (p. 2).  

In 2008, Respondent 14 spoke more specifically about how the global financial crisis could impact on 

FFA’s endeavours to build sport tourism as a revenue stream: “It’s going to be interesting to see how 

the economic downturn will affect people travelling to games … It could affect attendance all over the 

place. But travel is I suppose one thing people will stop spending on”. The research results suggested 

that the ability of NSOs to remain financially viable under such circumstances is inextricably linked to 

its major events. 

The official documents of each NSO verified that major events are central to the commercial 

activities of the NSOs (ARU, 2008; CA, 2008; FFA, 2008; TA, 2008). The importance of events was 

summed up by Respondent 16 who described them as “the face of the sport”. In reflecting on the 

importance of events to NSOs, Respondent 16 stated that events are “the bread and butter of these 

[sport] federations” by virtue of the fact that they “get money into the coffers”. The significance of 

events is particularly evident in the case of FFA. In its strategic planning, FFA (2008) identified four 

strategic pillars, one of which is entitled “major events” (p. 3). FFA articulated its intention to “host 

major football and non-football events that are commercially advantageous to FFA” (p. 3). 

Respondents 11 and 14 emphasised how the move to the AFC has given FFA a fuller schedule of 

major football events, which has in turn enhanced the NSO’s ability to generate revenue. 

A further example of the significance of major events is offered by TA. The Australian Open 

(AO) is TA’s (2008) “marquee” (p. 13) event. In its 2004–2008 strategic plan Serving Up Strategy, 

TA articulated its objective of growing the AO into “the biggest sporting event and number one tennis 

brand in the Asia/Pacific region” (p. 3). In its 2003 annual report, TA acknowledged that the 

commercial strength of the AO was paramount to TA’s ability to weather a range of financial 

challenges. Consequently, the need to effectively leverage the AO “superbrand” (TA, 2007, p. 17) has 

been a consistent theme in TA’s annual reports.  
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In summary, this section has presented findings on factors prevalent in the broader operating 

context of the NSOs that acted as “distal preconditions” of  NSO–STO interaction. The NSOs 

highlighted the competitive nature of the sport and entertainment marketplace in which they operate. 

NSOs also expressed the need to ensure the ongoing financial security of their sports, through 

maximising existing revenue streams and introducing new sources of revenue. Finally, the 

significance of major events in providing NSOs with revenue and exposure was evident. The 

interrelated nature of these three themes is illustrated in the comments of Respondent 13 who 

provided the following perspective on the situation facing NSOs: 

I think the public rejects a little bit the commercialisation of sport. But I think it’s now a 

reality ... The commentary inside a sport organisation – you’re up against every other 

entertainment proposition there is out there. You’re up against movies, you’re up against 

festivals … The other thing is that because the market is harder, it’s harder to get every 

dollar, it is essential to diversify the commercialisation of your sport. You’re actually 

looking at every opportunity you possibly can.  

The findings indicate that exploring opportunities in sport tourism was one way in which the 

NSOs attempted to “diversity the commercialisation” of their sports. This chapter now presents 

findings relating to the NSOs’ aspirations to grow sport tourism as a revenue stream, as well as their 

motives for interacting with STOs in pursuit of that goal. In the following section findings pertaining 

to the factors that facilitate or hinder the NSO–STO interaction are also presented. 

 

6.2 Proximal Preconditions: the Immediate Context of NSO–STO Interaction 
 

All four NSOs were interested in growing and profiting from the tourism created by their major 

events. Respondents explained why the NSOs were motivated to pursue this goal through interacting 

with STOs. In particular, the NSOs lacked the resources and expertise to develop, market, and 

administer their own sport tour packages (R1, R5, R8, R14). In contrast, STOs did possess the 

resources and expertise (R4, R5, R14), and had been profiting from the sale of sport tour packages for 

several years. In fact, some NSO respondents noted that STOs had been profiting unchecked by on-

selling the NSO’s “most high value commodity” (R6) – its tickets. For these reasons, the NSOs were 

motivated to interact with STOs like FanFirm. 

Despite the NSOs’ eagerness to grow tourism revenue, interacting with STOs was not always 

feasible. The findings presented in this section indicate that at times NSO–STO interaction was 

facilitated by factors such as event scheduling and ticket availability. However, the same factors were 

equally likely to hinder the NSO–STO interaction. Further, NSO–STO interaction was only 

worthwhile if there was consumer demand for sport tour packages. At times NSO–STO interaction 

was not practicable. As depicted in Table 8, codes relating to the factors that directly motivated, 
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facilitated, or impeded the NSO–STO interaction were grouped together to form the theme “proximal 

preconditions”. These findings were grouped together because they relate to factors that directly 

determine whether NSO–STO interaction occurs at all.  

 

Table 8 

Codes Grouped to Form the Theme “Proximal Preconditions” 

Open codes 
 

Axial codes Grouped theme  

Desire to grow sport tourism 
Need to manage STO profiteering 
 

Initial motivating factors 
 

Proximal 
preconditions 

Event scheduling 
Ticket scarcity 
Consumption of sport tour packages 

External factors that influence 
NSO–STO interaction 

 

 

6.2.1 NSOs’ viewpoints on growing and profiting from sport tourism 

 

All four NSOs featured in this research aspired to grow sport tourism into a productive revenue 

stream (R1, R3, R6, R8, R11, R13, R14). Respondent 6 espoused the view that “tourism and sport 

tourism more particularly, provide … lucrative opportunities … revenue opportunities for national 

sports bodies to take advantage of”. An awareness of these opportunities was evident in all four NSOs. 

For example, the ARU had adopted a long-term approach to growing sport tourism into a “regular, 

sustainable revenue flow” (R1). Similarly, CA “identified tourism as becoming increasingly 

important” (R13) as a way of “maximising revenue” (R13). Its aim was to develop a travel 

programme centred on quality customer experiences in order to ensure “long-term return” (R8, R13). 

FFA had also recognised the opportunities available in sport tourism and was “committed” to 

developing this facet of its operations. But Respondents 11 and 14 acknowledged that sport tourism 

had not “been that well developed in the past in football” (R14), and that a lot of work would be 

required to fully harness the opportunities available to FFA as a result of its move to the Asian 

Football Confederation (AFC) (R14). 

The NSOs’ aspirations to grow sport tourism were also evidenced by the appointment of staff 

dedicated to focusing on sport tourism and interacting with STOs. In 2007, the ARU employed a 

Commercial Tourism Manager (CTM), whose role was expressly to manage sport tourism 

opportunities, and to “maximise and grow” rugby tourism as a revenue stream (R1). At the time, the 

ARU was the only NSO amongst those featured in this research with a staff member specifically 

dedicated to tourism and travel (R6). However, in 2008, CA appointed a staff member with a similar 

portfolio to the ARU’s CTM (R8), while FFA also assigned responsibility for interacting with STOs 

to a staff member in its Events and Operations Department (R11).  
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In an effort to grow sport tourism, the NSOs also conducted ongoing reviews of their 

interaction with STOs (R5, R8, R13, R11, R14). At times NSOs employed external consultants to 

provide guidance on how to set up effective travel programmes (R14), whilst there was also evidence 

of an informal “open dialogue” (R13) between the sports on the issue of interaction with STOs. These 

efforts had produced mixed results for the NSOs. For example, in 2005, TA engaged a consultant who 

suggested TA establish an in-house travel agency. However, Tennis Australia Travel was 

unsuccessful. TA instead implemented a “Tour Operators Program” for the AO. In 2008, TA 

conducted a review of the program and reported on its success in its annual report:  

As a result of this review, an increased number of operators were introduced along with 

other initiatives that resulted in an increase in revenue and sales. We will continue to 

review this area of our business with the aim to broaden our market… (p. 60) 

In 2008, FFA similarly conducted a review of sport tourism opportunities. FFA appointed a 

consultant to advise on the best structure for a travel programme, and following the advice received, 

undertook a tender process to select suitable STOs to license. Taking a different tack, in 2007, CA 

invested a “huge amount of work” in conducting a “rigorous” internal review of how it could take 

advantage of sport tourism opportunities (R8, R13). This review led CA to introduce a national sport 

tourism programme, run through the Cricket Australia Travel Office (CATO). These activities are 

evidence that all four NSOs have an interest in growing and profiting from sport tourism opportunities. 

In all cases the efforts of the NSOs to generate revenue through sport tourism have involved engaging 

STOs, though not always FanFirm. 

Respondent 3 provided insight into why the NSOs’ efforts to grow sport tourism involved 

STOs:  

…you look for particular segments who can magnify what you’re doing because you 

don’t have the resources... So you tap into someone like [Warren Livingstone] who’s … 

just got one goal and that is to get people to sport and make money for himself no doubt.  

The NSOs lacked the resources to develop and sell sport tour packages. Consequently, the NSOs were 

motivated to engage STOs like FanFirm to help them increase sport tourism revenue. Section 6.2.1.1 

now presents findings on a second factor that motivated NSOs to interact with STOs. 

 

6.2.1.1 The need to manage STO profiteering 

 

Another impetus for NSOs to interact with STOs related to the perception that STOs were profiting 

unchecked from the NSOs’ events. Respondent 13 suggested that NSOs had been taken advantage of 

by “commercially savvy” tour operators that had been profiting from the tourism generated by major 

sport events without fairly compensating the NSOs. Respondent 5 remarked: 
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What a sports [governing] body does not want to hear is that someone is using their 

tickets to make masses of money … when Woz or anyone sells a $15000 package … if 

the NSO’s only making the ticket plus $60, $70, then Woz is pocketing … whatever the 

right numbers are.  

Respondent 8 commented that it had taken a while for NSOs to notice the profiteering of STOs. The 

eventual realisation prompted some sport governing bodies to “push back” and try to reclaim some of 

the profit STOs were achieving (R8). Consequently, the NSOs were impelled to work with STOs in 

order to regulate the extent to which the STOs could exploit major events (R5, R8, R11, R13, R15). 

The following quote from Respondent 15 explains how one NSO had approached this issue: 

…up until 6 years ago no one paid any attention to it whatsoever, it was just open slather 

and people could buy tickets and they could buy a million tickets and no one would 

know what they were doing with them. Six years ago … the NSO started to get a bit 

smart about [how] everyone was making money on the [event] except [the NSO]. [The 

NSO] was just getting its straight ticket price. So they started putting restrictions on it, 

“you can only buy ‘X’ number of tickets” and then [if you wanted more] you had to talk 

to the [NSO and it would] find out what you were doing with them, where you were 

making additional money by on-selling them … So that was the first time that [the NSO] 

started to go “maybe we should be getting more from this than we are at the moment”. 

Respondents 5, 13, and 15 noted that in order to effectively manage this issue in the future, 

NSOs have to be aware of how valuable their tickets are to STOs. This knowledge will enable NSOs 

to charge STOs a reasonable price for event tickets, above the face-value that individual patrons 

would pay. Respondent 15 described how one NSO implemented a strategy whereby STOs were 

required to pay a premium price or royalty for tickets used in travel packages. In the first year the 

strategy was implemented, the NSO made around AUD$160 000 from ticket sales to STOs. Five 

years later, the NSO was making around AUD$1.3 million from the arrangement (R15). Although this 

increase was in part attributed to external market factors, the change was mainly due to the NSO’s 

“understanding [of] the true value of the product we’ve got and what that means in dollars to the tour 

operators” (R15). Respondent 15 recounted how there was “an outcry” when premiums were imposed 

on STOs, but ultimately the STOs were able to make money despite the royalties they were required 

to pay the NSO. As a result, the NSO had a heightened awareness of what STOs would pay for access 

to its events and in the process the NSO also increased the amount it profited from allocating STOs 

tickets. 

However, the research also found that the NSOs did not wish to totally constrain the profits of 

STOs. For example, FFA staff had adopted the pragmatic stance that in order to make money from 

STOs, they had to enable the STOs to make money as well: 

We understand that we engage these people, they’re making money, that’s their business, 

but at the same time, as part of them making money, we can also make money because 
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it’s our event. They’re making money off our event. We provide that opportunity for 

them … (R11). 

FFA accepted that STOs would seek to profit from selling tour packages. However, FFA 

sought to make sure that it was fairly compensated for granting STOs access to major football events. 

Respondent 5 concluded that STOs were profiting less than they had in the past but cautioned that 

“there’s got to be a balance, you’ve got to let them [STOs] make money because they generally do a 

pretty good job”. 

In summary, the NSOs aspired to grow sport tourism as a revenue stream and for the 

pragmatic reasons outlined above the NSOs had chosen to do so through interacting with STOs. 

However, irrespective of the NSOs’ desires to grow sport tourism revenue, the feasibility of 

interaction between NSOs and STOs like FanFirm was influenced by factors external to the NSO–

STO relationship. Three external factors that research respondents identified as influencing NSO–

STO interaction were (a) international event scheduling and NSO ticket entitlement, (b) ticket scarcity, 

and (c) consumer demand for sport tour packages. As explained in the next section, in some instances 

these factors facilitated NSO–STO interaction; in other instances they impeded it or rendered the 

interaction redundant. Access to tickets was a central consideration in all three factors.  

 

6.2.2 Factors that influence the likelihood of NSO–STO interaction 

 

Tickets are central to the interaction between NSOs and STOs (R1, R4). If NSOs do not have access 

to event tickets, there is little impetus for NSOs and STOs to interact. A NSO’s access to tickets to 

major international events is in part determined by where such events are to be held. Decisions 

pertaining to the scheduling of international events are typically overseen by international sport 

governing bodies. For example, the International Cricket Council’s (ICC) “Future Tours Program” 

dictates what nations Australia’s men’s cricket team will play in the period May 2006 to May 2012, 

and where and when the games will be played. In addition, international governing bodies typically 

set rules regarding the allocation of event tickets. In some instances the host organisation has total 

control over ticket distribution, while in other instances the host organisation may be required to offer 

a percentage of tickets to visiting NSOs. In light of this, respondents described three scenarios 

involving the scheduling of international events and ticketing regulations that ultimately determine 

whether NSO–STO interaction is necessary or feasible. 

First, if an Australian NSO is scheduled to host an international event, it typically controls 

ticketing and can therefore set aside a percentage of tickets to allocate to STOs (R1, R2, R7, R14). If 

STOs wish to access these tickets, they usually approach the NSO directly. Therefore, in this scenario 

NSO–STO interaction occurs. Second, if an Australian NSO sends a team to compete in an event 

hosted overseas it may receive an allocation of tickets from the event host (R7, R14). In this scenario 
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NSO–STO interaction is feasible as the NSO may set aside a portion of its tickets for STOs. For 

example, Respondent 7 explained that “by the Davis Cup regulations, the visiting nation gets 10% of 

the stadium”. Under this arrangement, when TA sends a team to compete overseas, it may request up 

to 10% of the tickets on offer, and can then distribute them to FSPT and other supporters (R7). This 

scenario is also evident in the case of football, where FSPT, trading as FFA Travel, distributed the 

allocation of tickets FFA had received from FIFA as a participating nation in the 2006 FIFA World 

Cup. 

Finally, on some occasions Australian NSOs that send teams to compete overseas are not 

automatically entitled to tickets and therefore, NSO–STO interaction may not be feasible (R14, R16). 

For example, CA (2009a) explained on its website: 

Tickets for cricket matches played outside Australia are priced and sold by the host 

nation's cricket association. 

Just as Cricket Australia and Australia’s state cricket associations are responsible for 

ticketing international and domestic matches played in Australia, our overseas 

counterparts such as the England and Wales Cricket Board, New Zealand Cricket, the 

Board of Control for Cricket in India, etc. manage all ticketing in their country/territory. 

In most circumstances, there is no allowance given to the governing body of a visiting 

nation, so Australian-based cricket fans seeking a seat at matches abroad are not usually 

able to obtain them via Cricket Australia. 

In such cases, it may be possible for NSOs to negotiate access to tickets (R14). However, 

STOs seeking to offer tour packages may instead need, or prefer, to directly approach the host of the 

overseas event. Therefore, the decisions made by international sport federations pertaining to where 

events are scheduled and who is entitled to tickets, are fundamental in determining whether Australian 

NSOs and STOs are likely to interact. The significance of tickets to NSO–STO interaction is further 

influenced by the issue of ticket scarcity.  

 

6.2.2.1 Ticket scarcity 

 

Major events are not always successful in generating sport tourism. The findings of this research 

indicate that if ticket sales for an event are lower than expected, the sale of tour packages is also likely 

to be low. However, determining whether an event will be attractive enough to drive the sale of tour 

packages is difficult. Respondent 4 provided the following reflection: 

Every day of my life I’m evaluating what’s going on, why an event is a dog or why an 

event is popular. You know there’s a lot of lemons which you think aren’t going to be 

lemons … normally there is never really an event that I’d pick that is bigger than what I 
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though beforehand. You know, it’s always the other way … it’s usually an event turns 

out worse than you think rather than better than you think.  

Research respondents identified a number of interrelated factors that may result in an event 

“turning out worse” than anticipated and concomitantly failing to drive the sale of sport tour packages. 

These factors and the respondents and documents that mentioned them were: 

• the stature of the competition (R2, R5, R7, R13, R14; Tennis Australia, 2002) 

• the performance record of Australian teams or athletes (ARU, 2004, 2005, 2008; R4, R5, R7, 

R10, R16; Tennis Australia, 2006) 

• what is at stake in the competition (R7, R11, R14; Tennis Australia, 2002) 

• the presence of “drawcard” athletes (R4, R7, R14) 

• competing events (ARU, 2008, 2009) 

• the size and location of the venue (Tennis Australia, 2002). 

Of these factors, the first three were the most commonly mentioned. Thus, this section begins by 

presenting findings on these three factors before explaining how they contribute to an event achieving, 

or not achieving, ticket scarcity. This section also explains why ticket scarcity influences whether 

NSO–STO interaction is desirable or practicable. 

The data indicated that the popularity of events, and by extension the attractiveness of events 

as tourism products, could be influenced by perceptions of the quality of the competition. 

Respondents 2, 5, 7, 13, and 14 described how ticket sales for international fixtures were more likely 

to be successful when Australia’s opponent was perceived to be of a high standard. For example, 

Respondent 13 described how when CA conducted a strategic review of ticket pricing it found that 

spectators’ “propensity to attend [cricket matches] … was almost in line with [the opponent’s] world 

rankings”. In the case of rugby union, Respondent 5 commented on the importance of northern 

hemisphere countries bringing top-rate rugby union teams to compete in Australia. If northern 

hemisphere countries instead sent second-rate teams (in order to preserve key players for northern 

hemisphere contests that were deemed more meaningful), it was very difficult for the ARU to sell 

tickets to events, let alone travel packages.  

Ticket sales were also influenced by the performance record of the relevant Australian team 

(R5, R16). This issue was noted in TA’s 2006 annual report which described the poor performance of 

elite Australian tennis players as posing a major challenge (TA, 2006). TA viewed Australia’s poor 

performance at the elite level as problematic because it perceived a high level of public demand for 

sporting success and because of the influence that top professional athletes have on the marketability 

of tennis (TA, 2006). The ARU also noted in its annual reports that “the impact of a disappointing 

Wallaby season cannot be underestimated” (ARU, 2005, p. 6), as a winning team is “critical” to 

marketing rugby as a form of entertainment (ARU, 2008, p. 68). The ARU (2004) concluded that the 
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success of the Wallabies had a “huge influence” on the game’s overall prosperity in Australia (p. 23). 

Overall, the data indicated that expectations of poor performance translate into poor event attendance.  

Ticket sales and the sale of travel packages were also perceived to be influenced by what was 

“at stake” in the game (R7, R11, R14). Consequently, finals or qualifying events were more likely to 

sell out. For example, Respondent 11 explained how FFA’s move to the AFC in 2006 had given FFA 

access to “more meaningful games”, thus enabling it to establish a travel programme in 2008. As 

Respondent 14 explained: 

Granted [since joining the AFC] we do play some teams from Asia that aren’t considered 

to be, you know, “the names”. But from research we’ve done we’ve discovered that what 

drives ticket sales is [the] context of the match. So World Cup Qualifier, Asian Cup 

Qualifier, and obviously a friendly if it is a massive name, like Argentina or if we played 

England or Brazil, would obviously drive ticket sales. But the context of the match is 

really important and now all of our matches or most of our matches [since joining the 

AFC] have context, whereas before they didn’t. They were friendlies and it was a “one-

off”. But now we’re into the next phase where we’ve actually got meaningful matches.  

Demand for tickets to Davis Cup ties was similarly influenced by what was at stake, with semi-final 

and final matches being the most popular.  

There were occasional exceptions to the general trend that high quality competition, 

uncertainty of event outcome, or a high stakes contest would drive the sale of tickets and travel 

packages. For example, Respondent 8 argued that contests between Australia and England in cricket 

were “a special case” due to the historical rivalry between the nations, irrespective of the performance 

history of either team and whether there was genuine uncertainty of outcome or not. Contests against 

India were similarly popular due to India’s power and status in global cricket. Respondents 5, 8, and 

13 noted that there was also consistent demand for the Boxing Day test due to its iconic status. In 

football, Respondent 14 provided an example of a scenario of where what was at stake in an event 

was negated by perceptions of the quality of the competition. Match attendance was low when 

Australia played a FIFA World Cup Qualifier against Qatar in Brisbane in 2008. Respondent 14 

explained that Australia had “just played Qatar and smashed them twice before”, therefore, even 

though there was a lot at stake, it was perceived that there was not a high degree of uncertainty of 

outcome. 

In combination, these factors determine whether an event achieves ticket scarcity, or the 

perception of ticket scarcity. Ticket scarcity occurs when demand for tickets exceeds the number of 

tickets available. The results indicated that if it is perceived that an event is unlikely to achieve ticket 

scarcity there is little incentive for NSO–STO interaction. Alternatively, ticket scarcity can stimulate 

the sale of travel packages and therefore encourage interaction between NSOs and STOs.  

Achieving ticket scarcity is desirable as it means that there is strong consumer demand for an 

event and when tickets are scarce, sport tour sales are likely to be successful: 
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Scarcity of tickets is what ultimately drives travel packages … a lot of people who can’t 

get a ticket to a match might be inclined to go and buy a travel package if tickets are 

involved. Probably the best example of that is when a Bledisloe Cup goes to Suncorp 

[Stadium, Brisbane] where you just can’t get your hand on a ticket. But if there’s a travel 

package,  you’re thinking, “hang on, I’ve got to fly anyway”, or if you lived in Sydney, 

“maybe I’ll give ourselves a treat this weekend, we’ll have two nights at the Medina and 

we’ll go to the match”, then tickets are a high currency. If it’s the only way you can get 

to a sporting event then it’s going to have a lot of priority (R5). 

In situations of ticket scarcity NSOs are in a position of power. One NSO respondent used a 

“push-pull analogy” to explain why: 

… in a scarcity situation we [the NSO] have the power because we can push whatever 

we want out there and people will get up. In a … year where there is no scarcity you 

need to put together something that’s attractive enough to pull people to it (R8). 

This notion was illustrated by an example from football. In 2008, FFA went through a tender 

process to select tour operators to sell tour packages to domestic and international football events 

(R14). FFA ultimately selected four operators, including FanFirm. However, Respondent 14 noted 

that amongst football fans there was a high demand for “ticket-only” access to events. The propensity 

for independent travel amongst football fans presented a challenge to FFA and to the value of its 

interaction with the four STOs it had selected: 

The challenge that we’ve got in football is that they want ticket only. They want to be 

able to get a ticket and then do their own travel … The challenge for us is balancing that 

ticket-only and not sort of hurting our travel providers. So that’s the big juggle. You’ve 

got to be able to provide a [ticket-only] service, but you’ve got to be able to limit it to a 

level so that people can still … get a travel package (R14). 

When event tickets are not scarce and fans demand the option to purchase tickets-only, it is 

difficult for STOs to compete with independent travel. If travel packages to football events are 

unlikely to sell, there is no incentive for STOs to create them, which in turn hinders the success of 

FFA’s travel programme and renders the NSO’s interaction with STOs redundant (R14).  Respondent 

14 cited an example of Australia competing in Uzbekistan: “none of the travel companies really 

wanted to touch it because, you know, you have to guarantee bed-nights and put up front fees and it 

just doesn’t happen. Whereas a lot of these hard core [football fans] are just buying tickets and just 

turning up and getting accommodation … it’s just a shame they won’t buy a travel package”. 

In contrast, there is substantial demand for sport tour packages to mega-events like the 2010 

FIFA World Cup in South Africa: “… accommodation is scarce, tickets are scarce, and there are only 

certain flights from Australia to South Africa. [Fans are] sort of ‘pushed’, if you like, into getting a 

travel package” (R14). This is an example of where ticket scarcity creates an incentive for NSO–STO 

interaction. 
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If a NSO is unable to achieve genuine ticket scarcity they may seek to manufacture a 

perception of ticket scarcity. Successfully creating a perception of ticket scarcity can lead to actual 

scarcity (R8, R13). The perception of scarcity can be manufactured by the manner in which event 

tickets are released or the way in which an event is marketed (R8, R13). The following exchange 

between Respondents 8 and 13 suggested how manufactured scarcity can be just as effective as actual 

ticket scarcity: 

R13: It’s the only situation that really works, when you’ve got scarcity. 

R8: When you’ve got genuine scarcity as opposed to manufactured scarcity. 

R13: We manufactured the scarcity though. 

R8: That’s what you want to do… 

R13: We manufactured the genuine scarcity. 

Respondent 5 cited the 2007 Cricket World Cup as an example of an event where there was a 

perception of scarcity and consequently travel packages sold well: “people in Australia thought you 

couldn’t get tickets. They were giving tickets away” (R5). Respondent 5 also identified the RWC as 

an event with a strong perception of scarcity. 

To conclude, events are not always successful in generating sport tourism. This section has 

presented a range of factors that may influence the success of an event. In combination, these factors 

will determine whether an event achieves ticket scarcity, or a situation where the demand for tickets 

exceeds supply. Events that achieve ticket scarcity are likely to be successful in driving the sale of 

sport tour packages. Respondent 5 argued that this was because, “… no one, no one, is going to 

leave … pack their suitcases not knowing if they’ve got a ticket in their hand” (R5). Consequently, 

patrons may be encouraged to buy a travel package if it is “the only way” to access tickets. As 

Respondent 5 emphasised, it all comes down to “scarcity of ticket, scarcity of ticket”: 

Can’t get a ticket to the AFL grand final, travel packages go through the roof. Can’t get a 

ticket for the Bledisloe Cup, travel packages go through the roof. Can’t get a ticket to the 

finals, semi-finals of the Australian Open, travel packages go through the roof. 

Thus, when scarcity, or the perception of scarcity, is achieved there is an incentive for NSOs and 

STOs to interact. 

 

6.2.2.2 Consumption of sport tour packages 

 

The results indicated that the NSO–STO interaction was driven by demand for sport tour packages. 

Demand for sport tour packages provided an initial and ongoing incentive for NSOs and STOs to 

interact. Respondent 5 made the following observation: “Australians have always had this appetite for 

travel. Australians love sport. So it was a natural extension that Australians would travel to sporting 

events. So [demand for sport tour packages] is buoyant. It continues to be buoyant to be honest”. 
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Respondent 14 described how determining “who actually wants the packages” is important 

for NSOs as this information influences a NSO’s choice of STOs with which to interact. Some STOs 

specialise in particular sports or focus on attracting certain clientele. Respondents 1, 2, 5, and 7 

described the strength of FanFirm brands as being in the operation of outbound international tours, as 

well as catering for a younger clientele through packages sold by the brand FSPT. Respondent 5 

hypothesised that while “there’s lots of permutations of sports travel”, people who purchase sport tour 

packages could be roughly grouped into four categories. 

The first category of sport tour package consumer identified by Respondent 5 consists of 

people who purchase tour packages because they are desperate to attend an event but cannot access 

tickets through any other avenue. This situation occurs when tickets are scarce or there is a perception 

that gaining access to tickets will be difficult. For consumers that fall into this category, the key factor 

in the decision to purchase a travel package is gaining access to the event: “If the only way I can go to 

the Bledisloe Cup or the AFL Grand Final or the Australian Open is to buy a travel package, then 

that’s what I’m going to do …” (R5). Respondent 5 offered the opinion that, “scarcity of tickets is 

what ultimately drives [demand for] travel packages” (R5). However, there are other motives for the 

purchase of packaged sport tours, as exemplified by the remaining three categories of sport tour 

package consumers. 

The second category of sport tour package consumer consists of people who prefer everything 

organised for them: 

They like knowing that a bus is going to pick them up. They like knowing that they’re 

going to have a little itinerary. They like knowing that there’s a coach to the hotel. They 

like that their restaurant choice has been made. They like that there’s breakfast the next 

morning. They like that they’re going to a Wallaby game (R5).  

Within this category Respondent 5 identified two subsets. The first is those who purchase sport tour 

packages for convenience because they “couldn’t be bothered” (R5) organising their own travel. 

Respondent 16 described how for these customers STOs function as “a one-stop-shop”, conveniently 

covering all facets of travel planning. The second subset is those who purchase a tour package 

because they are uncomfortable or uncertain about travelling to an event independently. Customers 

that fit this description are particularly valuable to STOs offering packages to overseas events: “[when] 

travelling internationally, people feel much more comfortable about everything being organised for 

them. Domestically, not such a big deal. Even if you’ve never gone to Melbourne, everyone speaks 

the same language, you’re not intimidated” (R5). Respondent 5 felt that catering for this group was a 

speciality of FanFirm brands: “the Fanatics do a great job, they service a sports fan and make them 

feel comfortable and not intimidated when travelling overseas”.  

The third category of sport tour package consumer consists of people who are treating 

themselves to the “trip of a lifetime” (R5). The concept of the trip of a lifetime is regularly used as a 

marketing angle for the more expensive and longer tours offered by FanFirm brands. For example, the 
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website of the brand Sporting Edge (2006) claimed the company provided “holidays that dreams are 

made of” and that due to its relationships with Australian NSOs, its patrons would be treated to 

“unprecedented access to functions and events not available to the outsider”. Respondent 5 suggested 

that consumers seeking the trip of a lifetime were more likely to purchase international tour packages: 

Travel domestically should be seen as an industry slightly different to internationally 

where it’s certainly about the sporting event but it’s also about the culture and the chance 

to get out of here and get on a big jumbo and fly to the Caribbean or England or France 

or to Wimbledon or to Monte Carlo.  

The final category of sport tour package consumer identified by Respondent 5 was those 

people who are specifically seeking the “group holiday” experience. Respondent 5 commented in 

relation to packages offered by FSPT: “when they get 280 people to go to Barcelona for the Davis 

Cup tie, that’s not so much about not being able to get a ticket, that’s as much about the experience”. 

The findings indicate that the basis of ongoing interaction between NSOs and STOs is the 

level of demand for sport tour packages. Whilst ticket scarcity was described as “driving” the sale of 

sport tour packages, the data indicated that the people purchasing tour packages have a wider range of 

motives and needs than gaining access to the event. Respondent 14 argued that understanding who 

consumes sport tour packages is critical to NSOs, and could dictate which STOs a NSO chooses to 

engage based on the STO’s specialisations. However, Respondent 3 provided the following viewpoint 

on this issue: “Once you’ve got a product you don’t care who buys it. You might develop that product 

by targeting a particular group but once you start to build it up you don’t want to put limitations on its 

growth”. 

This section has presented three interrelated factors external to the NSO–STO interaction that 

impact on whether NSO–STO interaction occurs. First, the scheduling of international events and 

regulations determining the distribution of tickets for such events can dictate whether NSO–STO 

interaction is possible. Second, a range of factors can create ticket scarcity for major sport events, and 

ticket scarcity can drive the sale of sport tour packages. If ticket scarcity is unlikely to occur, STOs 

may not be interested in selling tour packages to an event. In such cases, NSO–STO interaction is 

unnecessary, albeit temporarily. Finally, NSO–STO interaction is driven by the consumption of sport 

tour packages. Without consumers, there is no market for the sport tour product and again, NSO–STO 

interaction is unnecessary. Consequently, despite the desire of the NSOs to grow and profit from sport 

tourism opportunities through interaction with STOs, such interaction is not always practicable. When 

NSO–STO interaction is expedient, the next challenge for the NSOs is finding ways to manage the 

relationship. 
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6.3 Resource Interactions: the Dynamic Process Through Which NSO–STO Interaction 

is Managed 
 

The analysis of documentary and interview data produced three codes pertaining to how the NSO–

STO interaction occurred. As depicted in Table 9, these codes were grouped to form the theme 

“resource interactions”. The label “resource interactions” alludes to a key feature of the NSO–STO 

interaction: It is maintained through a process of resource sharing, whereby both parties contributed to 

the construction and delivery of sport tour packages. Sharing resources gave both parties the ability to 

influence the interaction. In particular, it gave each NSO the means to regulate and manage its 

interaction with FanFirm. In addition, the data indicated that the interaction between the NSOs and 

FanFirm was dynamic and that it had evolved and increased in formality over several years. The 

interaction also varied from year to year and FanFirm’s performance determined whether the NSOs 

retained or dropped it as a licensed agent (R5). Finally, the data indicated that Warren Livingstone 

was central to the interaction, in that he provided NSOs with a central point of contact when dealing 

with FanFirm brands. The following section presents this theme with supporting evidence. 

 

Table 9 

Codes Grouped to form the Theme “Resource Interactions” 

Open codes 
 

Axial codes Grouped theme 

The increasing formality of NSO–
STO interaction 

Resource sharing 
The centrality of Warren Livingstone 

Managing the NSO-STO 
interaction 

Resource interactions 

 

6.3.1 The increasing formality of NSO–STO interaction 

 

The case study relationships varied in degree of formality. However, the data indicated an overall 

trend towards increased formality in the interaction between the NSOs and FanFirm. The increase in 

formality over time was driven by both the NSOs and FanFirm. Over time, the NSOs formalised their 

interaction with STOs through contractual agreements, licensing programs, and the introduction of 

strategies designed to regulate the use of the NSO’s tickets by STOs (R1, R5, R7, R15). 

Simultaneously, Livingstone increased the sophistication of his company’s operations in order to 

build its credibility. Ultimately, the informally organised Fanatics supporter group evolved into a 

sport tour company with multiple brands. 

In the late 1990s, the interaction between TA’s Tennis Division and The Fanatics was 

comparatively informal and described as a “friendship” (R2, R4). Respondent 2 recounted how Davis 

Cup staff and athletes “became very good friends” with Livingstone and how Livingstone’s early 



 

120 
 

approach to organising The Fanatics was “laissez faire, it just happened, it wasn’t planned”. The 

formality of interaction began to increase when Livingstone established the sport tour company, FSPT 

and became a licensed travel agency in 2002. However, much of the early interaction between FSPT 

and TA was managed through verbal agreements (R7). While there remains a degree of informality in 

the relationship between TA and FSPT in relation to the Davis Cup, the “friendship” has been 

superseded by a more commercially orientated relationship between TA and FanFirm as a licensed 

agent for the AO.  

Respondent 4 described how Livingstone’s operations grew from an informal supporter group 

to a licensed travel agency operating several sport tour brands. Livingstone was motivated to 

formalise the operations of his fledgling sport tour company, FSPT, for three reasons. First, 

Livingstone wished to ensure his company was operating legally (R4). Second, as demand for FSPT’s 

tours grew, the amount of money changing hands also grew (R2, R4) and this required FSPT to adopt 

a more sophisticated management approach. Finally, Livingstone sought to expand his operations 

beyond tennis to ensure his business had tours to offer year round (R1, R4, R2). The increasing 

sophistication of FSPT’s operations enabled the company to become a licensed agent of the ARU.  

From the outset the interaction between the ARU and FSPT was more formal than the 

interaction between TA and FSPT. Respondent 1 described how the ARU was not interested in selling 

tour packages to the “free spirited young kids” in The Fanatics. The ARU engaged STOs to generate 

revenue. As a licensed agent, FSPT entered contractual agreements with the ARU (R1, R5, R6), and 

worked closely with the NSO in a joint venture arrangement for the 2007 Rugby World Cup. 

Respondent 4 described how the ARU’s decision to engage FSPT enhanced FSPT’s 

credibility as a STO. It enabled FSPT to establish relationships with other NSOs, including CA (and 

its state associations) and FFA (R4). With access to a greater range of sports, Livingstone was able to 

introduce new sport tour brands through which to offer more up-market tours (R4, R5, R17). For 

example, Sporting Edge and Fox Sports Travel were introduced in conjunction with media 

organisations Fairfax and Fox respectively. In summary, the data indicated that the overall trend of 

increasing formality in the interaction between the NSOs and FanFirm resulted from the actions of 

both parties. The increasingly formal relationship improved the credibility of FanFirm. At the same 

time the increased formality enabled the NSOs to more effectively manage the process of interaction 

with FanFirm, as described in the next section.  

 

6.3.2 Resource sharing 

 

The research found that the NSO–STO relationship was sustained through a process of resource 

sharing (R1, R2, R5, R8, R13, R14). The contributions of both parties facilitated the development and 
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sale of sport tour packages. Contributions identified by research participants are summarised in Table 

10 and are explained in this section.   

 

Table 10 

Resource Sharing - What NSOs and STOs can Contribute to the Development and sale of Sport 

Tour Packages 

 

The contribution of NSOs to the STO The contribution of STOs 
 

1. Status as a licensed, “official” tour 
operator  

2. Access to potential customers by 
allowing STO a presence on the NSO 
website 

3. Tickets, or assistance in gaining access 
to tickets  

4. Support with tendering to become an 
official tour operator for overseas 
international sport events 

5. Permission to trade as, for example 
“FFA Travel” or “Wallaby Travel” 

6. Access to the sport’s “celebrities” or 
experts that may make guest 
appearances on tours 

7. Advanced warning of event scheduling 
 

1. The requisite travel license 
2. The expertise, experience, dedicated 

staff, and industry contacts required to 
put together travel packages 

3. Distribution channels that may be 
broader than those of the NSO 

 

6.3.2.1 The contribution of NSOs 

 

Respondents identified seven ways in which NSOs can contribute to the NSO–STO interaction, as 

listed in Table 10. Of these, the first three were the most commonly mentioned. At different times TA, 

the ARU, and FFA had officially endorsed a FanFirm brand to sell tour packages to major events. 

Each NSO had then promoted the FanFirm brand on its website. In all cases the NSOs had granted 

FanFirm brands access to event tickets, although in the case of CA this was in a limited capacity. TA, 

the ARU, and FFA also assisted specific FanFirm brands in gaining access to tickets to events hosted 

overseas by other sport governing bodies. The fourth contribution, support with tendering for access 

to overseas events, was provided to FanFirm by the ARU, and to a lesser extent FFA, and TA in 

relation to the Davis Cup. The fifth contribution was pertinent to the ARU’s relationship with 

FanFirm, where the ARU permitted FanFirm to trade as Wallaby Travel, and to FFA’s relationship 

with FanFirm, where FanFirm was permitted to trade as FFA Travel. Of the latter two contributions 

listed in Table 10, access to a sport’s “celebrities” was mentioned by respondents from TA and the 

ARU. Advertisements for FanFirm’s tour packages illustrate that sport celebrities had been present on 
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overseas rugby, cricket, and football tours, although not always at the behest of the NSOs. The final 

contribution, advanced warning of event scheduling, was only mentioned by one NSO (not named to 

preserve anonymity).  

The results indicated that all four NSOs employ a system of screening and then selectively 

licensing STOs. Adopting a licensing system enables a NSO to retain control of its commercial asset 

(tickets) and to influence the standard of tour package delivery (TA, 2002). Those STOs that a NSO 

decides to license can trade as the NSO’s “official” or even “exclusive” tour operator. NSOs may 

license one or more tour operator for a particular event, or a particular period of time, or license them 

to operate tours in the domestic and/or international markets. The data indicated that the NSOs 

selected their official tour operators by assessing the past performance of STOs. If a STO’s 

performance fell below the NSO’s expectations, the STO could lose its licensed status (R1, R5). 

Respondents explained that being a licensed, official tour operator is valuable to STOs for 

two reasons. First, “official” STOs have a competitive advantage as NSOs “empower” their “official 

licensees … which gives them a lot of credibility in the marketplace ...” (R6). Official tour operators 

are listed on or linked to the NSO’s website, which may widen the STO’s potential clientele and 

enhance the marketing of its tours. Further, a NSO can adopt measures to preserve the competitive 

advantage of its official STOs. For example, TA (2009) posted the following warning on the 

Australian Open website: “[travel] packages booked via unlicensed or unofficial travel operators may 

not provide admittance to [the] Australian Open as tickets may be cancelled”.  

The second and primary reason why becoming a licensee is valuable to STOs is that it 

increases the STO’s chances of gaining access to event tickets, or the rights to event tickets. Without 

tickets STOs cannot construct tour packages (R4). When a NSO is hosting a major event in Australia, 

it typically controls the distribution of tickets and can allocate them to its official tour operators. 

Further, when the NSO controls ticketing, it “can sell not just the ticket, but the rights to the ticket as 

well” (R8). For example, in the past, CA and its state associations adopted a system of endorsing only 

one official tour operator each. Each state association could grant its official and exclusive tour 

operator the “rights” to an allocation of event tickets.  

Holding the rights to tickets meant that the STO was then able to on-sell those tickets to other 

STOs in either the domestic or international market if it chose to (R8, R13). Respondent 8 explained 

that it was in the interests of the official STO to on-sell tickets to overseas tour companies because it 

could charge “bigger commissions”. However, the state associations also wanted some tour packages 

to be available in the domestic market so the official tour operator would often determine “the split” 

of tickets after discussions with the state association (R13).  

When an Australian NSO receives an allocation of tickets to an overseas event, the NSO may 

distribute part of its ticket allocation to its licensed STOs. For example, TA assists FSPT in gaining 

access to overseas Davis Cup ties. Respondent 7 explained this process in relation to a 2007 Davis 

Cup tie between Australia and Serbia in Belgrade: 
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… we’re able to take a ration of the tickets in the stadium … by the Davis Cup 

regulations the visiting nation gets 10% of the stadium. Now that’s 2000 seats … but 

we’ve actually got on hold at the moment 500 and of those 500 seats we’ll give [FSPT] 

whatever the Fanatics need … We have a cut off, a deadline … Serbia has given us till 

the end of August, where the cut off will be and we have to nominate the final number 

[of tickets required] … So the Fanatics will tell me by the end of August exactly how 

many ticket they want. Then we will make arrangements how we are going to distribute 

them. 

However, Australian NSOs are not always given tickets to events hosted overseas. In these 

instances, STOs must tender directly to the event host for tickets. A STO that is licensed by a NSO in 

its country of origin may have a competitive advantage when tendering for tickets to an event hosted 

overseas (R1, R5). Further, a NSO may choose to assist its official tour operators to gain access to 

tickets (R1, R14). This scenario is illustrated by Respondent 14 in relation to football: 

… at the moment we’re in the fourth round of qualification for the World Cup. We don’t 

own the commercial rights to those matches. AFC or the World Sports Group own those 

rights. So in order to do travel and hospitality we have to actually go into a deal with 

them to get the rights, which is what we’ve done.  

The NSO may have a better chance of accessing tickets to international events than a STO. For 

example, FFA found that in relation to football matches in Japan “the JFA [Japanese Football 

Association] won’t deal with anyone other than the Federation”, so STOs could not acquire tickets 

directly from the event host (R14). Consequently, FFA paid for an allotment of tickets to a match 

hosted in Japan, before splitting the allocation between its commercial partners and licensed travel 

agents.  

The joint venture between the ARU and Wallaby Travel for the 2007 Rugby World Cup 

(RWC) provided a further example of how a NSO can assist a STO in gaining access to tickets. 

Respondents 1 and 3 emphasised that gaining access to RWC tickets as an official tour operator is 

difficult. Respondent 3 likened the tendering process to “applying for a job”, complete with 

background check. STOs had to be “very responsible” (R3) and had to be able to afford “substantial 

ticket royalties” (R1). Respondents 1 and 3 believed that the ARU’s backing strengthened the 

credibility of Wallaby Travel’s application to be an official tour operator for the 2007 RWC. In 

addition, the ARU and Wallaby Travel were 50-50 joint venture partners (R5), which meant that both 

organisations bore the cost of securing the tickets. 

The ARU also contributed to its interaction with FSPT by allowing the STO to trade as 

Wallaby Travel. ARU respondents described how gaining the right to use the title Wallaby Travel 

gave FSPT a competitive advantage:  

Some of the other agents think it’s unfair that he can sell in the market place with 

Wallaby Travel behind it. And I’m going to say … I think the words Wallaby Travel 
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have helped him no end in this marketplace. I think it gives it a stamp of authenticity and 

if I’m a punter going on the website and I have a choice between five agents and one of 

them is Wallaby Travel, I’ve got a feeling I might go Wallaby Travel because I’d think, 

“well, it’s the Wallabies” (R5).  

FSPT has also had the privilege of trading under the name “FFA Travel” for the sale of tour packages 

to the 2006 FIFA World Cup. The competitive advantage provided by such titles was also recognised 

by CA and TA, although not in relation to their interaction with FanFirm. TA had attempted to 

establish the Tennis Australia Travel, whilst CA had successfully built the Cricket Australia Travel 

Office. 

To summarise, the data indicated seven ways in which the NSOs contribute to the NSO–STO 

interaction. Although there were variations in the ways the NSOs contributed to their interactions with 

FanFirm, in all cases the most critical contribution was access to tickets, a privilege typically awarded 

to the NSO’s official, licensed STOs. Without tickets STOs could not construct tour packages. The 

following section presents the resources that FanFirm can contribute to the NSO–STO interaction, 

provided it has access to event tickets. 

 

6.3.2.2 The contribution of FanFirm 

 

In return for tickets, STOs can make important contributions to the NSO–STO relationship. In 

particular, it was found that companies like FanFirm have a license to operate as a travel agency; 

expertise in the travel industry and in the development of tour packages; staff who can be dedicated to 

the task of developing, selling, and running tour packages year round; and a database of sport tour 

clients that may extend beyond the clients of the NSO.   

Respondents 7, 15, and 11 described how the NSOs lacked the industry knowledge that 

FanFirm possessed. The NSOs valued the industry familiarity of FanFirm, coupled with FanFirm’s 

database of sport tour clients: 

… that is part of the reason why we would engage these travel agencies, because (a) they 

have the expertise in how they do it, and (b) they’ve got a relationship with current 

customers who’ve used them in the past and have a history in doing that sports travel 

type option. We as FFA don’t have a travel customer database as such so it’s definitely 

advantageous for us to have those guys on board to be able to pitch our product through 

the agents to those customers (R11).  

The importance of a STO’s client database to the NSO–STO collaboration was emphasised by 

Respondent 5, who explained that “sports travel is dictated by distribution”. Respondent 6 suggested 

that a STO’s database could assist both in selling tour packages and in expanding a NSO’s consumer 

base: 
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It’s about growing the market as well. I mean we have four or five official travel agents 

and they have a distribution network that we don’t have or could have. So they are 

already talking to the existing sports fan … So for us, by appointing those guys they can 

go to their existing databases that we don’t have access to and push rugby … so it grows 

our exposure and fan base, all going well. 

Through its various brands FanFirm (2008) boasts a database of over 100 000 members. This 

“very strong database of Australians who love to travel” (R1) was attractive to the ARU when it 

began interacting with the brand FSPT. Respondent 1 described how the database was central to the 

ARU’s decision to engage FSPT as an official travel agent.  

The other major contribution of FanFirm to the NSO–STO interaction is that it manages the 

organisation and marketing of travel packages (R1, R3, R7, R14). In most cases, once a NSO sold 

FanFirm an allocation of tickets, it was up to FanFirm’s staff “to organise all of the logistical stuff” 

(R1). Respondent 3 described how NSOs lack the resources to develop tour packages “in-house”. In 

particular, to develop and sell its own tour packages a NSO would have to employ dedicated staff, yet 

as most sports are seasonal there could be times when such additional staff was unnecessary (R3, R4). 

Respondent 3 therefore advocated that NSOs “tap in to” the expertise and staff of STOs to “magnify” 

sport tourism opportunities at minimum expense to the NSO.   

The resource contribution of STOs to the NSO–STO interaction can be summed up by the 

example of the ARU–Wallaby Travel joint venture. The ARU did not possess the requisite license to 

function as a travel agency, and so Wallaby Travel was the “contracting party” when the joint venture 

was successful in becoming an official tour operator for the 2007 Rugby World Cup. Wallaby Travel 

then compiled a range of tours. Although this process was “overseen” by the ARU, Wallaby Travel 

was responsible for the logistics: “He’s [Livingstone] gone and sourced accommodation, he’s 

negotiated with airlines for flights, he’s organised the transfers and what-have-you” (R1). The tour 

packages were then marketed though both the STO’s and NSO’s client database.  

Having presented results on NSO–STO resource sharing, this section now considers the final 

finding in relation to the theme “resource interactions”: the central and stable role that Warren 

Livingstone has played in the otherwise dynamic NSO–STO resource sharing process. 

 

6.3.3 The centrality of Warren Livingstone to NSO–FanFirm interaction 

 

The data indicates that Warren Livingstone played a central role in the interaction between the NSOs 

and FanFirm brands. This was particularly evident in the cases of TA and the ARU (R1, R2, R5, R7). 

However, in interviews across all NSOs respondents replied to questions about interaction with the 

company FSPT by talking about their interaction with Warren, “Woz”, or “Wozza” (R1, R2, R3, R5, 

R6, R7, R11, R12). Respondent 7 described how Livingstone has “always been the focal point”, how 
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he is a “personable person”, and how he was the “leader” of The Fanatics. The ARU also viewed 

Livingstone as playing a central role in its interaction with Wallaby Travel and other FanFirm brands 

(R1). Respondent 1 explained: “One of the great things about Woz is he’s an entrepreneur. He takes 

risks … he’ll go out and chase things hard”. The centrality of Livingstone to the interaction led 

Respondent 2 to comment: “I think because Woz is such a key to it all, if he said tomorrow that ‘I’m 

not going to continue’, that would be interesting”. FanFirm had nearly a dozen staff based in its 

Sydney and London offices, but Livingstone remained a central point of contact for the NSOs (R4). 

In summary, this section has presented findings pertaining to the way in which NSO–STO 

interactions occur. The data indicated that the interactions were dynamic. Over time, the relationships 

between the NSOs and FanFirm have increased in formality. Further, the interactions have been 

managed through an ongoing process of resource sharing, where both parties contribute resources to 

the development of sport tour packages. The only stable feature of the interaction identified by the 

research was the central role of FanFirm founder, Warren Livingstone. From the NSOs’ perspectives, 

over time Livingstone had remained a focal point in the interactions. The next section focuses on the 

outcomes experienced by NSOs as a result of the interaction processes described in this section.  

 

6.4 Relational Outcomes  
 

The final theme presented in this chapter pertains to the outcomes the NSOs experienced as a result of 

their interactions with FanFirm. As depicted in Table 11 a number of codes were grouped together to 

form this theme. First, it was found that interaction between the NSOs and FanFirm produced both 

positive and negative outcomes for the NSOs. This section begins by presenting positive outcomes, 

divided into financial and intangible benefits. This is followed by the presentation of results 

explaining the risks and challenges experienced by NSOs through interaction with STOs. Second, this 

section presents findings pertaining to the future of NSO–STO interactions. In particular, it presents 

findings on how the NSOs evaluate their interactions with FanFirm, as well as alternative approaches 

to the delivery of sport tour packages that may be employed in the future. These findings are grouped 

together because in combination they concern the outcomes of the NSO–STO interactions and the 

value of the outcomes to the NSOs. As such, in combination they elucidate why the NSOs maintain 

their interactions with FanFirm. 
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Table 11 

Codes Grouped to form the Theme “Relational Outcomes” 

Open codes 
 

Axial codes Grouped theme 

Financial benefits 
Intangible benefits 
Risks and challenges 
 

Positive and negative NSO–STO 
relationship outcomes 

Relational outcomes 

Relationship evaluation 
Alternatives to interacting with 

STOs 
Future potential of NSO–STO 

interaction 

Evaluation of NSO–STO 
interaction and alternatives 

 

 

6.4.1 The benefits experienced by NSOs 

 

This section presents results pertaining to the benefits NSOs experience through interaction with 

STOs like FanFirm. The benefits experienced by NSOs were grouped into two categories: financial 

benefits and intangible benefits. Financial benefits are those benefits that involve quantifiable 

financial gain as a direct or indirect result of interacting with STOs like FanFirm. Intangible benefits 

are benefits that are difficult to quantify in financial terms.  

 

6.4.1.1 Financial benefits 

 

The NSO–STO interaction enabled three sources of financial gain for NSOs. The primary, direct 

source of financial gain related to ticket sales. Tickets sold to STOs contribute to a NSO’s gate 

takings for an event. In addition, STOs generally purchase tickets at a premium rate (R1, R5, R6). The 

second source of financial gain transpired if a NSO entered a joint venture with a STO. As a joint 

venture partner, the NSO shares the profits of the sale of sport tour packages (R1, R4, R5). Finally, 

many respondents (R1, R3, R5, R6, R7, R8, R13, R14, R15, R16) perceived that the success of an 

event in generating tourism would determine the level of government interest in and financial support 

for the event. Consequently, the NSOs used their interactions with STOs to assist in increasing the 

tourism generated by their events, in order to enhance their relationship with, and funding from, state 

and federal governments (R1, R2, R16).  

When hosting a sport event, a primary objective for NSOs is to fill the event venue, regardless 

of whether tickets are sold to locals or tourists (R1, R3). Respondent 13 explained: “You sell tickets to 

anyone you can to games, especially in some of the bigger venues”.  However, from a financial 

standpoint, NSOs can gain more from selling tickets to STOs than to individuals. This is because in 
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addition to paying face value for event tickets, STOs pay a royalty or additional amount for each 

ticket that they subsequently on-sell in a travel package: 

… with the travel industry we certainly get a royalty or premium on every ticket, which 

is our share of the profit that the agent’s making. So, if he sells a thousand tickets to the 

travel market, we get a thousand lots of royalties. If he sells eight hundred, we get eight 

hundred lots of royalties (R1).  

The royalty paid by STOs varies according to the level of demand for tickets, with popular 

events attracting greater royalties (R1). Respondent 5 explained that the royalty also varied based on 

the number of agents a NSO appointed to sell travel packages to an event: “The more agents we 

appoint, the less the royalty”. If fewer agents are appointed, the greater their competitive advantage 

and therefore the greater the premium charged by the NSO (R5).  Regardless of the actual royalty, the 

sale of tickets to STOs represents an opportunity to earn more for a ticket than just its face value. 

In addition to the benefits arising from the sale of tickets at premium rates, Respondents 1, 3, 

and 11 noted that at times tourists were needed to fill a stadium when local demand was lagging. In 

this sense, NSOs benefited from interacting with STOs because they were able to sell tickets that they 

may not otherwise have been able to sell. This scenario is illustrated by the ARU’s decision to hold a 

2007 Bledisloe Cup match in Australia’s largest stadium in Melbourne, which is not a traditional 

rugby union market:  

In the case of the MCG (Melbourne Cricket Ground) in Melbourne we bring four 

thousand Kiwis in and we’re bringing something like five or 10 thousand [interstate] 

Australians in. That’s 15 thousand tickets that we mightn’t have been able to get from the 

local market. So it’s not only the travel premiums, it’s also the fact that they are buying 

tickets themselves. So the ticketing revenue from 15 thousand people is an important part 

of our gate revenues, separate to the royalties (R1).  

Similar comments were made in relation to football. Respondent 11 believed that football had 

core supporters in each Australian state, but that travelling fans supplemented attendance numbers for 

major events. As such, selling tickets to STOs was particularly valuable when local demand was 

unlikely to fill a venue.   

Another manner in which NSOs can generate revenue is to enter a joint venture with a STO. 

This is illustrated by the joint venture between the ARU and Wallaby Travel. Respondent 5 described 

the venture as “50-50”, in that both parties contributed an equal amount and bore an equal amount of 

risk, but also benefited equally when the venture was successful.   

Finally, the third form of financial gain was related to government support. Many respondents 

(R1, R3, R5, R6, R7, R8, R13, R14, R15, R16) emphasised that support from government agencies is 

essential to the staging of major sport events. Respondent 3 explained why: 

These days you can’t put on major events without major assistance from local government, 

state government, federal government. And the assistance you get from those organisations 
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is invaluable, you couldn’t afford it. For instance, the World Cup, the security 

arrangements … sporting organisations simply couldn’t afford to put that sort of thing on.  

Respondents 3 and 14 described how NSOs require the support of governments to cover expenses 

such as the cost of upgrading sport infrastructure; the cost of public transport networks that provide 

access to sport venues, and the cost of securing events (when bidding or tendering is necessary).  

However, NSO respondents did not consider government support to be a philanthropic 

gesture. Instead, the interaction between NSOs and government was framed as a “partnership” (R3, 

R13), whereby government agencies would support events with an expectation of return on 

investment in the form of increased tourism as a result of the event (R5, R7, R16). As Respondent 16 

surmised: “State governments look to get some kind of return on investment … an economic benefit 

to the state and usually that will come in the form of people visiting the state and spending a lot of 

money in that state while they’re there specifically to attend that event”. This comment is supported 

by documents from TA which indicate that the Victorian State Government has invested significantly 

in retaining the Australian Open in Melbourne due to the tourists it attracts and the role it plays in 

promoting Melbourne as a holiday destination. 

The interaction between NSOs and STOs could contribute to producing the return on 

investment sought by government agencies (R14, R16): 

I think it’s important to note that when we go into government agreements [regarding 

major events] they’re always looking at visitation and also the economic impact so 

wherever we can assist them in growing visitation, we do. It’s really important to them. 

So having … travel providers now, at least we can now go to governments and go ‘okay, 

this is what we’re doing to assist, to make it easier for people to come to your state to 

watch the game’. It helps us, it helps them (R14).  

This quote illustrates that a NSO can use its interaction with STOs as evidence of its commitment to 

ensuring governments receive a return on any investment on the NSO’s sport events. 

Interacting with STOs also enables a NSO to quantify the number of tourists it has played a 

role in bringing to the event destination. This idea is explained in the following quote: 

On the one hand the government can turn around and say, “Ok, Melbourne was full this 

weekend and normally this weekend it’s not”. So we can kind of work out the numbers. 

But if the sport turns around and says, “And when you work out your numbers, just to let 

you know, we officially brought [in] 13 000 [tour] packages and this is where they came 

from [and] that doesn’t include the team and management and functions we had”, it 

builds the model. It builds the model. And two things it does. One is the Victorian 

government, every government is interested in how many travellers come to the state and 

then the local city council, the Melbourne City Council, the Sydney City Council then 

are interested in how many people come to the city… (R5). 
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The case of the ARU illustrated that being able to quantify the number of tourists generated 

by the NSO–STO interaction created an additional financial opportunity, as explained by Respondent 

5: “travel is important in convincing government they should pay you for a sporting event”. 

Respondents 1 and 6 noted that of the ARU’s annual income of around AUD$80 million, only one to 

two million could be directly attributed to interacting with STOs. However, the ARU had used rugby 

tourism and its interaction with STOs like FanFirm to assist in building a case for the payment of a fee 

by state governments for the right to host major rugby events, as explained by Respondent 1: 

If we just sold ticket to our big events like the Bledisloe Cup to locals in Melbourne, it 

would be just like an AFL game. The extent to which we use operators and travel agents 

to bring tourists in from New Zealand and around Australia results in the city and the 

state getting substantial economic advantage because of tourism dollars and spend. We 

exploit that and we encourage and bring in as many tourists as we can to make it “bigger 

than Ben Hur” and we then go to government and say “Hey, look what happened, and if 

you want this to continue happening we need you to pay us a rights fee”. 

The amount that state governments are prepared to pay for hosting rights varies according to 

the amount of tourism the event is predicted to generate (R1). Respondent 1 described how hosting-

rights agreements can include clauses that require the NSO to make tickets available in interstate 

markets (R1). Respondent 1 explained that such clauses may stipulate that there is “money at risk 

depending upon how many [interstate] punters come in”. In these situations, interacting with STOs 

was viewed as instrumental to ensuring the ARU was able to fulfil its contractual obligations to 

government (R1, R5). Such obligations influenced the number of travel agents the ARU licensed (R5). 

For example, in order to vindicate the Victorian State Government’s investment in hosting the 

Bledisloe Cup in Melbourne in 2007, the ARU licensed five Australian tour operators to sell packages 

in a bid to maximise tourist numbers (R5). Wallaby Travel was one of the five agents. 

The ARU example illustrates the finding that NSOs can strategically manage their 

interactions with STOs to build a case for government support of an event and the payment of a 

hosting fee. It also illustrates that NSO–STO interactions can be used to ensure a return on 

government’s investment in major events. This finding was summed up by the comments of 

Respondent 1 who framed the NSO–STO interaction in the following manner: 

… [STOs] are part of the travel agent community, which is part of the economic impact 

[of events], which is part of the hype and the look and feel of the event, drives 

government support. Government support helps fuel our coffers that we can then plan 

more in development of the game. We probably actually should think of the travel thing 

as not only being the royalties but also the government rights fees, because it’s very 

directly related … 

… the travel royalties might be there [indicates a small amount with hands], but they 

[STOs] are very important to driving economic advantage and rights fees in the bigger 
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picture, which is probably worth, you know, it’s getting up to between two and a half, to 

three million dollars a year. 

FFA was able to take advantage of its interaction with STOs in a similar manner to the ARU. 

Respondent 16 described how being able to quantify the number of tourists the NSO–STO 

interactions created, helped the NSO understand the value of its events. This knowledge enabled the 

NSO to “start shopping around” to see what different state governments would pay for hosting rights 

(R16).  

As a “by-product” of CA’s governance structure and as a matter of “equity” to its state 

associations, CA was not in a position to sell rights fees to its events in the same manner as the ARU 

and FFA (R8, R13): 

It’s very much the way the structure of cricket is built that if you get a cricket [test] 

match and there’s five of them then you go to five mainland states … It’s not to say that 

it won’t change in the future but it’s pretty much at the moment that each state gets a test 

match (R13). 

Respondent 15 recounted requesting a government agency in one Australian state to 

contribute to the cost of staging a major cricket event, in return for the economic benefits the event 

generated for the state. However, because of cricket’s governance structure there was no threat the 

event would be taken to another state. The agency dismissed the request: “they saw no benefit in 

being involved” (R15). In light of this Respondent 15 commented: “Cricket Australia and the states 

have got to be prepared at some point to go, ‘…we’re not going to have [an event] in [this city] until 

the government says they’re going to put some money in to it’. But then you’ve got to work out, is 

that cutting off your nose to spite your face?” Respondent 8 agreed with Respondent 15’s suggestion, 

but noted “it’s probably not going to happen in the next couple of years”.  

Instead, CA adopted alternative strategies to increase government interest in cricket events. 

These strategies involved efforts to “align” with state-based tourism agencies to increase the 

economic impact of cricket events. For the most part these strategies do not explicitly involve 

interaction with STOs (and are therefore not considered further here). However, in forming the 

Cricket Australia Travel Office, CA’s rationale for choosing to outsource to General Travel Ltd was 

that it was “really experienced in fully leveraging particular government events” and working with 

government tourism agencies (R13). 

To conclude, the data indicates that the NSO–STO interaction produced three types of 

financial outcome for NSOs. Revenue was directly sourced through ticket sales at premium rates and 

through the profits of joint ventures with STOs. NSO–STO interactions could also lead to government 

support and payment of hosting fees. Respondent 14 summed up the connections between these 

benefits: “We’re going to grow visitation, increase [ticket] sales, drive attendances, government will 

be happy. So it’s all quite suited in a way, everyone helps everyone”. The financial benefits of NSO–

STO interaction presented in this section are also complemented by other less quantifiable benefits.  
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6.4.1.2 Intangible benefits 

 

The NSO–STO interaction could produce benefits for NSOs that are difficult to measure. These 

intangible benefits relate to: (a) the perceived importance of supporters being present for elite 

Australian athletes and teams; (b) the contribution of groups like The Fanatics to an event’s 

atmosphere; and (c) the perceived obligation of NSOs to ensure that those fans who wish to travel to 

support Australian athletes and teams have the opportunity to do so. This section explains these 

findings. 

Respondents from all case study NSOs maintained that one of the key intangible benefits of 

interacting with FanFirm was the support its clients, particularly FSPT’s members, the Fanatics, 

provided to Australian athletes and teams (R1, R2, R4, R7, R11, R12, R13, R14). Respondents 1, 2, 4, 

12, and 14 mentioned the importance of both the vocal (barracking) and visual (wearing of uniform, 

identifiable attire) elements of the support provided by FanFirm groups. This support was particularly 

valued when Australian athletes and teams competed overseas. Respondent 12 stated: “When you 

play overseas it’s just great having that home support there and the Fanatics, they fit the bill perfectly”.  

The perceived significance of the Fanatics’ support overseas was particularly pronounced in 

the case of TA and the Davis Cup (R2, R7, R12). Respondent 7 described how the Fanatics’ support 

“makes a hell of a difference overseas” and cited Davis Cup Finals in France (1999) and Spain (2000) 

as occasions where the presence of The Fanatics, “all decked out in gold”, was noteworthy: “We won 

one and lost one, but not to have [had] that support would have been disastrous”. According to 

Respondent 7, the support of the Fanatics continues to be important to the performance of Australian 

tennis players: 

… all of the players in the team and the Captain John Fitzgerald and the coach Darren 

Cahill very much value the support that they give. So as a stakeholder they’re probably 

unique. They’re not the same as a sponsor. They’re not the same as staff as such, support 

staff. But they do have their place … For the Davis Cup team and its ongoing success it 

is part of the strategy [to have the Fanatics present]. I don’t think you’ll find the Fanatics 

in our business plan or strategic plan but for the Davis Cup I see them as an integral 

part … 

TA was not the only NSO that benefited from crowd support provided by FanFirm tour 

groups. The ARU also appreciated the value of Australian supporters in overseas crowds:  

… that’s important to us as well and having as much gold in the crowd and having 

Australians there at the grounds singing and cheering and supporting … we shouldn’t 

underestimate that. In fact, as far as [the] Rugby World Cup was concerned, we probably 

would have done this joint venture [with Wallaby Travel] even if we were making no 

money at all, just for that. But, the fact that we make money as well helps (R1).  
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Crowd support was also appreciated by FFA and CA, whose national teams at times 

competed in locations that some fans would not usually travel to, such as Pakistan, Bangladesh, or 

Uzbekistan. Respondent 14 extolled the “massive” benefit of Australian support at overseas football 

matches: “Our team manager always comments. He’s keen to make sure we’ve always got yellow t-

shirts or give them something gold because when the team sees it they’re like, ‘oh ok, great’ it’s a real 

lift. It’s amazing the benefit it has”. CA respondents also concluded that “a bit of support in the crowd 

is always a good thing” (R13). However, respondents from both sports were pragmatic about the 

number of supporters that would travel to some destinations, such as Uzbekistan, which was described 

as “not the easiest place to get to” (R11). 

Whilst having “gold in the crowd” was considered beneficial at overseas events, it was also 

valued at home games. In the case of tennis, the positioning of groups of Fanatics in the stands was a 

matter of strategy (R2, R7, R12). According to Respondent 12, to ensure the Fanatics were noticed by 

the Davis Cup team, TA “wanted them in a reasonably prominent position. Obviously not the 

President’s Box, but you know, in a prominent position”. This prominent position was often close to 

the court “on the same side as the Australian bench” (R2). 

Respondents 2, 7, 8, and 12 described how the support provided by groups of Fanatics could 

have the added effect of enhancing an event’s atmosphere. The atmosphere and entertainment that 

groups of Fanatics provided at-match was mentioned by TA and CA. Respondent 7 described how the 

Fanatics “bring that social atmosphere” to tennis events, while Respondent 8 commented that the 

presence of groups of Fanatics “bring colour and life to the at-match experience” in cricket. As Davis 

Cup ties can last for many hours, Respondent 2 noted that there was a “need to have some sort of 

entertainment” to supplement the sporting contest and the Fanatics could provide it. The Fanatics 

contributed to the at-match atmosphere through chanting, shouting comical remarks, wearing 

costumers, performing skits, and playing musical instruments.  

Enhancing the “at-match experience” was a goal highlighted in From Backyard to Baggy 

Green, CA’s strategic document for 2005–2009, where it was noted that: “One of Australian cricket’s 

main aims over the coming years is to build the at-match experience for fans, and create an event-

style atmosphere…” (p. 23). Whilst TA did not have an equivalent stated objective, Respondent 2 

noted that in the late 1990s TA realised that enhancing the spectator experience was paramount as  

“sport was very much become entertainment”. The Fanatics cheer squad were seen to contribute to 

achieving this as the group sought to be “entertaining … for the whole audience” (R2). At times The 

Fanatics managed to get the “whole crowd” involved as Respondent 2 recounted: 

[The Fanatics] used to play the national anthem just before the boys came on the court, 

right. And the whole crowd would come up. And there’d be a trumpet blower, right. That 

would start the tie and you know the hairs on the back of your neck would go up… 

The research found that the at-match entertainment created by The Fanatics had also captured 

the attention of the media. Respondent 7 observed that through their antics at the Davis Cup “The 
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Fanatics have certainly been a media item. We joke about it but Warren sometimes does more 

interviews than the players at times. They’ve been very much a media item and I don’t think that will 

change”. Respondent 2 described how in 1999 when Australia played Russia in a Davis Cup tie in 

Brisbane, the antics of The Fanatics resulted in the event gaining “a lot more coverage” in the media. 

Groups of Fanatics were similarly popular with the media at cricket events (R13). For example, 

Respondent 5 noted that the Fanatics were popular material for cricket crowd shots on television, and 

were used by television broadcasters to convey the atmosphere at the game. 

While athlete support and entertainment were important intangible benefits generated by the 

interaction between the NSOs and FanFirm, a third, expedient outcome was also identified. By 

interacting with sport tour operators the NSOs could ensure that suitable travel and accommodation 

options were available for fans who wished to travel to interstate or international events (R1, R6, R14, 

R16). Respondent 6 described how the provision of this service was about “adding value” for 

customers and fans. This was particularly relevant to the ARU and FFA. For the ARU, the Wallaby 

Travel joint venture ensured that Australian rugby fans who wished to travel to watch the Wallabies 

compete internationally would have the opportunity to do so (R1, R6). According to Respondent 1, 

the provision of such a service to loyal supporters was “an obligation of the ARU”. 

FFA respondents also felt that it was important to endorse travel providers and to educate 

football fans about the availability and affordability of travel packages to watch the Socceroos 

compete internationally. However, for FFA, ensuring the availability of this service was primarily 

motivated by safety concerns. As Respondent 14 noted, “we do play in some countries … that might 

not be as favourable to travel”. Having the option of group travel, organised by experienced STOs, 

was viewed as a safer way for fans to travel to some competition destinations.  

Although CA did not interact with FanFirm in its capacity as a STO, Respondents 8 and 13 

described how the provision of a travel service to customers and fans produced benefits for all three 

parties involved, fans, the STO, and the NSO. Interacting with STOs resulted in “a higher level and 

more comprehensive experience or service” (R13) for cricket fans, whilst simultaneously enabling the 

STO and CA to generate commercial returns (R8). Respondents 1, 6, 14, and 16 from the ARU and 

FFA also recognised that NSO–STO interaction benefited NSOs, STOs, and fans. To sum up, the 

NSO–STO interaction enabled the NSOs to assist in providing a service that fulfilled a perceived 

obligation to loyal fans who wished to attend events interstate or abroad. By interacting with STOs to 

provide this service, NSOs experience both financial and intangible benefits. 

 

6.4.2 Risks and Challenges Arising from NSO–STO Interaction  

 

In addition to achieving benefits, the NSOs experienced risks and challenges stemming from 

interaction with STOs. This section presents five interrelated risks arising from the NSO–STO 
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interactions, identified by NSO respondents. Some of the risks described arose from interactions 

between the NSOs and FanFirm brands, particularly the Fanatics. Other risks identified were more 

generic, in that they could arise from interaction between the NSOs and any STO. These specific and 

generic risks are presented in Table 12 and are explained in this section.  

 

Table 12 

Risks Experienced by NSOs Through Interaction with FanFirm and Other STOs 

Specific risks Generic risks 

• Risk to the NSO’s reputation through a 
connection with FanFirm brands and 
clients, particularly the Fanatics 

• Crowd management issues arising 
from large fan groups sitting together 
 

• Risk to the NSO’s reputation as a result 
of endorsing a STO as an “official 
travel provider” and granting it access 
to tickets 

• Risk of financial loss, particularly 
through NSO–STO joint venture 
relationships 

• Discrepancies in the agendas and 
expectations of NSOs and STOs 

• Difficulties in deciding how tickets 
should be fairly allocated  
 

 

6.4.2.1 Risk to the NSO’s reputation 

 

NSO respondents perceived that there was a potential risk to their organisation’s reputation as a result 

of licensing STOs and granting them access to event tickets. The risk arose from the fact that NSOs 

do not have control over how a STO’s clients behave or how the STO develops and delivers its sport 

tour packages. The former issue was most frequently mentioned in relation to the Fanatics (both the 

original cheer squad and later members of FSPT) (R1, R2, R8, R13). The latter issue was not specific 

to any of FanFirm’s brands. Instead it was a concern that was described as pertinent to any NSO–STO 

interaction. In relation to both issues, NSO respondents (R1, R6, R7) described how complaints were 

generally directed to the NSO. 

The concern that the behaviour of clients of official STOs could reflect negatively on the 

NSO was particularly linked to groups of Fanatics. Respondent 7 noted, “we’ve got to be honest here. 

Not everyone’s a Fanatic fan. There are some people who we get complaints from”. Respondents 

pinpointed two specific areas of concern regarding the Fanatics. These were a perceived lack of 

etiquette at events (R2, R13) and the group’s reputation, whether accurate or not, of excessive alcohol 

consumption at-match (R7, R13). These issues are summed up by Respondent 7: 

The problem … is that not everyone embraces what [the Fanatics] do in the stands. We 

have complaints that they’re noisy, too loud, sometimes you get the word obnoxious … 
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The other problem … there are a lot of people that think the Fanatics come alcohol-

fuelled. And the perception is that they do drink a lot during matches.  

Despite these concerns, Respondent 7 described how complaints TA had received against the 

Fanatics were “in the minority” and the perception that the Fanatics were “alcohol-fuelled” was a 

“fallacy” that has “been disproved”. According to Respondent 7, the issue for the NSO was more the 

fact that “a lot of people think that that’s what goes on”. 

Respondent 2 explained that interactions between TA and The Fanatics supporter group had 

initially experienced “teething problems” in relation to the issue of tennis spectator etiquette. In 

particular there had been complaints that The Fanatics had yelled improper comments or made noise 

at inappropriate times. Complaints about The Fanatics’ lack of etiquette often came from “traditional 

fans” or exponents of “a completely different culture in supporting tennis” (R7). Respondent 2 

explained that solving the problem of poor etiquette involved educating The Fanatics about tennis 

protocol, such as not shouting during points.  

Despite initial teething problems, and the occasional complaint or disparaging comment from 

the public, Respondents 2, 7, and 12 from TA expressed confidence in Livingstone’s efforts to ensure 

that first The Fanatics and later groups of FSPT’s clients behaved appropriately at the tennis. 

Respondent 12 felt that in the initial years Livingstone had done “an excellent job” of ensuring The 

Fanatics were not “boofheads” at events. Both Respondent 2 and 7 declared that TA could tolerate the 

odd complaint about the Fanatics’ behaviour because the group’s presence was beneficial to the 

Australian Davis Cup team. 

The behaviour of groups of Fanatics at the cricket had also attracted criticism. Respondent 15 

believed that the group “had to learn how to be patriotic without being abusive”. In comparing the 

Fanatics to the England supporter group The Barmy Army, Respondent 15 concluded that: 

Australians seem to be very bad singers, all they do is abuse. They’re top quality abusers. 

So they’ve had to learn different ways of [showing support]. The poor things have tried 

to write songs, it just doesn’t work … The best they can come up with is Aussie, Aussie, 

Aussie. It’s quite sad. 

Respondent 13 confirmed that in relation to cricket there were “issues” with the both CA’s 

and the public’s perceptions of the Fanatics. For example, in 2009, an article in the Australian media 

reported that a group of the Fanatics had set off a fire alarm in the hotel where England’s test cricket 

team were staying, at 4:30 in the morning before the fourth Ashes test (Rothfield & Leys, 2009). 

England’s team were evacuated and stood in the rain in their pyjamas for 20 minutes (Rothfield & 

Leys, 2009). Livingstone (in Rothfield & Leys, 2009), allegedly dismissed the prank as a “good old 

fashioned Aussie high-jinks” (para 6), but also stated that he did not condone that sort of behaviour. 

While the British media proffered an alternative hypothesis as to the cause of the alarm (a woman 

drying her underwear near a hot light bulb), CA were called upon to comment. A CA representative 
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stated that although they were not aware of the incident, they did not condone the alleged Fanatics 

prank (Rothfield & Leys, 2009). Overall, Respondent 13 provided the following perspective: 

… there’s some things there that as an authority you cringe at, but what they can do as a 

fan-type base in pulling your average punter in, we can’t do because we are seen as an 

authority, we are an authority. So there’s quite a lot of fun that those guys have that you 

want to associate with your product, it’s quite good to have it. But every now and again 

you’ve got to take the not-quite-nice things that happen to get some of those elements as 

well. 

Respondent 13 concluded that FSPT’s brand identity was best kept “away from the authority 

of a national sporting organisation”. This would allow FSPT to operate its “unique kind of tours to 

kooky parts of the world” in an independent fashion and would minimise any risk to the NSO’s 

reputation. The ARU had adopted a similar stance from the outset. Respondent 1 described how the 

ARU “were aware of The Fanatics from tennis” and was concerned by the group’s “fanatical” 

reputation. Thus, when the ARU began interaction with FSPT in 2002, it stressed that it was not 

interested in targeting The Fanatics’ typical clientele of “free spirited young kids”.  

In addition to concerns regarding the behaviour of STOs and their clients, Respondents 1 and 

6 described how a NSO’s reputation could be damaged by the price and quality of tour packages 

offered by officially endorsed STOs. As STOs typically develop, price, and administer sport tour 

packages, it is the STO that determines the value and quality of the sport tour product. The following 

comment explains how the NSO’s reputation could be impacted on by the product offered by the STO: 

… we’ve got a considerable number of people travelling around as official travel agent 

customers … We’ll go through a review following the series about what our customers 

through our official travel agents thought of the service. We’re obviously vulnerable in 

the fact that we license … [STOs] to sell our tickets but we can’t be responsible I guess 

for the delivery as far as customer service goes, which does at the end of the day reflect 

on [the NSO] so we want to make sure all the different people buying tickets through our 

official travel agents, [STOs are] actually meeting their expectations. And if they’re not, 

we will address that with individual OTA’s [official travel agents], you know, looking at 

how we do the business going forward (R6).  

Respondents 6 and 14 argued that if a STO was endorsed as an official travel agent, it should provide 

a good quality, equitably distributed, and fairly-priced product.  

Staff from one NSO expressed concern that as a commercial entity, a STO might “talk up” the 

quality of its product to potential customers, leading to unrealistic expectations about the tour on offer 

(R1, R6). As evidenced by the following two quotes, the NSO preferred that STOs be transparent 

about the exact nature of travel packages and event tickets:  

[The STO] is probably inclined to suck it and see, and shimmy and shuffle around that 

issue and deal with the odd complaint. Whereas we are concerned about being the 



 

138 
 

governing body, that we will be seen as, you know, [having] done the dirty, or we 

haven’t procured. Our agent has said they are getting “x” when they’re getting “y”. So 

for us reputation is just as important because we’re the governing body. And if that 

means that we’ve got to forgo some profit to buy better quality tickets…we may well be 

at odds with …[an STO with] a profit motive. That’s an area where our relationship 

[with STOs] is going to have some priorities that conflict (R1). 

If [a customer’s] expectations are of their package that they’ve pre-bought, is going to 

have the best seats available because it’s an [NSO endorsed] product, if you like, then we 

have an obligation to fulfil that. If we don’t there’s going to be recourse for us and it’s 

not going to be positive (R6).  

Respondent 13 noted another dimension to this issue in relation to CA. In the past state 

cricket associations would give one STO the rights to tickets, which enabled that STO to then appoint 

sub-agents to sell tour packages. As a result of this system “suddenly the customer is one, two, three, 

almost four steps removed from Cricket Australia … we want to make sure that the customer is still 

[having] a quality experience. You’ve got to be careful about how many links you’ve got but also 

what the quality control is across those links as well” (R13).  

In conclusion, the NSOs all considered the possibility of suffering a damaged reputation 

through associating with STOs as a serious risk. This issue was pertinent to interaction between the 

NSOs and any STO, although the behaviour of groups of Fanatics was singled out as having caused 

some consternation with the NSOs. Despite “teething problems” and the potential for damaged 

reputations, NSO respondents expressed confidence that if they raised concerns with Warren 

Livingstone, those concerns would be dealt with. The “initial problems” experienced by TA were 

dismissed as “just little small issues that were easy to resolve” because “having one guy like Wozza” 

meant that problems “could be worked out” (R2). However, risk to reputation was not the only 

challenge experienced by the NSOs. At times NSOs also had to manage conflicting agendas. 

 

6.4.2.2 Conflict between the agendas of NSOs and STOs 

 

Respondents provided examples of situations in which there was disparity between the objectives of 

NSOs and STOs, particularly FanFirm. The primary reason why the interests of NSOs and STOs 

clashed related to the amount of profit STOs were perceived to be seeking from the sale of sport tour 

packages and the ways in which they attempted to gain that profit. FanFirm was described as “driven 

by financial returns and profit factors” (R1). Respondent 1 acknowledged that financial returns were 

also important to NSOs, but explained that NSOs had other objectives that were not profit-oriented, 

such as looking after loyal supporters, members, and other licensees. As Respondent 6 summarised: 
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I guess it’s about expectations, his [Livingstone’s] expectations and our expectations, 

finding a balance between the two and making sure that we understand with respect to 

what he’s trying to do, but at the same time we’re not just profit driven. Obviously that’s 

a key component to what we are trying to do in the travel and leisure business, but we 

also have an element of goodwill to our loyal fans … also to the fans in general.  

In the interviews, examples of conflict between the NSOs and STOs were at times discussed 

with caveats such as “this is confidential in the sense that you are going to have to be careful how you 

phrase it” or “you can never repeat this”. NSO respondents did not wish to jeopardise commercial 

relationships by discussing areas of conflict in their NSO’s interactions with STOs. Consequently, 

while this section aims to illustrate the finding that differing goals could result in friction in NSO–

STO relationships, only a select few examples are presented. In this section respondents and 

organisations are deliberately not named or referenced to preserve their anonymity. This is in line 

with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research as research respondents 

requested the data be treated carefully.  

One NSO realised that it knew the dates of its major events before the accommodation 

providers in the host city. It observed that accommodation providers routinely increased prices 

dramatically over the weekends of major sporting fixtures. Thus, the NSO realised that if it could 

reserve a bank of hotel rooms before an event date was publicly announced it could secure them at a 

cheaper rate. The NSO could then profit by “on-selling” the rooms to overseas travel agents seeking 

to bring tours to the event. However, the NSO realised that it would be obvious if it approached hotels 

directly. Instead, the NSO asked a STO to deal with the accommodation providers. However, as 

explained in the following quote, the NSO did not benefit as much as it had anticipated: 

I gave [the STO] that opportunity last year, of telling [the STO] the date of the [event] 

before the market knew so that they could grab a ton of rooms, which they did and they 

got reasonably good rates. It was the intention that we have a joint venture where [the 

STO] would try to sell those to [overseas] agents and others and the [NSO] would get 

70% of the profit and [the STO] would get 30, that was the commercial deal we struck. 

[The STO] though was motivated to use those cheap rooms to package with their tickets 

because that would maximize their profit … Their motive in that scenario was actually to 

use them for themselves rather than to maximize the money [for the NSO] by selling 

them to other people.  

Another source of conflict related to STOs diversifying into the “merchandise and apparel 

trade”. On occasion, STOs would provide tour clients with STO apparel to wear whilst on tour. The 

benefit of this for the STO was that in wearing the STO’s apparel tour clients would operate as 

walking advertisements. One respondent explained an NSO’s perspective on this:    
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For our tours, we would want [NSO] products, all of them wearing [NSO] jerseys, t-

shirts, and whatever … we don’t want them wearing [STO apparel]. So we want [the 

STO] to support our licensees, which drives us royalties through our licensing program.  

In contrast, there was one NSO that had actually encouraged an STO to sell its own merchandise, not 

only to tour members, but to other Australian supporters at its events (R7). The rationale behind this 

approach was that the merchandise was distinct and enhanced the effect of the Australian support.  

To sum up, this section presented the finding that there can be variance between what NSOs 

and STOs seek to achieve through their interactions. The examples provided illustrate that at times the 

discrepancies can result in conflict and that a primary source of disagreement between NSOs and 

STOs relates to ways that STOs seek to profit from the relationship. Money is also at the centre of the 

next risk discussed. 

 

6.4.2.3 Financial risk 

 

Research respondents emphasised the financial risks involved in the business of creating and selling 

sport tour packages. This financial risk is generally carried by the STO. However, there are also 

implications for NSOs, as outlined in this section. 

The financial risk for STOs emerges from the fact that they are often required to pay for event 

tickets upfront. STOs are generally required to commit to the number of tickets they want well in 

advance of the event and pay for them either in one go or incrementally by a prearranged date. 

Respondent 4 recounted that for some major events a STO may be required to purchase “millions of 

dollars worth of tickets” years in advance. Whilst not all events require STOs to purchase tickets years 

in advance, the financial risk associated with attempting to forecast demand for tour packages was 

described as at times “crazy”: “If you don’t sell your tickets then you go broke basically” (R4).  

The requirement that tour operators purchase tickets upfront is imposed by NSOs to ensure 

that they receive payment for their tickets, as tickets held by STOs cannot be sold to other fans. 

Respondent 6 provided the following perspective on the importance of tickets to a NSO: “tickets are 

the most high value commodity we have”. For NSOs, demanding STOs pay for tickets upfront is a 

strategy to ensure payment is received for a valuable product. However, Respondent 5 noted that 

NSOs did not wish to unreasonably exacerbate the financial risk experienced by STOs. Therefore, 

NSOs could request a “minimum guarantee” from STOs, instead of demanding a complete advanced 

payment for tickets: 

We say to agents, “you have to pay a minimum guarantee”. So we work out how many 

tickets you’ll sell, what we think you’ll sell. So let’s say we think you’re gonna sell, you 

should sell a thousand tickets … you have to pay face value plus a premium … So a 

royalty would be anywhere between $75 and $125 … let’s call it 100 just for the sake of 
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calculation. So we turn around and say, “You should sell 1000 tickets this year, that’s 

what you’ve always sold. That means you should be giving us 1000 times $100, $100 

000 in royalties. We don’t want to suffocate you, so why don’t we make the guarantee 

$75 000 against $100 per package”. So in other words, you don’t pay us any more than 

$75 000 until you get to 751 packages. So that’s how it’s worked. So you pay your 

minimum guarantee ... We then track how you go. 

Applying this system produces benefits for both the NSO and STO. The NSO receives an upfront 

payment for tickets. As STOs pay for tickets at premium rates, the minimum guarantee charged by the 

NSO may still cover the face value cost of the tickets. Meanwhile, the STO is able to access the 

tickets it desires, whilst experiencing some relief from the financial burden of purchasing a bulk 

allocation of tickets. 

For a STO, selling all its tickets in advance of the event is critical as tickets are perishable; 

that is, they lose value on the day of the event. As Respondent 4 explained: 

… [the] Bledisloe Cup is in Melbourne on the 30th June. On the 31st June … tickets are 

worthless. Whereas any other business you can resell at a reduced rate after for a period 

of time. You know even with cars you can sell it five years down the track for a thousand 

bucks, whereas BANG, as soon as the event goes our ticket’s worthless, which makes it a 

very, very risky business. 

Respondent 4 explained that the perishability of event tickets could cause panic amongst 

STOs, resulting in a situation where “everybody undercuts each other” as the event date nears. If one 

STO drops its prices in order to sell its allocation of tickets, other STOs may be forced to do the same. 

In the days immediately before the event STOs desperately trying to sell their remaining tickets may 

drop prices so far that they only charge the face value of the ticket or less (R4, R5). As STOs purchase 

tickets from NSOs at premium rates, this could mean a loss of “almost 50%” of what was initially 

spent on the tickets (R4). 

This situation was not viewed as ideal by NSOs (R5). Thus, to help STOs avoid such 

situations, the NSOs could employ a “release backs” strategy whereby if a STO is having difficulty 

selling tour packages, it can give a certain percentage of its tickets back to the NSO before the event 

date without penalty: 

The contracts [between NSOs and STOs] always have a mechanism called “release 

backs”. So by a certain date you’ve got to go firm on how many [tickets] you’ve sold and 

you’re entitled to release back up to 50% of your allocation by four months before and 

up to 25% two months before and 5% a month before…because we’ve got to go and 

resell the tickets … (R1). 

Accepting the tickets back from the STO gives the NSO an opportunity to sell them and ensures that 

sections of the stadium are not left empty. Respondents 1, 5, 6, 14, and 16 from both the ARU and 
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FFA discussed use of “release backs”, while a similar system was described by Respondent 7 in 

relation to TA’s management of Davis Cup tickets. 

Respondent 5 provided a more detailed explanation of how the “release backs” strategy can 

work for NSOs and how NSOs can be flexible in their application of the strategy depending on the 

unique circumstances surrounding a STO’s attempt to sell tour packages to an event:  

… it’s up to [STOs] initially to get the allocation [they request] right but we will then be 

lenient. So we’ll turn around and say “you thought you would sell 1000 [tickets], you put 

your hand up for 1000, [but] we’ll let you return 250 tickets for no penalty”. We do that 

for a couple of reasons. One, travel is not a science, and two, if we forced you to keep the 

tickets you and any other agent will go and dump them on the market which is not what 

we want to do. So in some years if there are circumstances out of people’s control, we’ll 

make a decision to even waive the 25% and take 40% [of tickets] back. But that’ll just 

depend on the case by case. I’d be loath to do it for someone who’s not done a very good 

job, but if someone’s done everything they can, expending marketing dollars and it just 

hasn’t worked then you know, life’s too short to thump someone over the head. So yeah, 

there is a risk, but I’ve got to say we try and manage that risk by allowing them to release 

back tickets a month beforehand. 

While the “release back” system was designed to be helpful for STOs, Respondent 5 

emphasised that ultimately it was the STO’s responsibility to make a realistic estimate of how many 

tickets it could sell in the first place. Concessions from the NSOs were not guaranteed. As Respondent 

5 explained “we’ll do what’s fair provided they’ve done everything they should under the contract”, 

while Respondent 14 stated that if a STO does not release back by the given date “too bad”.  

While STOs typically shoulder the risk associated with selling sport tour packages, when a 

joint venture has been negotiated between a NSO and STO, the risk is shared. For example, when the 

ARU entered a joint venture with Wallaby Travel, they had to make a joint application for tickets well 

in advance: 

… at the time we were very concerned because you have to sign up for pretty substantial 

ticket royalties to the IRB [International Rugby Board] without knowledge as to whether 

the market will bear that cost and how many people are going to be prepared to fork out 

20 to 25 thousand dollars or something to tour … I remember while we were in France 

[we] were agonising over how many packages to apply for because the World Cup Finals 

is where all the demand is and the face value of a ticket is roughly $1000 say and the 

premium on a Rugby World Cup finals ticket is roughly $1000 as well (R1).  

In this situation, as a 50-50 joint venture partner, the ARU had to provide half of the capital required 

for the advance purchase of RWC tickets (R5). If the joint venture had failed, the ARU would have 

assumed half the expense. 
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As presented in this section, the financial risk associated with the development of sport tour 

packages is predominantly borne by STOs. A NSO can implement strategies to help its official STOs 

manage financial risk, which in turn helps the NSO protect its most “high value commodity” (R6): 

tickets. Tickets were also central to the next challenge, which relates to the NSOs’ decisions about 

how tickets should be fairly distributed. 

 

6.4.2.4 Challenges associated with deciding how tickets should be distributed 

 

The final challenge identified by the research pertained to opportunity costs and fairness. For high 

profile events, NSOs can benefit from adopting a strategy whereby they “allocate more tickets to 

those elements of the ground that will yield … higher than the face value”, such as sport tour 

operators who purchase tickets at a premium rate (R16). However, Respondent 16 provided the 

following appraisal of the situation faced by NSOs: 

… [STOs are] another stakeholder that you’ve got to manage. When you talk about 

issuing tickets to people you’ve got members, sponsors, marketing, corporate hospitality, 

travel, rugby clubs, all these people. It’s just another one you’ve got to manage. And 

they’re going to say they’re just as much entitled to tickets as everybody else so why 

don’t they get more tickets. 

There were a number of considerations for NSOs deciding how many tickets to allocate to 

STOs (at premium rates) versus to individual patrons (at face value). First, the NSOs had to ensure 

that the allocation of tickets to STOs would not inhibit overall attendance at the event: “there’s a 

balance there between trying to make sure that we get enough people through the gate but also that 

we’re increasing our yield on our seats for those events as well” (R16). Second, the allocation of 

tickets to STOs should not disadvantage the locals in the event destination:  

We’re taking a match to a specific state because there’s a thirst and there’s a demand for 

that event in that state … we don’t want to take a match to a state and then not provide 

any tickets to spectators in that state (R16).  

Finally, in situations of ticket scarcity, the allocation of tickets should be managed to ensure that the 

demands of all event stakeholders, not just those who pay more for tickets, are handled fairly (R16).  

 

6.4.2.5 Crowd management concerns 

 

The final challenge presented in this section pertains to the interaction between CA and groups of 

Fanatics. Respondents 8, 13, and 15 indicated that the positioning of fan groups like the Fanatics was 

a crowd management concern for CA. As Respondent 8 noted:  
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The placement of them and the control of them at-match has also become a fairly big issue 

because of crowd management issues in general at sport and at cricket ... When you’ve got 

people en-masse in a group, you’ve suddenly got a different dynamic in the group, in the 

ground. So you’ve got the Barmy Army sitting there, you’ve got to work closely with those 

guys. You’ve got the Fanatics sitting there; you’ve got to work closely with those guys. 

And there are lots of other issues that come out of that from a venue and security 

management point of view. 

Respondent 13 felt that groups of FSPT clients at times “tread a fine line” between being a 

supportive fan group and being “1000 beer-swilling guys that just get drunk and have fights”. FSPT 

(2007) demonstrated an awareness of CA’s concern prior to the 2007/2008 cricket season by making 

the following statement in advertising for the sale of tickets to all Fanatics supporter bays at cricket 

events: 

All our events are about supporting the Australian cricketers through song and strong 

voice and enjoying ourselves at the same time. As with any group this large there are 

going to be strong restrictions about what we can/can’t do in this section. We don’t need 

the grief of looking after any tools so if you are on [the] borderline then it may be best to 

give this Bay a miss. Everyone loves a day at the cricket but nobody wants to sit next to a 

half-wit so with your help we can ensure that the whole Bay is there for the same reason 

– to enjoy ourselves.  

Whilst this theme was particularly germane to CA, TA had also approached the seating of The 

Fanatics strategically and had dealt with issues pertaining to the group’s alleged alcohol consumption. 

In summary, this section has presented five risks or challenges experienced by NSOs, arising 

from their interaction with STOs. Some of the risks pertained specifically to interaction with FanFirm, 

particularly groups of Fanatics, while other risks could arise in interactions between the NSOs and 

any STO. In discussing the abovementioned challenges, respondents also described a range of 

strategies NSOs employed to mitigate or manage the risks that arose from interaction with FanFirm. 

These included: maintaining open communication with FanFirm staff, particularly Warren 

Livingstone (R2); strategically allocating seats for the Fanatics to minimise disruption to other 

spectators and to manage crowd behaviour (R2, R7, R8, R12); and allowing STOs to pay a minimum 

guarantee for tickets requested and instituting a release backs system (R1, R5, R6, R14). Respondent 

2 described how managing problems was part of the “evolving” relationship between NSOs and STOs. 

In the case of TA, Respondent 2 described how the NSO had worked to resolve issues, instead of 

cutting ties with The Fanatics or FSPT. Even though the public and media had associated some 

negative incidents with TA, overall the presence of groups of Fanatics “was adding something” of 

value to the Davis Cup (R2). The following section presents findings on how the NSOs evaluated the 

positive and negative outcomes of interaction with FanFirm. 
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6.4.3 NSO evaluation of interaction with FanFirm and perspectives on alternative ways 

to build sport tourism in the future 

 

The data indicated that the NSOs predominantly adopted an informal approach to evaluating their 

interaction with FanFirm brands. Descriptions of how the NSOs evaluated the interaction suggested 

that it was an ongoing process (R1, R4, R6, R7, R8) and that it did not follow any predetermined 

criteria, although the income NSOs received was a commonly noted measurement. For example, in 

describing how TA evaluated The Fanatics’ involvement with the Davis Cup, Respondent 2 reflected: 

“I guess there was a constant evaluation without us really saying there was”. The evaluation involved 

regular discussions between TA staff and Livingstone and focused on identifying “what worked and 

what didn’t work” (R2, R7). TA was predominantly interested in how many supporters Livingstone 

was able to attract: “We went very much on how many seats he sold … I think in the end the biggest 

measure for us was how many people did he have in his group” (R2). However, as Respondent 2 

explained:  

… if you were looking for where’s the sheet of paper that said, you know “what 

performance outcomes must you meet”, I don’t think there probably was [such a sheet]. 

If there was one it would be “how many tickets did you sell?” 

Thus, in relation to the Davis Cup, TA’s evaluation of interaction with The Fanatics was continual 

and informal (R7). Similar situations were evident in the cases of the ARU (R1) and CA, whose 

relationship with The Fanatics was “under ongoing review” (R8). 

 The data suggested that in most cases the NSOs were primarily interested in the financial 

outcomes of their interactions with STOs (R1, R6, R3, R15). For example, Respondent 6 described 

how the value of interactions with STOs was measured in “revenue dollars”. However, there was no 

evidence of a benchmark amount that the NSO–STO interaction could be assessed against. Further, it 

was found that the revenue NSOs earned through interaction with STOs was small relative to the 

NSOs’ overall incomes. Respondent 1 made the following observation about the financial 

contribution of interacting with STOs to the ARU’s overall income: 

… they’re a small part unfortunately and I’ll give you an idea. Our revenues … are close 

to 75 to 80 million dollars. The premiums we get from sports tour operators are less than 

one million dollars a year, other than World Cup years, where they’ll go up to between 

one and two million a year.  

Respondent 3 had a similar outlook and provided an explanation as to why: 

I think if you did a graph of the financial benefit [of sport tourism to NSOs] you’d see it 

going on the straight up. But in relation to the other sources of revenue, like broadcasting 

and gate and sponsorship, no it’s not [a significant revenue source], it won’t be. There’s a 

limit to how much royalty you can put on a package that people are then prepared to pay 
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for over and above the cost of the ticket and the cost of the accommodation and the 

airfare. 

As Respondent 16 concluded, sport tourism “doesn’t necessarily contribute huge funds to the [sport] 

organisation itself because it’s very low margin, some events, low volume, low margin”.  

The data indicated that between 2005 and 2008, TA, CA, and FFA had all conducted “one-

off” systematic reviews of the commercial opportunities arising from sport tourism. As part of this 

process, the efficacy of interactions with STOs had been examined. For example, in 2007, CA 

evaluated the traditional system employed in cricket of licensing STOs on a state-by-state basis (R8, 

R13, R15). As a result of the review, CA concluded that adopting a national sport tourism strategy 

would produce greater benefits for cricket (R13, R15). CA then systematically researched options for 

how a national sport tourism strategy could be structured in a bid to increase the revenue it achieved 

through sport tourism in the long term. 

Respondents from the four NSOs expressed varying opinions on how best to structure the 

provision of sport tour packages in the long term. Respondent 5 predicted that in the short to mid term 

NSOs would continue to interact with STOs in the provision of this service. However, the comments 

of Respondents 1, 4, 5, 8, 13, and 16 suggested that in the future, NSOs could “outgrow” the need to 

interact with STOs. Respondents discussed four ways that NSOs could approach the provision of 

sport tour packages: through licensing STOs, through setting up a joint venture with a licensed travel 

provider, through outsourcing the management of travel options to a licensed travel agency, or 

through establishing an in-house travel agency. The four cases examined in this research have 

provided examples of each of these approaches. 

Appendix D contains an explanation of the benefits and drawbacks of the four approaches 

described by respondents. These findings are contained in an appendix to avoid repetition as each of 

the approaches has previously been mentioned in Chapters 5 and 6. Section 6.3.2.1 described how 

NSOs can license STOs to sell tour packages, while the interaction between the ARU and Wallaby 

Travel is an example of a NSO entering a joint venture with a travel provider, and is described in 

Sections 5.2 and 6.3.2.1. Further, the Cricket Australia Travel Office is an example of an outsourcing 

arrangement, in which the company General Travel administers a travel programme on behalf of CA. 

Under this arrangement, General Travel operates as if it were the NSO and consequently most 

consumers would think they were dealing with CA. Respondent 13 explained this arrangement from 

the perspective of CA: 

We own the business, we own the IP, we own the clientele within that business as well, 

so we “own” the customers. So General Travel actually operate the back-end, operate a 

website which … in look and feel looks exactly like our website, it clicks directly from 

our home page.   
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The final approach, establishing an in-house travel agency, has only been mentioned briefly in 

relation to TA and therefore is explained in further depth in this section. The in-house model involves 

“not using any travel agents” (R5). Instead, the NSO itself becomes a travel agent. 

Respondents identified a number of reasons why the in-house model was a viable option for 

NSOs seeking to offer sport tour packages. First, NSOs often own, or have access to, event tickets, 

which are the key ingredient in all sport tour packages. Second, the case study NSOs already book a 

considerable amount of travel for business reasons and for athletes: “we’re booking four or five 

million dollars’ worth of airfares per year and a significant amount of accommodation, car hire, and 

other bits and pieces” (R6). Third, the NSO knows the dates of its events before anyone else (R5). 

And finally, NSOs have an existing database of customers, as well as established means of 

communicating with those customers, such as via email newsletters. Respondent 5 described how 

there was “a pretty compelling case” for NSOs to adopt the in-house model. Respondent 6 described 

the primary advantage of adopting an in-house approach: “if we keep the money in the shed, so to 

speak, we’re going to be much better for it when it comes to the bottom line, so that’s certainly where 

we’d like to head I think”.  

Despite the compelling case for adopting the in-house model, none of the NSOs had 

successfully adopted it. TA (2006) was the only NSO that had attempted to establish what it described 

as an “in-house travel company” (p. 38). Tennis Australia Travel, “a company that not only handles 

all TA’s corporate travel needs but offers specialist tennis travel packages to our customers” was 

launched in September 2005 (TA, 2006, p. 16). By 2007, Tennis Australia Travel was no longer 

offering tour packages. Respondents were reluctant to discuss the nature of this venture, although 

Respondent 7 commented: 

We started our own travel company here at Tennis Australia called Tennis Australia 

Travel and it was part of a bigger company. But unfortunately it’s folded, not because of 

finance, but because we really had our own differences contractually. So it was a success 

for us, very much so, but we’re now looking at other options right now.  

Respondents gave several reasons why the NSOs had not yet adopted the in-house model. The 

first related to the issue of marketing distribution. The second reason pertained to staff requirements. 

Respondent 5 made the following observation about these issues in relation to the ARU: 

I think it’s a really hard question for any sport to solve, whether to bring it completely in-

house or to have a number of sports agents. And I don’t think anyone’s found the right 

answer yet. As I said from the beginning, distribution is a really important element. If I 

thought the Australian Rugby Union had the right distribution channels then it wouldn’t 

need any agents. I don’t think that’s the right answer at the moment … I think sports 

travel agents in the mid to short term will survive because I think it’s too hard for sports 

to go and do it all themselves. Plus, it’s not their core competency, travel … So is it 

worth the ARU doing it and not tapping into this wide resource of the sports agents? Just 
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little things like having people to be there at six, at midnight, meeting and greeting 

people. Who from the ARU is going to do that? I think in the mid to short term sports 

travel agencies will survive.  

Respondent 6 further pointed out that adopting the in-house model would require the NSO to 

accept the financial risk involved in developing sport tour packages, as well as mastering the 

“legalities” of registering as a travel agent. Finally, Respondent 4 provided the following perspective 

on the barriers currently preventing NSOs from successfully adopting the in-house model: 

I think all associations are one day going to move that way. The interesting thing is going 

to be whether they can do it more competitively than [STOs] can do it. If you look at the 

margins available in tennis they’re very small and the question for associations is, okay, 

say you do bring [travel] inside, for example, say tennis … the Australian Opens sells 

from September to January, what happens from February to August? And you still have 

to employ those same staff, you still have to update your systems, you still have to 

manage your databases, you know. Say Rugby tried to do it themselves, you know rugby 

only sells for three or four months, then what happens for the rest of the year … [NSOs] 

think they can make more money but the reality is when [STOs are] not selling cricket 

[STOs are] selling rugby. When [STOs are] not selling rugby, [STOs are] selling tennis. 

So there is a cyclical or seasonal turnover and if [STOs] just [focused on one sport they] 

wouldn’t still be here. 

Despite these barriers respondents from all NSOs noted that the option of creating an in-house travel 

agency had at least been considered and would remain a possibility for the future. 

Respondent 1 made the following assessment of the future potential of NSO–STO interaction: 

I think if I had to put a crystal ball on that I would say that within five years we would 

probably have either acquired a travel agency or we will become a travel agency or we 

will completely outsource the whole thing to one company…that will look like it’s the 

[NSO], but it’s actually an external party. So I’d be surprised if the current arrangements 

worked in five years’ time. 

While some respondents concurred that the NSO–STO interaction would not last because NSOs 

would adopt alternative approaches to delivering sport tour packages, Respondents 4, 5, 13, 14, and 

16 also mentioned the internet as posing a threat to the long-term viability of NSO–STO interaction. 

As Respondent 16 commented:  

I think the challenge that we’ve got at the moment is that it’s getting increasingly 

difficult for sports travel agents themselves because the internet has made it so easy to 

get access to air travel, to accommodation … it’s a real challenge and it becomes a whole 

lot more difficult for the travel agents to make a buck out of it and that’s where we’ve 

got to support them as best we can.  
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Respondent 4 noted that NSOs have a vested interest in reserving some event tickets for STOs as 

tickets are sold to travel agents at a premium rate and earn more than tickets sold to individuals. 

In summary, respondents described how the NSOs evaluated their interaction with STOs 

informally and on an ongoing basis. The most commonly cited performance measure was the revenue 

NSOs achieved as a result of the interaction. However, there was no evidence that the NSOs had set 

benchmarks against which to measure the revenue achieved. On the contrary, the results indicated that 

the revenue produced by the interactions was small relative to the NSOs’ other revenue streams. In an 

effort to increase the revenue achieved through tourism, the NSOs had investigated alternatives to the 

conventional approach of licensing STOs. Respondents described how there was a compelling case 

for NSOs to adopt an in-house approach, which would enable NSOs to deliver sport tour packages 

without interacting with STOs. While there was a compelling case for the in-house approach, 

respondents outlined a range of reasons why it was not yet a viable option for the NSOs. This 

concludes the presentation of the cross-case results. 

 

6.5 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter presented the results of a cross-case thematic analysis which involved searching for 

similarities and differences in the data collected across the four case studies examined in this research. 

The cross-case analysis produced four major themes: 1) distal preconditions, or findings pertaining to 

the NSOs’ operating milieus and the broad context in which the NSO–STO interaction takes place; 2) 

proximal preconditions, or findings relating to more direct factors motivating and influencing NSO–

STO interaction; 3) resource interactions, or findings pertaining to how the NSO–STO interaction is 

managed, and; 4) relational outcomes, or findings regarding the outcomes arising from NSO–STO 

interaction and how the NSOs evaluate such outcomes. 

The research found that the interactions between the NSOs and FanFirm were motivated by 

distal preconditions, or the broader context in which the NSOs operate. In particular, the NSOs 

perceived themselves to be operating in a competitive sport marketplace where innovative measures 

were required to ensure long term financial viability. These broad contextual factors had motivated 

the NSOs to consider sport tourism as an area to grow revenue. However, irrespective of the 

aspirations of the NSOs, the feasibility and practicability of interaction between NSOs and STOs was 

determined by proximal preconditions, or a range of factors directly influencing the NSO–STO 

interaction. Examples of these external factors include the scheduling of events, regulations dictating 

who has access to tickets, whether ticket scarcity is achieved, and whether there is consumer demand 

for sport tour packages.  

When NSO–FanFirm interaction was feasible, it occurred through a dynamic process of 

resource sharing, whereby both parties contributed resources to the development of sport tour 
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packages. NSOs were able to achieve a range of outcomes through sharing resources with STOs. The 

positive outcomes experienced by NSOs related to financial gain, as well as intangible benefits such 

as support for Australian athletes at international competitions. However, the data indicated that the 

NSO–STO interaction also had drawbacks. Five relationship challenges or risks were presented in this 

chapter. Finally, this chapter concluded by presenting results pertaining to the future of NSO–STO 

interaction. The research found that there are alternative ways that NSOs can deliver sport tour 

packages, for example, by adopting an in-house approach which would preclude the need to interact 

with STOs. However, respondents perceived that NSO–STO interactions would survive in the near 

future, as the NSOs lacked the resources to substitute those contributed by STOs like FanFirm. The 

presentation of results in this chapter now forms the basis of the analysis and discussion of results in 

Chapter Seven. 
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Chapter Seven: Discussion of Results 
 

In this chapter the research findings are discussed and analysed with reference to the theory 

underpinning this research, explained in Chapter Three, and the literature on sport tourism presented 

in Chapter Two. The discussion in this chapter synthesises the findings and the literature in order to 

explain the reasons for, and the nature of, interaction between four Australian national sport 

organisations (NSOs) and the sport tour operator (STO) FanFirm. The three questions that framed the 

research and are addressed in this chapter are: 

1. Why did the collaboration between the NSOs and STO start? 

2. How have the NSOs managed their respective relationships with the STO? 

3. Why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with the STO? 

The research was designed to address these questions from the perspective of four NSOs: Tennis 

Australia (TA), the Australian Rugby Union (ARU), Cricket Australia (CA), and Football Federation 

Australia (FFA).  

In order to answer the research questions the discussion in this chapter is structured as follows. 

To begin with this chapter presents a process model of NSO–STO interaction and summarises its key 

features. The process model draws on the concept of inter-organisational collaboration, particularly 

Gray and Wood’s (1991) observation that understanding collaboration between organisations requires 

attention to three things: the preconditions that motivate and facilitate collaboration; the processes 

through which collaboration takes place; and the outcomes of collaboration. These three elements 

(preconditions, processes, and outcomes) form the basis of the process model of NSO–STO 

interaction and are then used in this chapter as a basis to answer each of the research questions. The 

preconditions of NSO–STO interaction explain why the collaborations began. The processes explain 

how the dynamic relationships have been managed. Finally, the outcomes of collaboration explain 

why the NSOs maintain relationships with FanFirm. 

This is followed by a discussion on the salience of STOs as stakeholders of NSOs. This 

contextualises the NSO–STO relationship with reference to the range of other stakeholders and 

obligations NSOs have in the governance of their sport. The discussion of STO salience also provides 

answers to research questions one and three.  

Before commencing the discussion of results it is noted that NSO respondents often explained 

their interaction with FanFirm by referring broadly to the motives, procedures, and outcomes of NSO 

interaction with STOs in general. Consequently, in this chapter, at times the discussion considers the 

motives for, and outcomes of, interaction between NSOs and STOs more broadly. This is not 

considered problematic for two reasons. First, it is in keeping with the comments of interview 

respondents. Second, it reflects the fact that there are other STOs operating in the Australian market 
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with whom the NSOs interact. Although at times this chapter discusses the interactions between NSOs 

and STOs in general, it is not suggested that the findings of this case study research are generalisable 

(see Section 4.3.2.3). Instead, it is suggested that some of the major findings of this study have 

“applicability” (Gall et al., 2007) beyond the interactions between the four NSOs and FanFirm.  

 

7.1 How and Why NSOs Interact with STOs: a Process Model 
 

The results of this research have been combined with the literature on inter-organisational 

collaboration to produce a process model that explains the elements of NSO–STO interaction. The 

model, depicted in Figure 3, illustrates the dynamic nature of the NSO–STO interactions, as well as 

the permeating influence of the broader context or external environment in which the interactions take 

place. The model is included and explained at the start of the chapter as it provides a précis of the 

discussion that follows. Thus, this section describes the model while the subsequent sections use the 

model’s three key phases to answer the research questions through a more comprehensive discussion. 

The model demonstrates the three key phases of NSO–STO interaction. In the first phase, the 

NSOs and FanFirm interact when there are favourable preconditions that motivate and facilitate 

collaboration. Both the NSO and STO, as separate business entities, have input into the decision to 

collaborate. That is, the interaction is voluntary and would not occur without mutual agreement (see 

Freeman, 1984; Schilling, 2000; Selin, 1999). Thus, the NSO and FanFirm, as discrete organisations, 

decide to collaborate when distal and proximal preconditions are suitable. The reasons why the NSOs 

initiated interaction with FanFirm are discussed further in Section 7.2.  

In the second phase, when the NSO and STO agree to collaborate, they establish a process 

through which to manage the interaction. This management process is influenced by the preconditions 

that initially motivated the relationship. Preconditions and processes are connected in the model to 

illustrate this finding. In addition, the findings of this research indicate that the collaboration process 

can vary in formality, although, as is discussed in Section 7.3, a trend towards increasingly formal 

interaction was evident.  

In the third phase, the collaboration process produces outcomes. The outcomes of NSO–STO 

interactions can be either positive or negative. The outcomes provide both the NSO and FanFirm with 

feedback on the effectiveness of their interaction. Thus, collaboration outcomes can lead to 

adjustments in the collaboration process. An example of this is the “release backs” system explained 

by Respondents 1, 5, 6, 14, and 16 and described in Section 6.4.2.3. Outcomes also provide the NSO 

and FanFirm with feedback on the utility of continuing their relationship. The model illustrates these 

findings through the inclusion of feedback loops that link the outcomes of collaboration with the 

collaboration process, as well as with the collaboration preconditions. The outcomes are discussed 

further in Section 7.4. 
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Figure 3: The NSO–STO Interaction Model 

 

The findings of this research are consistent with observations in the literature that 

collaborative arrangements are emergent and dynamic (Gray, 1989; Selin, 1999; Wang, 2008). Wang 

(2008) described how collaboration is a “dynamic and cyclical process whereby cooperation, conflict, 

and compromise coexist” (p. 162) and where constant negotiation is required to ensure the smooth 

running of the collaboration process. The NSO–STO interactions were dynamic, cyclical, the subject 

of ongoing appraisal, and were characterised by cooperative resource sharing, but also resulted in 

occasional conflicts. The broader context or external environment in which the interactions occurred 

impacted on all three phases of collaboration depicted in Figure 3. An organisation’s operating milieu 

can be a source of uncertainty and requires ongoing managerial attention (Freeman, 1984; Friedman et 

al., 2004; Key, 1999; Logsdon et al., 2000; Wolfe & Putler, 2002). Thus, the model acknowledges the 

pervading influence of the external environment in the NSO–STO interaction.  

Finally, the interactions between the NSOs and FanFirm can be cyclical in that they can be 

renewed on an annual, seasonal, or event-by-event basis. The NSO–STO interaction model illustrates 

this finding through the use of directional arrows and feedback loops that link the collaboration 
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preconditions, processes, and outcomes together. The collaboration can be terminated if one or both 

parties withdraw, provided that all contractual obligations are fulfilled. However, the findings of this 

research indicate that in the event of unfavourable collaboration results, it was more likely for the two 

parties to adjust the collaboration process to improve outcomes, than to cease interaction completely.  

Having presented and summarised the key elements of the NSO–STO interaction model, this 

chapter will now use its three phases as a basis for further discussion. 

 

7.2 The Preconditions of Interaction: Why the NSOs Initiated Collaboration with 

FanFirm  
 

There is a range of reasons why organisations collaborate (Butterfield et al., 2004; Devine et al., 2011; 

Gray & Wood, 1991; Selin, 1999; Wood & Gray, 1991). The overarching reason is the perception that 

it is in the best interests of the parties involved and is an effective strategy for dealing with complexity 

or uncertainty in their operating environments (Gray & Wood, 1991; Wood & Gray, 1991). For 

example, organisations may collaborate to avert a perceived crisis, to efficiently manage finite 

resources, or to gain access to collective benefits that would not be possible if organisations acted 

alone (Butterfield et al., 2004).  

The NSOs featured in this research were motivated to initiate interaction with FanFirm 

because it was perceived to be beneficial. NSO respondents identified two primary motives: 1) crowd 

support and enhanced at-match atmosphere (R1, R2, R4, R7, R11, R12, R13, R14), and 2) financial 

gain (R1, R5, R6, R8, R11, R13). However, these motives alone do not explain how and why the 

NSOs initiated interaction with FanFirm. The research findings indicated that other factors in the 

NSOs’ operating milieus, such as competition from other sport and entertainment options, also 

triggered interaction with STOs. In addition, the NSOs’ operating environments both facilitated and 

hindered ongoing NSO–STO interaction. This section discusses this combination of motives and 

contextual factors to explain why the NSOs initiated interaction with FanFirm.  

There are two ways in which the NSOs interacted with FanFirm:  

1) with FSPT in its capacity as the organiser of the supporter group, the Fanatics. For some 

events FSPT organises groups of its clients to attend on a ticket-only basis (i.e. clients do not 

purchasing a tour package). FSPT’s supporter group evolved from The Fanatics, the Davis 

Cup cheer squad that was operational between 1997 and 2002 when Livingstone established 

FSPT as a company. 

2) in its capacity as a STO offering travel packages to major events (via the brands FSPT, 

Sporting Edge, We Love Rugby, or brands that are no longer trading including Wallaby 

Travel, FFA Travel, and Fox Sports Travel). 
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The results indicated a difference between the preconditions that led a NSO to interact with 

FSPT’s supporter group, the Fanatics, and the preconditions that led a NSO to engage FanFirm as a 

STO. TA (in relation to the Davis Cup), CA, and FFA engaged FSPT because they were interested in 

its supporter group. For these NSOs the primary precondition for interacting with FSPT was to 

enhance the at-match atmosphere at international events, as well as to encourage crowd support for 

Australian athletes and teams through the attendance of the Fanatics. In these instances, the NSOs 

sold FSPT tickets at face value – no royalty was added. FSPT would then on-sell tickets to Fanatics 

members at face value or slightly higher if Fanatics merchandise was included in the price. For TA 

and FFA, the success of initial interaction with FSPT’s supporter groups later led the NSOs to interact 

with FanFirm’s sport tour brands.  

TA (in relation to the Australian Open (AO)), the ARU, and FFA interacted with FanFirm in 

its capacity as a STO. In these instances, the NSOs’ primary motivation for interacting with FanFirm 

was to leverage sport tourism opportunities for financial gain. All three NSOs had established what 

respondents (R8, R11, R13, R14) described as a “travel programme”, or a strategy to manage the 

process of endorsing one or more STO to offer travel products. In these cases, in line with the 

objective of financial gain, the NSOs charged FanFirm a royalty on all event tickets purchased. 

Figure 4 depicts the connection between the NSOs’ motives for interacting with FanFirm and 

the capacity in which the NSOs engaged FanFirm brands. The ARU was primarily motivated by 

revenue generation and thus only engaged FanFirm as a STO (R1). CA, on the other hand, only 

granted members of FSPT access to international cricket events as a supporter group to build at-match 

atmosphere (R8, R13). In the cases of TA and FFA both motives were present. Their initial motive for 

interacting with FSPT was to build support and at-match atmosphere through the Fanatics, while their 

motive for “upgrading” to interact with FanFirm as a STO was revenue generation.  

The findings indicated a connection between the motives of the NSOs and the opportunities 

presented by their events. For example, when FFA was a member of the Oceania Football 

Confederation (OFC) many international football matches hosted in Australia were “friendlies” and as 

the outcomes of such matches were of less consequence than World Cup qualifying matches they 

were not commercially appealing (R14). In this context demand for sport tour packages was unlikely 

to be high. FFA’s primary motive was to attract people to events and it therefore encouraged the 

attendance of supporter groups like the Fanatics. In 2006, FFA moved to the Asian Football 

Confederation (AFC) and shortly thereafter instituted a travel programme to generate revenue. FFA 

respondents noted that consumer demand for tickets was highest for meaningful events, such as a 

World Cup qualifying match or an AFC Asian Cup final (R11). The move to the AFC, resulted in 

FFA hosting more meaningful events (O’Neill, 2006), which were commercially attractive to tour 

operators (R14). It therefore became realistic for FFA to engage FanFirm as an STO.  
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Figure 4: The connection between a NSO’s motives for interacting with FanFirm and the capacity in 

which the NSO engaged FanFirm. 

 

The preconditions that resulted in the interaction between TA and The Fanatics require 

separate mention because TA played a role in the genesis of The Fanatics. In effect, The Fanatics 

cheer squad (the forerunner to the company FSPT’s supporter group) was the result of a “need” 

identified by TA’s Davis Cup staff. Prior to TA’s “discovery” of Warren Livingstone, staff within TA 

had identified a “crisis” due to a decline in interest in the Davis Cup, a lack of support for the 

Australian Davis Cup team overseas, and an increase in the average age of spectators in Australia to 

“50 plus” (R2, R7). The Davis Cup captain at the time, John Newcombe (2002), suggested that the 

lack of support was detrimental to the performance of the Australian team, not to mention ticket sales 

and corporate interest in Davis Cup ties hosted in Australia. Thus, for TA, these issues were 

significant and from the early 1990s staff associated with the Davis Cup sought solutions (R2, R12). 

The same staff had noted the effectiveness of the cheer squads of overseas teams (R2). TA’s efforts to 

address the issue of declining interest in the Davis Cup entailed finding “someone” (R2) who could 

replicate the cheer squad idea in the Australian context.  

When Davis Cup staff found Livingstone, they convinced the TA board to financially support 

his efforts to instigate the Davis Cup cheer squad idea on the basis that it would be helpful to the 

Davis Cup team’s performance (R2, R7, R12). However, the “conservative” (R2) TA board required 

convincing as it did not wish to alienate existing tennis stakeholders by introducing a group of “noisy 
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louts” (Newcombe, 2002, p. 230). Wood and Gray (1991) and Devine et al. (2011) described the 

importance of having an influential convenor in situations where the interests of those involved in a 

potential or actual collaboration diverge. In this situation, Newcombe performed this function (R2, R4, 

R12). 

From the outset, the collaboration between TA and Livingstone was designed to produce 

mutual benefits, one of the primary preconditions for the voluntary establishment of inter-

organisational alliances (Butterfield et al., 2004, Devine et al., 2011). TA compensated Livingstone 

for his efforts (R2). An unplanned benefit experienced by Livingstone was that his association with 

TA equipped him with the experience, clientele, and legitimacy that enabled him to later establish a 

sport tour company. Through the introduction of The Fanatics, TA’s Davis Cup team received more 

support overseas and younger spectators attended Davis Cup ties in Australia (R2, R7). TA eventually 

added FanFirm brands to its commercial travel programme for the AO. Thus, the benefits generated 

by TA’s initial interaction with The Fanatics supporter group later made it possible for TA to 

“upgrade” to interacting with FanFirm as an STO. 

In contrast to TA, CA’s interest in FSPT and its Fanatics supporter group did not arise from a 

perceived crisis so much as a perceived benefit. It sold FSPT tickets on the basis that groups of 

Fanatics, through their costumes, unified chanting, and antics, enhanced the atmosphere at cricket 

events (R8, R13). In this research, CA was the only NSO that did not license a FanFirm brand to offer 

tours. Respondents 8 and 13 explained that the NSO had considered engaging FanFirm for the sale of 

outbound tours, but ultimately decided against engaging FanFirm as a tour operator on the basis that it 

was best to keep the company’s unique tours separate from “the authority of a national sporting 

organisation” (R13). Like the other NSOs in this research, CA was motivated to establish a travel 

programme for revenue generation. However, instead of “upgrading” its interaction with FanFirm like 

TA and FFA, CA engaged other STOs to administer tours to cricket events. 

Whilst CA did not license FanFirm as a STO, CA respondents did discuss the contextual 

factors that led it to engage alternative STOs. The primary motive was to achieve financial return on 

the tourism generated by CA’s key asset, its events. The preconditions that motivated CA to engage 

other STOs were similar to those that motivated TA, the ARU, and FFA to engage FanFirm in its 

capacity as an STO. These preconditions are considered in the next section.  

 

7.2.1 The factors that led the NSOs to engage FanFirm STO brands 

 

The NSOs were initially motivated to pursue opportunities in sport tourism in response to a challenge: 

the need to ensure the ongoing financial viability of their sports in an “uncompromising” operating 

milieu (ARU, 2003a, p. 9). Higham and Hall (2003) highlighted that the competition for income faced 

by sports comes from other sport options, as well as other forms of entertainment. As Respondent 13 
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explained, the contemporary elite sport product is “up against every other entertainment proposition 

there is out there”. All four of the NSOs featured in this research accepted the viewpoint that sport is 

now “firmly positioned in the entertainment industry” (TA, 2006, p. 18).  

Higham and Hall (2003) described how the “repackaging of sports to compete in the 

entertainment industry has had wide ramifications” (p. 133). Whilst they discussed changes to the 

rules and production of sport aimed at “spectacularisation” (p. 133), this research also identified 

ramifications for NSOs in relation to sport governance. A key responsibility of a NSO is to ensure the 

financial security of its sport (ASC, 2005; Hoehn, 2007). Trail, Fink, and Anderson (2003) noted that 

“competition for the sport consumer dollar has increased tremendously in recent years” (p. 8). Hoye 

and Cuskelly (2007) added that the commercialisation of sport has driven changes in the management 

of sport at all levels. In particular, the NSOs featured in this research faced the challenge of finding 

ways to remain financially viable in an increasingly complex and competitive entertainment market. 

Wood and Gray (1991) described how forming collaborative alliances can be a strategy for 

organisations seeking to reduce environmental complexity and uncertainty.  

The process of effectively commercialising sport and sport events has been ongoing for the 

NSOs and typically involves commercial partners such as media companies or sponsors (Shilbury, 

2000; Smith & Stewart, 2010). However, as Respondent 13 noted, the NSOs are faced with a 

consumer public that somewhat “rejects” the commercialisation of sport. Despite this, for NSOs, it 

has become “essential to diversity the commercialisation” of their elite sport product in order to 

compete and survive (R13).  

In the past, some sports relied heavily on government funding (Shilbury, 2000). However, 

Houlihan (1991) reported that in Britain a major challenge facing sport organisations in the 1990s was 

the “overall stagnation” (p. 116) of government funding for sport. He argued that in a climate of 

decreased public funding for sport, sport organisations need the ability to establish financial 

independence and to adapt to change. In discussing the growth of the Australian sport industry in the 

late 1990s, Shilbury (2000) made similar observations and noted that “the disadvantage of industry 

maturation is the expectation of increasing financial autonomy – a reality sport has not yet fully 

reconciled” (p. 200). This is evidenced in the case of TA, which included in its 2004 to 2008 strategic 

plan, Serving up Strategy, the objective of “increasing the share of funding tennis receives from local, 

state, and federal governments for the development of the game” (TA, 2004, p. 7). In its 2005 annual 

report, TA noted that it had been unsuccessful in achieving this objective. In response, TA (2007) 

changed its focus to growing increasing its revenue through “excellence and innovation” (p. 5) rather 

than reliance on government funding.  

The official documents of the NSOs featured in this research indicate that events are central to 

ensuring financial viability (ARU, 2008; CA, 2008; FFA, 2007; TA, 2008). Respondent 16 described 

events as the “face of the sport” and the “bread and butter” of sport governing bodies. Hoehn (2007) 

and Shilbury and Deane (2001) described how the ability to commercially exploit events is 
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fundamental to the success of corporate sports. The major revenue streams of NSOs link to events and 

include gate takings, the sale of broadcast rights, sponsorship packages, corporate hospitality, and 

merchandise (Smith & Stewart, 2010; Vamplew, Coyle, Health, & Naysmith, 1998). Shilbury (2000) 

described these revenue streams as “relatively well known and accepted strategies” (p. 201) for 

commercially exploiting events for financial gain.  

Whilst the NSOs in this research described their intention to maximise these existing revenue 

streams, they also sought to ensure financial viability by diversifying their income generation. The 

findings indicated that NSOs had trialled and/or adopted a range of innovative strategies for revenue 

generation. For example, the ARU, in conjunction with the New Zealand Rugby Football Union, 

sought to expand its market by hosting Bledisloe Cup matches in Hong Kong in 2008 and Tokyo in 

2009 (ARU, 2009). Seeking opportunities to profit from the tourism generated by major sport events 

was another innovative strategy. All of the NSOs featured in this research expressed an interest in 

growing and profiting from sport tourism.  

The respondents described a range of ways NSOs could generate income through sport 

tourism (see Section 6.4.3). The options included establishing an in-house travel agency to enable the 

NSO to directly provide a packaged sport tour service (R5, R6, R8). Whilst Respondents 4 and 5 

highlighted a range of reasons why this approach would be advantageous for the NSOs, they also 

noted that there were several barriers preventing the NSOs from adopting the in-house approach. 

Consequently, the four NSOs chose to interact with STOs in order to generate revenue through sport 

tourism. There were two key reasons for this. The first key reasons related to the NSOs’ lack of 

resources and expertise in the development and delivery of sport tour packages (R7, R11, R15). On 

the one hand this finding is in line with the view espoused in Towards a National Sports Tourism 

Strategy (DISR, 2000). The Strategy commented that one of the reasons why many sports tourism 

opportunities in Australia had been lost was that sports bodies did not necessarily possess the 

“requisite business skills … to recognise and take advantage of the tourism opportunities which 

accompany the hosting of … events” (p. 7). On the other hand, the findings of this research indicate 

that contrary to the Strategy’s claim, NSOs did recognise the tourism opportunities involved, but they 

lacked the capacity to capitalise on them. Respondent 5 commented that even if the NSOs were able 

to package and sell tours, they lacked the staff to undertake tasks such as waiting at an airport after 

hours to pick up tour guests and transport them to a hotel. 

In contrast, STOs like FanFirm possess the licenses, resources, distribution network, and 

industry experience to deliver sport tours (R3, R6, R11). Tour operators are “intermediary businesses” 

whose “core function” is linking “suppliers of tourism services with consumers” (DITR, 2003, p. 49).  

Getz (1998) and Redmond (1991) described how in the context of events, tour operators link event 

organisers and consumers. By 2008 FanFirm claimed to have organised travel to events for over 40 

000 passengers (FanFirm 2008a). Further, Smith (2007b) described how allocating event tickets to 
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tour operators can assist in widening the “geographical spread” (p. 194) of the event’s audience. In 

2008, FanFirm’s website claimed it had a database of over 100 000 members.  

The findings of this research illustrate that NSOs engage STOs to act as “intermediaries”. 

NSOs use STOs as a means to connect to sport consumers. Respondent 3 said that it made sense for 

NSOs to “tap in” to the expertise and resources of STOs in order to “magnify” sport tourism revenue 

opportunities. By collaborating with STOs, NSOs could gain revenue and ensure a sport tour service 

was available for fans. This could occur at minimum expense to the NSO. This finding is also in line 

with the notion in stakeholder literature that resource dependence or interdependence can encourage 

the formation of collaborative alliances with or amongst stakeholders (Butterfield et al., 2004; 

Frooman, 1999; Wood & Gray, 1991). In this case the NSOs lacked some of the resources required to 

deliver a sport tour service, so they formed an alliance with FanFirm, or other STOs. 

The second key reason why NSOs chose to pursue opportunities in sport tourism by engaging 

STOs related to the perception that STOs had been profiting unchecked from on-selling event tickets, 

an important NSO asset (R5, R8, R11, R13, R15). Inter-organisational collaboration can arise from a 

desire to protect resources (Butterfield et al., 2004), as well as to find ways to use resources more 

efficiently, and to establish collective rules controlling how resources are used (Wood & Gray, 1991). 

One NSO had granted STOs tickets to major events for several years without monitoring what STOs 

were doing with the tickets (R15). As Respondent 8 explained, “the way that … sport … generally, is 

moving is that there is none of those types of deals done anymore without a commercial spin-off to 

the sport”. Thus, the NSO moved to regulate STO activity (R15). It realised that STOs were making 

considerable profit from on-selling its tickets – profit that it considered should be directed back to the 

sport. Thereafter, STOs had to seek permission from the NSO in order to procure a bulk quantity of 

tickets. In addition, the NSO began to charge STOs a royalty on all tickets purchased.  

In order to determine a reasonable royalty to charge, NSOs first needed to recognise the value 

of their event tickets to STOs (R8, R13, R15). According to Respondent 8, ticket royalties represent a 

“challenge” to STOs “who for so long have been able to carve out their niche and operate around the 

various sports”. Respondent 8 described how there had been “a push back from some of the bigger 

sports”: They now seek reasonable compensation for allowing STOs to use their tickets. However, 

Respondents 5 and 11 also noted that it is reasonable for STOs to profit from the sale of tour packages. 

Freeman (1984) argued that there is no substitute for thinking strategically about how an organisation 

can garner benefits, while at the same time ensuring that a stakeholder is also benefiting. Thus, the 

NSOs continue to grant STOs access to event tickets, but in charging a royalty on tickets the NSOs 

have created an opportunity to profit from sport tourism as a new revenue stream. The NSOs 

simultaneously achieved an increased rate of control over a critical resource by establishing rules as to 

how the resource is accessed.  

While the NSOs have found ways to generate revenue through interaction with STOs, the 

research findings indicate that in some circumstances NSO–STO interaction is not possible or 
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practicable. A range of factors external to the NSO–STO relationship can either facilitate or hinder 

interaction and this explains why NSOs and STOs interact to produce sport tours for some, but not all 

events. These external factors, presented in Section 6.2.2, relate to event scheduling and ticket scarcity. 

Whilst NSOs can engage in activities to influence event scheduling, ultimately most scheduling of 

international events is overseen by a sport’s international federation (IF), the organisation that 

controls the sport at the “world level” (Forster & Pope, 2004, p. 1) and by regional bodies such as the 

AFC in football or SANZAR in rugby union. The manner in which IFs and regional bodies schedule 

international events can play a role in determining whether ticket scarcity is achieved (R2, R5, R7, 

R13, R14). Ticket scarcity occurs when there is greater consumer demand for an event than there is 

supply of tickets. Ticket scarcity is a driving factor in consumer demand for sport tour packages (R5, 

R8; Smith, 2007b; Williams, 2003). In a case study of a “sold out” international Rugby Sevens 

tournament, Smith (2007b) found that those patrons who booked late for the event were more likely to 

purchase a tour package because it was the only way they could get tickets. 

IFs regulate their sport by recognising only one member, or NSO, per country (Daly, 2006). 

Each NSO has jurisdiction over its own territory, contingent upon its continued acceptance of the 

policies, programs, and values of the IF. Being recognised by an IF also means that a NSO may be 

eligible to send representative athletes or teams to compete in IF events, as well as to host them. The 

IF may impose rules regarding a NSO’s eligibility to access tickets to IF events hosted overseas. For 

example, Davis Cup regulations specify that “the visiting nation gets 10% of the stadium” (R7), while 

FIFA also gives an allocation of tickets to nations that qualify for the FIFA World Cup (R11). At 

times NSOs are not eligible for tickets to events, even if they send an athlete or team to compete. For 

example, CA (2009, para. 3) states on its website that “in most circumstances, there is no allowance 

[of tickets] given to the governing body of a visiting nation”. This reduces the likelihood of CA 

interacting with STOs in the provision of outbound sport tour packages. In this manner the 

international governance of a sport can affect the ability of a NSO to capitalise on sport tourism 

opportunities through interaction with STOs. 

Event scheduling can inadvertently influence the desirability of NSO–STO interactions. Getz 

(2008) described “uniqueness” and “perishability” as features of special events that contribute to the 

appeal of live attendance. The opportunities to “be there” and witness a sport event “live” are limited. 

Demand for sport events is influenced by the competitive balance between the teams or athletes 

involved (Borland & Macdonald, 2003). The excitement generated by the uncertainty of outcome in a 

sporting contest is central to the event experience (Borland & Macdonald, 2003; Hinch & Higham, 

2001). As Simmons (2007) described “sporting events are largely about suspense and the live 

experience of suspense…is an important ingredient of spectator sport” (p. 79). Consequently, IFs 

typically rank member nations on performance. Nations at a similar competitive level are often 

grouped together in an attempt to ensure effective, fair, and exciting scheduling. The success of such 

grouping systems can determine the competitive balance of a sporting contest and by extension can 
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affect the likelihood of ticket scarcity. It was found that consumer demand for events was influenced 

by perceptions of the quality of the competition (R2, R5, R7, R13, R14), the performance record of 

the relevant Australian athlete or team (R4, R5, R7, R16), and what is at stake in the competition (i.e., 

whether it is a “friendly”, or whether it is a qualifying or final event) (R7, R11, R14). 

For these reasons, NSO–STO interaction is not always desirable or feasible. That is, at times 

NSOs and STOs may not want to collaborate or at times they may not be able to collaborate. While 

inter-organisational collaborations can be legally mandated (Selin, 1999), this research focused on 

alliances that were founded voluntarily. As organisations involved in collaboration do not totally 

relinquish their autonomy (Robert & Bradley, 1991), either party can choose to exit the collaboration. 

Respondent 4 described how some events are unlikely to be popular enough to drive tourism, for 

example, where ticket scarcity is unlikely, or where costs are excessive in an event destination. STOs 

may not be interested in offering tour packages to such events (R4, R14, R17). Respondent 4 

explained why at times, sport events that appear to be “no-brainers” in terms of demand, are not 

successful sport tour products: “what happens is the hotels [in the host destination] put their prices up, 

there’s minimal flights to get in … the price of everything spirals and then all of a sudden people can’t 

afford to pay [for a tour]”. In other instances, a NSO may have obligations to other stakeholders that 

determine how it distributes its tickets (R16). Smith (2007a, 2007b) viewed the distribution of event 

tickets as a significant logistical issue for event organisers. As Respondent 16 explained, NSOs must 

consider members, fans, sponsors, corporate hospitality, and travel providers when distributing tickets. 

In particular, if an event is hosted in a “specific state because there’s a thirst and a demand for that 

event in that state” (R16), the NSO should ensure that an adequate number of tickets is available to 

local consumers. For this reason, at times, a NSO could either restrict its interaction with STOs like 

FanFirm, or choose not to interact at all.  

Finally, it was found that interaction between a NSO and FanFirm was feasible when there 

was consumer demand for FanFirm’s sport tour packages. This links to the NSOs’ primary motive for 

interaction: revenue generation. Without consumer demand, NSO–STO interaction is not a viable 

source of income. Thus, it is important that NSOs know who consumes sport tour packages and why 

(R14). Respondent 5 suggested that the sale of sport tour packages was primarily driven by ticket 

scarcity. This contention was supported by Smith (2007b). However, Respondent 5 identified other 

reasons why consumers purchase tour packages, ranging from convenience, to seeking a group travel 

experience. Respondent 5’s observations were supported by the literature reviewed in Section 2.3. For 

example, the literature concurred with the notion that consumers are motivated to purchase tour 

packages for convenience (Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005; Hooper, 1995; Smith, 2007b). Hooper 

(1995) described packaged travel as a popular option for inexperienced travellers. Respondent 5 

described how FanFirm does a “great job” of making inexperienced travellers “feel comfortable and 

not intimidated when travelling overseas”. In a similar vein, Williams (2003) described packaged 

travel as a popular choice when security was a concern. In addition, the work of Fairley (2003) 
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supported the notion that some fans chose group travel because they enjoyed the camaraderie of 

travelling with other fans.  

To summarise, this section has identified a range of preconditions that led the NSOs to initiate 

interaction with FanFirm, and, in the case of TA and FFA, to “upgrade” from focusing on Fanatics 

supporter groups to engaging FanFirm’s sport tour brands. The NSOs’ two primary motives for 

initiating interaction with FanFirm were enhancing the crowd support and atmosphere at events 

(applicable to TA in relation to the Davis Cup and to CA and FFA) and revenue generation 

(applicable to TA in relation to the AO and to the ARU and FFA). The NSOs that sought to enhance 

crowd support initiated interaction with FSPT and its supporter group the Fanatics, while the NSOs 

that sought to generate revenue engaged FanFirm as a sport tour operator. The NSOs’ impetus for 

pursuing the financial opportunities of sport tourism arose from a need to diversify and maximise 

revenue streams in order to remain financially viable in a complex and competitive operating milieu. 

However, the NSOs’ desire or ability to interact with FanFirm in its capacity as a STO was influenced 

by a complex interplay of factors external to the NSO–STO relationship, such as international event 

scheduling, ticket scarcity, and consumer demand. As discussed in the preceding section, these factors 

could facilitate or hinder NSO–STO collaboration on an ongoing basis. 

All of the NSOs saw opportunities to generate revenue through sport tourism and, at the time 

of this research, all were pursuing this goal through interaction with licensed STOs. TA, the ARU, 

and FFA had all licensed FanFirm brands, while CA had established an “outsourcing” arrangement 

with a rival travel company, General Travel (R8, R13). The NSOs found pursuing sport tourism goals 

through interaction with STOs effective for two reasons. First, the NSOs lacked the expertise and 

resources to deliver sport tour packages. Second, the interaction ensured that NSOs were in a position 

to regulate the activities of STOs that had previously profited from on-selling event tickets without 

conferring a “commercial spin-off” (R8) to the sport. The NSOs may have reduced the profits of 

STOs (R4, R8, R15). However, in doing so, the NSOs experienced financial benefits which created an 

incentive for them to continue interacting with STOs. While the distal and proximal preconditions 

discussed in this section motivated and facilitated NSO–STO interaction, the next section discusses 

how the success of the collaboration is determined by the processes through which it is managed. 

 

7.3 Interaction Process: How the NSO–STO Interaction was Managed 
 

This section discusses results pertaining to the processes through which the NSOs managed their 

interaction with FanFirm and addresses the second research question: how have the NSOs managed 

their respective relationships with the STO? The relationship between the NSOs and FanFirm is 

resource-based; that is, it is centred on the sharing of resources (see Section 6.3.2). The NSOs 

managed their interaction with FanFirm through control of resources that FanFirm either needed or 
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could benefit from, specifically tickets and the benefits associated with being a NSO’s official tour 

operator. Over time this resource-based strategy led to an increase in the formality of the interactions 

between the NSOs and FanFirm. This section begins by discussing the resource sharing process 

through which the NSOs managed their interactions with FanFirm. The dynamic nature of the NSO–

STO collaboration process is then discussed.  

The NSOs exercised control in their interaction with FanFirm and other STOs through their 

strategic contribution to the resource sharing process. The significance of resources in the interactions 

between organisations and their stakeholders is evident in the work of Frooman (1999), reviewed in 

Section 3.2.1. Frooman defined resources as “anything an actor perceives as valuable” (p. 195). In 

resource-based relationships, power is determined by who is dependent on whom for resources, and to 

what extent (Frooman, 1999; Pfeffer, 1992). Therefore, Frooman argued that a stakeholder’s ability to 

exploit its relationship with an organisation is determined by the stakeholder’s possession of a 

resource that the organisation needs. The results of this study indicated that the NSOs often possessed 

the resource most critical to the NSO–STO interaction (tickets) and thus it is the NSOs who are best 

placed to exploit their relationship with STOs like FanFirm, not vice versa.  

Frooman’s work provides a useful foundation for discussing how the NSOs manage their 

interactions with STOs. Frooman described how in resource-based relationships, the party in 

possession of critical resources can exercise power in two ways: by manipulating the supply of 

resources and/or by establishing rules for the use of resources. Frooman labelled these two types of 

stakeholder influence strategies as “withholding” and “usage” strategies. The NSOs in this research 

employed both strategies. For example, TA granted The Fanatics access to Davis Cup tickets but the 

group consistently had difficulty gaining access to the AO (R7, R12). When TA endorsed FanFirm as 

an official tour operator for the AO, it imposed rules on FanFirm’s use of AO tickets. A statement on 

the FSPT (2009) website regarding the AO read: “As an Official Tour Operator we are unable to offer 

‘just tickets’ as all packages must include accommodation” (para. 5). Similarly, when the ARU first 

appointed FSPT as an official agent it was only able to sell tour packages to Australians who wished 

to attend Bledisloe Cup matches in New Zealand. By imposing this rule the ARU was able to assess 

the quality and suitability of FSPT’s service before extending its access to other events. Finally, CA 

allowed groups of Fanatics to attend cricket matches on a ticket-only basis, but did not grant FanFirm 

the right to sell tour packages to international cricket events hosted in Australia. These examples 

illustrate how the NSOs manage their interactions with FanFirm through strategically allocating, 

withholding, or setting rules for the use of tickets. 

Smith (2007b) defined tickets as a “token allowing access to an event”, but cautioned that 

such a definition “belittles the importance of ticketing in event management” (p. 185). Respondent 6 

provided the following perspective on the significance of tickets to NSOs: “tickets are the most high 

value commodity we have”. Tickets are at the centre of the NSO–STO interaction process and the 

way in which they are handled is important to both parties. Wood and Gray (1991) described 
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collaborations as dynamic and noted that the structure of alliances and the processes through which 

they are managed can be evolving in nature. The interaction between the NSOs and FanFirm changed 

over time. A general trend of increasing formality was evident in all cases, primarily as a result of the 

NSOs’ desire to protect one of its commercial assets, tickets, to ensure that tickets were fairly 

distributed and strategically exploited to the advantage of the NSO (R1, R5, R7, R15). For example, 

interaction between TA’s Davis Cup staff and The Fanatics was initially “friendship based” (R2, R4), 

“laissez faire” (R2), and focused on increasing crowd support, not revenue (R7). This changed when 

FanFirm was granted access to coveted AO tickets, the sale of which produces significant revenue for 

TA. The relationship became formal and was defined by a contractually binding licensing agreement 

administered by TA.   

Gray and Wood (1991) described how effective collaboration requires the parties involved to 

clearly establish the structure and rules of their alliance and the decision-making process. All four 

NSOs establish the rules of their alliance with STOs through the use of agreements that dictate how 

tickets can be used (R1, R6, R7, R11, R13). Contractual licensing agreements also benefit STOs by 

guaranteeing them officially-sanctioned access to event tickets.  

An added benefit of the increased formality of NSO–STO interaction is that it gives the NSOs 

an opportunity to influence the quality of STO services. Respondent 6 observed: “We’re obviously 

vulnerable in the fact that we license … [STOs] to sell our tickets but we can’t be responsible I guess 

for the delivery as far as customer service goes, which does at the end of the day reflect on Australian 

rugby”. At the conclusion of an event or series the ARU seeks feedback from the customers of its 

official STOs (R6). In particular, the ARU is interested in whether official STOs have provided a 

service that met the expectations of rugby supporters. If not, the ARU raises its concerns with 

individual STOs (R6). The ARU adopted the pragmatic approach that if FanFirm, or any other STO, 

fails to perform to the NSO’s desired standard, it would not remain part of the NSO’s travel 

programme (R1, R6). The nature of interactions between the ARU and FanFirm enables the ARU to 

employ what Frooman defined as a “usage strategy”. That is, the ARU can stipulate the standard of 

service that licensed STOs must provide. If an STO fails to fulfil the NSO’s expectations its access to 

tickets may eventually be revoked.  

In summary, the NSOs featured in this research managed their interaction with FanFirm 

through a dynamic process of resource sharing. Frooman’s (1999) work on stakeholder influence 

strategies was used to interpret the manner in which the NSOs managed their relationships with 

FanFirm. In particular, the NSOs used their control of event tickets to manage their interaction with 

FanFirm. This finding reflects Pfeffer’s (1992) argument that the possession of key resources can 

equate to power in resource-based relationships.  

This section also discussed how over time the structures and processes of NSO–STO 

interactions have increased in formality. The interaction between TA, The Fanatics, and FanFirm was 

used to illustrate the evolving nature of NSO–STO relationships. Over time, informal friendship-
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based interactions were superseded by contractually binding licensing agreements. The NSOs sought 

to manage their relationship with STOs like FanFirm by designing licensing agreements that 

communicated how event tickets could be used. By managing the NSO–STO interaction in this way, 

NSOs could achieve or exceed the outcomes that motivated their interaction with FanFirm and other 

STOs in the first place. 

 

7.4 Interaction Outcomes: Why the NSO–STO Interaction was Maintained 
 

This study adopted an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory. The instrumental 

interpretation recognises that organisations may not possess adequate resources to satisfy all 

stakeholders all the time (Laplume et al. 2008). Instead, it embraces the notion that an organisation 

should be strategic in its interactions with stakeholders and should find ways to manage its resources 

so it can achieve its own performance goals, whilst accommodating the objectives of as many 

stakeholders as possible (Butterfield et al., 2004; Clulow, 2005; Friedman & Miles, 2004). Unlike the 

normative approach to stakeholder theory, the instrumental approach recognises that it would not be 

practicable to expect organisations to interact with stakeholders if they would achieve no, or very little, 

benefit from the process. For this reason, Freeman (1984) advocated generating “win-win” situations. 

As Logsdon et al. (2000) claimed:  

…a larger purpose of stakeholder theory is to help corporate managers improve the value of 

the outcomes of their actions, and minimise the harms to stakeholders. The whole point of 

stakeholder theory, in fact, lies in what happens when corporations and stakeholders act out 

their relationships (p. 3).  

This section discusses the outcomes experienced by NSOs as a result of their interactions with STOs, 

and the connection between those outcomes and the NSOs’ continuation of their interactions with 

FanFirm.  

The NSOs experienced both benefits and challenges as a result of interacting with STOs. The 

benefits, such as financial gain and enhanced crowd support (see Section 6.4.1), were largely 

anticipated. That is, the hope of achieving those benefits motivated the NSOs to interact with STOs in 

the first place. Further, the interaction was deliberately structured and managed to produce these 

benefits. The NSOs acknowledged that interaction with FanFirm and other STOs produced risks and 

challenges (see Section 6.4.2) and attempts had been made to avoid or reduce them. However, the 

nature of the risks meant that at times it was impossible to totally eliminate them. For example, TA 

endeavoured to seat groups of Fanatics where they would not disrupt or offend other tennis spectators 

(R2, R7, R12). However, TA still received occasional complaints from other patrons about the group, 

leading TA to conclude “not everyone’s a Fanatic fan” (R7). This illustrates one of the key features of 

the NSO–STO interaction: at times risk can result in gain. This was ultimately the case with The 
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Fanatics’ involvement in tennis. While some patrons did not like The Fanatics, the group was credited 

with attracting a younger audience to tennis and invigorating the spectator culture of the sport (R2, R7, 

R12).  

Consequently, the answer to the question of why NSOs maintain their interaction with STOs 

is derived from an amalgam of factors. First, while the interaction produces both positive and negative 

outcomes for NSOs, at present the benefits outweigh the risks. Second, while the NSOs have 

identified alternatives to NSO–STO interaction, they have not yet chosen to use them. In particular, 

they have considered the option of establishing an in-house travel agency (R5, R6) (see Section 6.4.3, 

para. 6) but according to Respondent 5:  

I don’t think that’s the right answer at the moment … I think sports travel agents in the mid to 

short term will survive because I think it’s too hard for sports to go and do it all themselves. 

Plus, it’s not their core competency, travel … 

As Respondent 5 implied, the NSOs had not found a viable alternative to interacting with STOs. Thus, 

on the balance of these factors, the NSOs maintained their interaction with STOs.   

It was noted in Section 7.2 that the NSOs’ primary motive for interacting with FanFirm in its 

capacity as a STO was financial gain. Thus, the financial outcomes of the interaction are central to 

understanding why the NSOs maintain interaction with FanFirm and other STOs. All four NSOs in 

this research are “non-profit” organisations. Any profits they generate are not distributed to 

shareholders, but are instead invested back into their sport (Fishel, 2008; Forster & Pope, 2004). The 

importance of financial outcomes relates to the competitive marketplace in which the NSOs operate, 

where remaining financially viable is a priority (ARU, 2004, 2006, 2008; CA, 2004, 2005; FFA, 2007; 

TA, 2006, 2008). 

The financial benefits experienced by NSOs through interaction with STOs like FanFirm 

were both direct and indirect. Direct income could be earned through the sale of tickets to STOs (R1, 

R3, R13). Neale and Funk (2006) noted the importance of increasing attendance at games as it 

“generates revenue from ticket sales and corporate boxes, and helps drive other team revenue 

sources…” (p. 307). At the most fundamental level, interacting with STOs provides NSOs with an 

avenue to sell seats in a stadium or arena. In addition, STOs pay a royalty on all tickets purchased (R1, 

R5). 

An indirect benefit of NSO–STO interaction that NSO Respondents 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, 

and 16 described was the role the relationship played in helping NSOs acquire financial support from 

governments for events and event related infrastructure. Respondent 3 described how major events 

would not be possible without significant assistance from all levels of government. NSOs needed 

government support to cover the cost of such things as event infrastructure and security (ASC, 1990; 

R3, R14). Respondents 3 and 13 described the interaction between NSOs and government agencies in 

relation to the staging of events as a partnership rather than a philanthropic gesture on the part of 

government. The NSOs understood that governments expected some form of return for their 
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investment in sport events (R3, R5, R7, R13, R16). As Respondent 16 explained, “state governments 

look to get some kind of return on investment … an economic benefit to the state”. Hargreaves (2002) 

argued that sport governing organisations now understand the financial benefits of commercialisation 

and government support, and therefore “accommodate to commercial and governmental pressures, 

forming mutually beneficial alliances with commercial and political interests” (p. 32).  

The DISR (2000) observed that as government investment in sport events grows, 

governments are “increasingly required to justify their expenditure” (p. 22). Thus governments have a 

vested interest in the tourism generated by sport events (R16). Sport event tourism introduces new 

revenue into the host economy and is often used by governments as a primary means of justifying 

event expenditure (Gratton et al., 2000). The NSOs were aware that governments were seeking return 

on investment in the form of tourist “visitation” (R14) and “economic benefit to the state” (R16) or 

host region.  

Respondent 5 explained that a NSO could show its commitment to encouraging sport tourism 

by interacting with STOs. For example, Respondent 14 described how, by licensing STOs, FFA could 

“go to governments and go, ‘okay, this is what we’re doing to assist, to make it easier for people to 

come to your state to watch the game’”. Interacting with STOs enables a NSO to quantify its 

contribution to the sport tourism generated by its events (R1, R5, R14). For example, if a NSO’s 

official STOs sold 10 000 packaged tours to an event in Melbourne, the NSO could not only quantify 

the number of tourists it helped bring to the city, but also, with the assistance of the STOs, quantify 

the amount that tourists spent on package inclusions such as accommodation. There is evidence to 

suggest that tourists on packaged holidays spend more in a destination than independent travellers 

(Davies & Williment, 2008; Vuletich, 2005). Harrison-Hill and Chalip (2005) also described how 

price-bundling, the strategy used by STOs, can create opportunities to “cross-leverage attractions and 

activities at the [event] destination” (p. 312). That is, sport tour packages can include visits to local or 

regional attractions, thereby spreading the benefits of tourism spending. For these reasons, NSOs can 

use their interactions with STOs to demonstrate a commitment to growing sport tourism and ensuring 

a return on government investment. This is an example of the strategic approach to stakeholder 

management advocated by Freeman (1984): NSOs benefit, STOs benefit, and governments receive a 

form of return on investment. 

However, the research findings suggested that there are some discrepancies in the interests of 

NSOs, STOs, and governments when it comes to generating sport tourism. These findings have 

implications for the ways in which NSOs engage STOs in situations where satisfying governments is 

a priority. These discrepancies are depicted in Figure 5 and are explained in the following paragraphs. 

Figure 5 draws on the definition of sport tourism used in this research (see Section 2.2), which 

distinguishes between domestic (within Australia) and international (inbound or outbound) sport 

tourism.  
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NSOs, Australian-based STOs like FanFirm, and Australian governments (particularly state 

and local governments) all have an interest in the provision of sport tour packages that facilitate 

domestic sport tourism. In addition, NSOs and Australian governments are interested in encouraging 

international inbound sport tourism. The 2006/2007 Ashes and the 2006/2007 one day international 

cricket series illustrates why. International inbound tourism added to CA’s gate-takings (37 000 

international visitors attended matches), and boosted the economic impact experienced in the cities 

and states that hosted matches (AUD$317 million direct expenditure) (URS, 2007a, 2007b). 

Governments can use these outcomes generated by international inbound tourism to justify 

expenditure on events. 

However, Australian STOs are not readily able to capitalise on international inbound tourism. 

Instead, Australian STOs are more interested in international outbound tours where profit margins can 

be substantial (R4, R8). NSOs do not have the same level of interest in the international outbound 

market as they do not control the ticketing of events hosted overseas (R8, R14) and therefore, 

generally do not stand to benefit substantially from this type of tourism. Similarly, from an economic 

perspective, Australian governments do not benefit from international outbound sport tourism. This is 

evidenced by the definition of sport tourism adopted by the Australian DISR (2000) in its draft 

national sport tourism strategy. The Strategy did not deal with any form of international outbound 

travel. This demonstrates that the priorities of focal organisations and their stakeholders do not always 

converge (Friedman et al., 2004; Polonsky et al., 2002). 

These findings are depicted in Figure 5 which illustrates that: 

1. The NSOs, Australian governments, and Australia STOs all share an interest in the 

financial benefits that can be generated by domestic sport tourism. 

2. The NSOs and Australian governments share an interest in the financial benefits that 

can be generated through international inbound sport tourism.  

3. Australian STOs can generate income through international outbound sport tourism. 

The diagram also accommodates occasional circumstances in which the NSOs and 

Australian-based STOs can benefit financially from tourism markets in which they do not have a 

primary interest. For example, the joint venture between the ARU and Wallaby Travel for the 2007 

Rugby World Cup demonstrates one way NSOs can benefit from international outbound tourism. A 

NSO can also benefit financially from the international outbound market if it receives a ticket 

allocation for an event hosted overseas, as was the case for the 2006 FIFA World Cup, when FFA 

commissioned FFA Travel to distribute tickets and allowed some to be used in tours. Likewise, STOs 

can occasionally benefit from international inbound tourism. When a major international event is 

hosted in Australia, foreign STOs may employ Australian-based STOs to assist with the organisation 

of an international inbound tour. When a STO conducts work on behalf of a foreign STO they are 

referred to as a “ground handler” (R1) or “general service agent” (R6). Australian STOs stand to gain 
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financially from operating as general service agents for international inbound tours (R6), but in a 

limited capacity. 

 

Sport tour operators, i.e. 
FanFirm

National sport 
organisations

International outbound sport tourism International inbound sport tourismDomestic sport tourism

Government

KEY

Market of primary interest

Market of secondary interest

 
Figure 5: The differences in the markets of interest of STOs like FanFirm, NSOs and governments. 

 

To sum up, an important incentive for the NSOs to maintain their interactions with FanFirm is 

the financial benefits the interactions generate. An indirect but important financial benefit identified 

by respondents is government support for major events. However, governments expect a return on 

investment (R16). The economic impact of events, primarily as a result of event tourism, is often used 

to justify government expenditure (DISR, 2000; Gratton et al., 2000). NSOs can actively facilitate 

event tourism by engaging STOs (R5, R14, R16). In doing so, NSOs can demonstrate their 

commitment to ensuring government investment is rewarded and that ongoing government support is 

worthwhile. However, NSOs, Australian-based STOs, and governments are interested in different 

sport tourism markets. NSOs and governments share an interest in the domestic and international 

inbound tourism generated by sport events. Adopting an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder 

theory, this suggests that in order to provide governments with a return on investment, NSOs should 

focus their travel programmes and their interaction with STOs on these two markets. This would 

create a “win-win-win” situation (Freeman, 1984), in which NSOs, STOs, and governments all accrue 

benefits. 
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7.4.1 Intangible outcomes 

 

The financial outcomes of NSO–STO interaction are augmented by intangible benefits. This section 

discusses the intangible benefits presented in Section 6.4.1.2, and in doing so, contributes to 

explaining why NSOs maintain their relationships with FanFirm.  

Getz (1989) highlighted that events are often dependent on intermediaries like tour operators 

to “deliver visitors” (p. 126). NSOs can use STOs as intermediaries to provide a service to sport fans 

who wish to travel to support Australian athletes and teams (see Getz, 1998). The NSOs view this as a 

valuable service to provide to loyal fans (R6, R13), with the ARU in particular viewing the provision 

of sport tour options as an “obligation” (R1). In addition, FFA was motivated to provide organised 

sport tour packages as a result of safety concerns (R14). Some football events are hosted in locations 

that “might not be favourable to travel” (R14), in which case, tours organised by experienced 

providers may be safer than independent travel. Thus, one reason why NSOs maintain a relationship 

with STOs like FanFirm is that it ensures the provision of a tour service for another NSO stakeholder 

– sports fans. 

The NSOs also consider the provision of international outbound sport tours to be valuable 

because of the prevailing view that groups of Australian sport supporters can play a role in helping to 

negate the home-ground advantage of opposition athletes and teams when Australians compete 

overseas (R1, R2, R4, R7, R11, R12, R13, R14). This is in line with the comments of Hunt, Bristol, 

and Bashaw (1999) that “fan behaviour is often cited by coaches and players as a determinant rather 

than as a consequence of team performance” (p. 439). While domestic and international inbound tours 

are most significant to NSOs from a financial and political perspective, finding ways to interact with 

FanFirm in the provision of international outbound tours will ensure peripatetic fans can support 

Australian athletes overseas. The importance of “gold in the crowd” (R1) is illustrated by the 

comments of Respondent 1 in relation to the ARU-Wallaby Travel joint venture for the 2007 Rugby 

World Cup: “as far as the Rugby World Cup was concerned, we probably would have done this joint 

venture even if we were making no money at all, just for that [support]”. 

The NSOs also valued the presence of Australian supporter groups at major events hosted in 

Australia. NSO Respondents 2, 7, 8, and 12, predominantly from TA and CA, viewed the presence of 

groups of Fanatics as contributing positively to an event’s atmosphere. Groups of Fanatics were 

described as adding “social atmosphere” (R7), “colour and life” (R8), and “entertainment” (R2) to 

what CA (2005) described as the “at-match experience” (p. 23). Respondents 2 and 8 described how 

the social atmosphere generated by groups of Fanatics added interest to long sporting contests such as 

Davis Cup ties and Ashes test matches, which run for several hours over several days. Literature on 

sport spectatorship was not considered integral to this thesis, as the NSO–STO interaction was 

investigated from the NSO’s perspective, with stakeholder management outcomes in mind. However, 

it is briefly discussed here in relation to this finding. 
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In the literature on sport fandom a distinction has been made between direct and indirect fans 

(Wann, Melnick, Russell, and Pease, 2001). Direct sport consumers are in situ spectators, those who 

attend sport events. Direct sport consumers in effect participate in, and have an opportunity to impact 

on, the event experience (Edelman, 1993; Wann et al., 2001). Edelman (1993) commented that “more 

than in any other form of popular culture, the audiences for spectator sports have not simply watched 

but have also played visible roles in the spectacles” (p. 14). In contrast, indirect sport consumers are 

those people who consume mediated sport, or sport broadcasts on television, the radio, cell phones, or 

the internet.  

The presence of direct fans plays a role in making a sport event attractive to potential indirect 

fans (Kennedy, 2001; Vamplew et al., 1998). For example, Kennedy (2001) commented on “the 

reliance upon fans-in-presence to create the necessary atmosphere for TV fans-in-absence” (p. 283). 

He pointed out that “the sports contest would seem deadened without the noise of communal support” 

(p. 278). This notion was echoed, by Vamplew et al. (1998) who made the following claim in relation 

to football in Britain: 

Football could not do without its fans as they provide the atmosphere so important for club 

support and even moreso [sic] for television presentation … It is a live event that requires live 

responses and this is provided by the fans. An empty stadium makes no noise and this would 

be an anathema to Sky and other media companies who regard ratings as vital (p. 66).  

Crabbe (2004) described how, for the 2002 FIFA World Cup, co-hosted by Korea and Japan, Korea 

apparently arranged “state-sponsored volunteers” (p. 70) to act as fans for the national teams of 

various countries “in order that they could provide a sense of atmosphere and spectacle for the global 

television audience” (p. 70). 

The findings of these studies supports the notion that groups of Fanatics, as direct fans, play a 

role not only in generating at-match atmosphere for other direct fans to enjoy, but also provide the 

“live responses” that make an event more appealing to indirect fans (R2, R7, R5, R13). Groups of 

Fanatics are identifiable in televised crowd shots of sporting events because they wear a uniform of 

bold yellow tour merchandise. The group is popular material for crowd shots because it engages in 

chanting and singing and helps television broadcasters convey a sense of at-match atmosphere (R5) to 

indirect audiences. In describing the Fanatics, Johnson Morgan and Summers (2005) went so far as to 

claim: “Super fans appear to be celebrities in their own right” (p. 312). This intangible outcome is 

significant to the NSOs as the sale of television broadcast rights is a major revenue stream for them 

(ARU, 2004, 2008; CA, 2004, 2007; FFA, 2007; TA, 2007).  

This section has discussed the intangible benefits of the interaction between the NSOs and 

FanFirm. In doing so, it has added to the explanation for why the NSOs maintain their relationships 

with FanFirm. Freeman (1984) and Schilling (2000) encouraged organisations to consider how they 

could simultaneously benefit themselves and their stakeholders. For the NSOs, a benefit of interacting 

with FanFirm is that the interaction produces benefits for other stakeholders of major events. It 
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enables the NSOs to provide a service to loyal fans and to play a role in ensuring that Australian 

athletes and teams feel supported when they compete at home and overseas. The presence of the vocal 

and visually identifiable Fanatics can add to the at-match experience of other sport fans, as well as 

adding to an event’s appeal for broadcasters and indirect fans. Thus, the NSOs, FanFirm, direct and 

indirect fans, Australian athletes, and sport event broadcasters can all benefit at times and in varying 

degrees from NSO–STO interaction.  

 

7.4.2 The future of the NSO–STO interaction 

 

While the benefits arising from NSO–STO interaction provide NSOs with a reason to maintain 

interaction with STOs, the future of the interaction is also influenced by consumer demand, the risks 

arising from the relationship, the availability of alternative ways for NSOs to capitalise on sport 

tourism, and external factors such as the trend towards making independent travel arrangements using 

the internet.  

Ultimately, collaborations between organisations last as long as both parties agree to 

collaborate (Selin, 1999; Wang, 2008). Section 6.4.2 outlined a range of risks that arise from NSO–

STO interaction, including risk to NSO reputation, crowd management concerns, and the challenges 

of managing the occasional conflict of NSO and STO agendas. Wang (2008) described how conflicts 

and challenges are common in collaborative relationships as organisations enter partnerships with 

different objectives. These risks may ultimately provide NSOs with reasons to stop interacting with 

STOs, although the findings of this research indicated that NSOs were more likely to adjust the 

interaction process than to cease collaborating. STOs typically shoulder a greater degree of financial 

risk in the delivery of sport tours than NSOs (R4, R5).  By licensing a STO, a NSO avoids the “crazy” 

(R4) financial risk borne by the STO when it purchases package inclusions in advance and in bulk. 

Respondents 1 and 5 suggested that in the short- to mid-term NSO–STO interaction will continue to 

represent a convenient way for NSOs to augment and reap the benefits of sport tourism.  

The future of NSO–STO interaction will also be influenced by the internet and its impact on 

consumer demand for packaged travel (R4, R14). Goodall and Bergsma (1991) described the advent 

and development of information technology as playing a critical role in the packaged holiday market. 

All FanFirm brands used the internet to advertise and sell tour packages. In addition, the NSOs that 

licensed FanFirm, namely TA (for the AO), the ARU, and FFA, listed it as an official travel provider 

on their websites. While the websites of the NSOs and FanFirm aimed to facilitate the sale of sport 

tour packages, Respondents 4, 5, 14, and 16 indicated that the internet also represents a threat to 

NSO–STO interaction. The internet has facilitated independent travel. Fans can now book their own 

tickets, travel, and accommodation online, thereby reducing the need for STOs as an intermediary 

(R16). 
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To sum up, the reasons why the four NSOs maintained interactions with FanFirm were multi-

faceted. The relationships produced both benefits and risks/challenges. At the time of data collection, 

the benefits outweighed the risks. The option for NSOs to develop tour packages in-house would 

eliminate the need for NSO–STO interaction (R5, R8). However, Respondent 4 questioned whether 

NSOs would be able to deliver sport tour packages more cheaply than STOs if they adopted the in-

house model. Harrison-Hill and Chalip (2005) stressed the importance of offering tourism experiences 

at a price that “consumers are willing to pay” (p. 303). As a result of this combination of factors, at 

the time of data collection the NSOs viewed interacting with FanFirm and other STOs as the most 

efficacious way of building and benefiting from sport event tourism. The NSOs maintained the 

relationships because they lacked the resources, ability, or inclination to deliver sport tour packages 

alone.  

The discussion in the preceding sections has used what Gray and Wood (1991) labelled the 

preconditions, processes, and outcomes of collaboration to answer three questions pertaining to how 

and/or why TA, the ARU, CA, and FFA initiated, managed, and maintained interaction with FanFirm. 

To conclude the chapter, the following section considers NSO viewpoints on the salience of STOs. 

This sheds further light on why the NSOs featured in this research maintain their interactions with 

FanFirm and other STOs and helps to contextualise the NSO–STO relationship with reference to the 

range of other stakeholders whom NSOs interact with. 

 

7.5 The NSOs’ Perspectives on the Salience of STOs as Stakeholders  
 

Fishel (2008) described several challenges that non-profit organisations such as the four NSOs may 

face. Fishel highlighted that non-profit organisations are often accountable to many constituents and 

must manage their affairs in a way that accommodates the involvement of a wide array of 

stakeholders. The consequence of this was highlighted by ARU chief executive officer John O’Neill 

(2007) in his autobiography, in which he described the “multiplicity of stakeholder groups” NSOs 

must deal with and how the “level of consultation and dialogue at the upper levels of sport far exceeds 

anything you see in business” (p. 375). STOs like FanFirm are only one of a plethora of NSO 

stakeholders alluded to by O’Neill and Fishel. 

Stakeholder theory provides two suggestions as to why NSOs should interact with 

stakeholders such as STOs: normative reasons and instrumental reasons. Normative interpretations of 

stakeholder theory provide guidance on how doing business can be both “moral and workable” (Jones 

& Wicks, 1999, p. 206). Normative interpretations of stakeholder theory dictate that stakeholders are 

“identified by their interest in the corporation” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67, emphasis in 

original) irrespective of whether the corporation has a corresponding interest in them. STOs like 

FanFirm have an interest in NSOs, as NSOs can supply event tickets. The exchange of tickets is 
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central to the NSO–STO interaction, and without tickets, FanFirm’s sport tour brands, such as We 

Love Rugby and Sporting Edge, would not be able to produce and sell sport tour packages. Further, 

the normative approach states that each stakeholder “merits consideration for its own sake” 

(Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 65). That is, an organisation should consider the interests of 

stakeholders because it is the “right … thing to do” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 72), not because 

doing so would further the organisation’s own interests. Therefore, according to a normative 

interpretation of stakeholder theory, the NSOs should interact with FanFirm because FanFirm’s 

success and survival is influenced by the NSOs’ decisions. 

However, in investigating why the NSOs interact with FanFirm, this research found little 

evidence of NSOs interacting with STOs for moral reasons. The research found that the NSOs’ 

interaction with STOs was driven by: 

• the NSOs’ desire to generate revenue through sport tourism (R1, R3, R6, R8, R11, R13, R14) 

• the realisation that the NSOs lacked the resources and expertise to efficiently deliver sport 

tours (R1, R3, R5, R8, R14), but that STOs could provide this service 

• the view that STOs were profiteering from on-selling NSO assets (R5, R8, R11, R13, R15) 

and that the activity of STOs required greater regulation. 

Thus, the NSOs collaborated with STOs in order to garner potential benefits and to regulate STOs’ 

activities. These motives do not constitute the moral basis for interacting with stakeholders called for 

by a normative interpretation of stakeholder theory, as explained by Donaldson and Preston (1995). 

Instead, the preconditions for NSO–STO interaction corresponded more with an instrumental 

interpretation of stakeholder theory. The instrumental interpretation accepts that organisations with 

finite resources cannot satisfy all stakeholders. Consequently, stakeholders may be prioritised based 

on the organisation’s opinion of their salience. Although this research did not explicitly set out to 

investigate NSO perspectives on the salience of STOs as stakeholders, the work of Mitchell et al. 

(1997) (see Section 3.2.2) provides guidance on how the importance of STOs can be assessed relative 

to the numerous other stakeholders of NSOs.  

Mitchell et al. distinguished between stakeholders based on their possession of three attributes: 

power, legitimacy, and urgency. Stakeholders that possessed all three attributes were labelled 

“definitive stakeholders” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 873). Page (2002) advised that managers should 

give definitive stakeholders high priority. Stakeholders that possessed two of the three attributes were 

labelled “expectant stakeholders” – stakeholders that expected something from the organisation. 

Mitchell et al. (1997, p. 874) identified three types of expectant stakeholders: dangerous stakeholders 

(who possess power and urgency); dependent stakeholders (who possess urgency and legitimacy); and 

dominant stakeholders (who possess power and legitimacy). Mitchell et al. (1997) argued 

organisations should assign moderate priority to expectant stakeholders.  
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Finally, stakeholders that only possess one attribute were labelled “latent stakeholders” 

(Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 873). Latent stakeholders could be dormant (if they only possessed power), 

discretionary (if they only possessed legitimacy), or demanding (if they possessed only urgency). 

According to Mitchell et al.: 

With limited time, energy, and other resources to track stakeholder behaviour and to 

manage relationships, managers may well do nothing about stakeholders they believe 

possess only one of the identified attributes, and managers may not even go so far as to 

recognise those stakeholders’ existence” (p. 874).  

Applying Mitchell et al.’s (1997) typology of stakeholder salience to the findings of this 

research, STOs could be viewed as either “demanding” stakeholders (who only possess urgency) or 

“dependent” stakeholders (who possess urgency and legitimacy) of the NSOs. The findings suggested 

that the NSOs’ stances on the salience of FanFirm varied on a case-by-case basis. While these claims 

are discussed in further detail in this section, adopting either interpretation leads to the conclusion that 

STOs are not the most powerful or salient of the stakeholders with whom the four NSOs interact.  

Pfeffer (1992) defined power in resource-based relationships as determined by who is 

dependent on whom and by how much. In the resource-based relationships between NSOs and 

FanFirm, it is the NSOs that possess the critical resource (tickets) and therefore the power to withhold 

or place restrictions on FanFirm’s use of that resource (see Frooman, 1999). Applying Pfeffer’s 

definition, it is unlikely that NSOs would consider STOs to be stakeholders that possessed a 

significant amount of power. Therefore, the salience of STOs is determined by NSO’s viewpoints on 

their possession of the attributes of urgency and/or legitimacy. 

According to Mitchell et al. (1997), urgency is the degree to which a stakeholder’s claim on 

an organisation is time sensitive and critical to the stakeholder. For STOs, gaining access to event 

tickets is a matter of urgency, as without event tickets STOs cannot conduct their core business. This 

makes FanFirm dependent on the NSOs for access to events hosted in Australia. It also means that 

FanFirm needs to maintain favourable relationships with the NSOs in order to retain its access to 

tickets. FanFirm has adopted two measures to try and reduce its dependence on NSOs. First, FanFirm 

(2008a) has established relationships with numerous national and international sport organisations, 

thus reducing dependence on any one NSO. Second, FanFirm has diversified its product by offering 

“party tours” (FSPT, 2006) to popular European cultural events and destinations. Despite these efforts, 

by Mitchell et al.’s definition FanFirm still possesses the attribute of urgency because its claim on the 

NSOs (for tickets) is critical to its business success. In particular, two FanFirm brands solely offer 

sport tours: We Love Rugby, which focuses exclusively on rugby union tours, and Sporting Edge. 

Therefore, as a stakeholder of NSOs, FanFirm possesses the attribute of urgency. 

It could be argued that STOs also possess the attribute of legitimacy, although the results of 

this research are divided on this point. Mitchell et al. (1997) described legitimacy as a “dynamic 

attribute in the stakeholder-manager relationship” (p. 869). That is, perceptions of a stakeholder’s 
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legitimacy may change over time. As the following discussion illustrates, the relationships between 

the NSOs and FanFirm varied. While FanFirm possessed urgency in all cases, it did not always 

possess the attribute of legitimacy. 

Suchman (1995) defined legitimacy as the perception or assumption that the actions of an 

entity are “desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, 

beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). Respondent 15 made the following comments on STOs: “It’s a 

pretty dodgy business. Working with tour operators is very unusual and they’re not the most reputable 

people I would ever come across”. Respondent 15 described STOs as “ruthless”, while Respondent 5 

noted that STOs “have a reputation that puts them in the same boat as car salesmen and real estate 

agents”. These descriptions are not consistent with the qualities of legitimacy listed in Suchman’s 

definition. 

However, the research findings suggested that legitimacy was present in the interaction 

between TA and FanFirm, particularly in relation to The Fanatics’ involvement in the Davis Cup (R2, 

R7, R12). The research found that The Fanatics were valued for the support they provided to the 

Australian Davis Cup team (Newcombe, 2002; R2, R7, R12). Key NSO informants held the view that 

the support of The Fanatics had had a positive impact on the team’s performance, so much so that the 

physical positioning of the group at domestic ties was a strategic decision (R2, R12). The presence of 

The Fanatics had also been appreciated at overseas ties for the intangible benefits it delivered to the 

team. Further, Respondents 2, 7, and 12 observed that The Fanatics had positively influenced the 

culture of tennis spectatorship in Australia. For these reasons, it could be argued that FanFirm’s 

supporter group brands possesses legitimacy in the context of interaction with TA for the Davis Cup, 

making it a “dependent stakeholder” by Mitchell et al.’s (1997) definition. 

The research findings also suggested that in some contexts FanFirm possessed legitimacy as a 

stakeholder of the ARU and FFA, but for slightly different reasons to those evident in the case of TA. 

For the ARU and FFA, FanFirm’s legitimacy as a stakeholder arose from the fact that it operated as 

an important intermediary. Both the ARU and FFA valued the presence of Australian fans at overseas 

events for the support provided to Australian athletes and teams (R1, R14). Both NSOs were keen to 

facilitate this through interacting with FanFirm and other STOs (R1, R11, R14). Respondent 1 

described the provision of international outbound tours as an important service for loyal fans and 

hence an “obligation” of the ARU. Respondent 14 described how organised outbound tours gave fans 

a safe travel option to international football events in locations “not … favourable to travel”. However, 

neither NSO could guarantee FanFirm access to tickets to overseas events. Thus, both NSOs had 

found ways to assist their licensed STOs to gain access to tickets (see Section 6.3.2.1). The ARU had 

entered a joint venture with Wallaby Travel to strengthen the credibility of Wallaby Travel’s tender 

for 2007 Rugby World Cup tickets (R1, R3). FFA had negotiated with other football governing bodies 

in the Asian Football Confederation in order to gain access to tickets to overseas matches so its 

licensed STOs could sell packages to Australian fans (R14).  
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In both cases, the NSOs were interacting with FanFirm to provide a service to sport fans. In 

research addressing the public subsidisation of North American sports facilities, Friedman and Mason 

(2004) concluded that sport fans are “dependent stakeholders” of sport organisations; that is, their 

claims on sport governing bodies are both urgent and legitimate. The cases of ARU-FanFirm and 

FFA-FanFirm interaction suggest that in some contexts STOs could be perceived to gain “legitimacy” 

in the judgment of NSOs by virtue of the fact that they enable NSOs to provide an obligatory service 

to an important group of dependent stakeholders. At times this could elevate STOs from being latent 

or unimportant stakeholders, to being expectant stakeholders that possess “moderate” (Mitchell et al., 

1997, p. 876) salience to managers. 

However, in the case of CA-FanFirm interaction, it appears that FanFirm lacks legitimacy. 

While CA has continued to facilitate the involvement of groups of Fanatics at cricket matches on the 

basis that they add to the at-match experience (R8), Respondents 8, 13, and 15 also noted that their 

involvement may create crowd management issues for CA. Respondent 15 described how groups of 

Australian cricket fans had to “learn how to be patriotic without being abusive”. CA concluded that it 

was best to retain some distance between itself and FanFirm brands (R13). Instead CA licensed 

General Travel to run the Cricket Australia Travel Office (CATO). Thus, in the case of interaction 

between CA and FanFirm, the latter could be considered a “demanding stakeholder”; that is, a 

stakeholder of CA who possesses urgency (by virtue of the fact that FanFirm wants tickets to cricket 

events), but not power or legitimacy.  

Whilst there is empirical support for the model of Mitchell et al. (1997) (see Agle et al., 1999; 

Laplume et al., 2008; Parent & Deephouse, 2007), using it in this research to determine stakeholder 

salience does not completely explain why the NSOs continue to interact with FanFirm. The research 

findings suggest that in all four cases of NSO–STO interaction FanFirm possesses the stakeholder 

attribute of urgency, but that it only possessed the attribute of legitimacy in certain contexts. The 

stakeholder salience model proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997) suggests that STOs like FanFirm could 

be classified as either latent (demanding) or expectant (dependent) stakeholders. According to 

Mitchell et al. latent stakeholders are “irksome but not dangerous, bothersome but not warranting 

more than passing management attention” (p. 875). Yet the NSOs continue to interact with FanFirm, 

albeit in a limited capacity as demonstrated by CA. It is only in occasional contexts that FanFirm 

appears to possess legitimacy, and therefore warrants moderate managerial attention. In addition, none 

of the motivations for interacting with FanFirm mentioned by NSO respondents related to its urgency 

or legitimacy as a stakeholder. Rather, the interaction was fundamentally instrumental and born out of 

a composite desire to generate revenue and regulate a previously unchecked stakeholder. 

Freeman (1984) suggested that there is no substitute for thinking through how an organisation 

can achieve its own goals while simultaneously producing benefits for its stakeholders. This could 

justify an organisation (such as a NSO) meeting the needs of a latent stakeholder (such as FanFirm), 

irrespective of its low level of salience. That is, an organisation may interact with a minor stakeholder 
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to create a situation that engenders mutual benefits, when the benefits outweigh potential risks, and 

when only minimal effort/risk is required on the part of the organisation. This could apply when 

satisfying the needs of a minor stakeholder simultaneously assists an organisation in satisfying the 

needs of more salient stakeholders. For example, the NSOs’ interactions with STOs facilitated the 

provision a service for sport fans (an expectant stakeholder group). In addition, NSO respondents 

framed interacting with STOs as helpful in satisfying the expectations of host destination governments, 

which are potentially a definitive stakeholder in that they possess power, legitimacy, and urgency. 

This scenario suggests grounds for an additional stakeholder salience attribute based on utility, or the 

usefulness of the stakeholder. This suggestion is considered further in Chapter Eight. 

This section, combined with the discussion in Section 7.4, addressed the third research 

question: why have the NSOs maintained a relationship with FanFirm? To answer this question, this 

section discussed the level of salience that STOs, particularly FanFirm, possess as stakeholders of the 

NSOs. Applying Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model for determining stakeholder salience, this section 

concluded that STOs could not be considered a high priority or definitive stakeholder of NSOs. Yet, 

NSOs continue to interact with STOs. Therefore, Mitchell et al.’s (1997) conceptualisation of 

stakeholder salience does not completely explain why the four NSOs maintained their relationships 

with FanFirm over time. Instead, the research found that by investing a relatively small amount of 

resources into interaction with STOs, NSOs could reap a range of tangible and intangible benefits 

both for themselves and for other major sport event stakeholders. On the basis of this finding, “utility” 

is suggested as an additional dimension for determining stakeholder salience. For the NSOs, 

interacting with FanFirm was not inconvenient or difficult, but it did produce benefits. Therefore, 

although FanFirm lacks power and at times legitimacy as a stakeholder, the NSOs have maintained 

and grown their relationship with the company.  

 

7.6 Chapter Conclusion 
 

This chapter has provided a discussion of the results of this research in light of the literature reviewed 

in Chapters Two and Three. The discussion of results drew on concepts derived from an instrumental 

interpretation of stakeholder theory, the concept of inter-organisational collaboration and its three 

elements (preconditions, processes, and outcomes); Frooman’s (1999) concept of stakeholder 

influence strategies; and Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model of stakeholder salience.  

The chapter began by addressing the research question of why the NSOs initiated interaction 

with FanFirm. The discussion focused on the multifaceted nature of the preconditions of NSO–

FanFirm interaction. It described how NSOs could interact with FanFirm in two ways: in its capacity 

as the organiser of a supporter group (via the brand FSPT), or in its capacity as a STO. The NSO’s 

motives for interacting with FanFirm determined the capacity in which it interacted with FanFirm 
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brands. The NSOs that sought to improve the spectator support and atmosphere of their events 

engaged FSPT’s members Fanatics, while the NSOs that were primarily motivated by financial gain 

used FanFirm’s sport tour brands to generate profit from sport event tourism.  

The broader context of the interaction, the uncompromising operating environment of the 

NSOs, was important to explaining why the NSOs initiated interaction with FanFirm. This chapter 

discussed how the NSOs sought to be innovative in their income generation in order to remain 

financially viable and how the commercialisation of major events was central to achieving this 

objective. The NSOs recognised that interacting with STOs could produce revenue and also offered 

the NSOs a means to regulate the profiteering of STOs, thereby directing some of the financial 

benefits of sport tourism back to the sport. 

This chapter then addressed the question of how the NSOs managed their interactions with 

FanFirm. The relationship was conceptualised as a resource-based relationship; that is, the NSOs and 

FanFirm both contributed resources to enable the delivery of sport tour packages. To conduct its core 

business FanFirm required access to event tickets. Therefore, NSOs possessed a resource coveted by 

FanFirm. This offered NSOs the opportunity to exercise what Frooman (1999) described as 

stakeholder influence strategies; that is, either withholding resources, or establishing rules dictating 

the use of resources. In effect, the NSOs managed their interactions with FanFirm through strategic 

allocation (or withholding) of resources and through setting rules on how STOs could use event 

tickets. In addition, this chapter discussed the overall trend towards formality in the NSO–STO 

interaction, whereby over time informal, verbal arrangements had been replaced with legally binding 

joint venture contracts and licensing agreements. 

Finally, this chapter considered the question of why the NSOs maintained their interactions 

with FanFirm. The results indicated that the reasons why the NSOs continued to interact with 

FanFirm were multifaceted. On one level, the interaction delivered positive outcomes to the NSOs. 

The interaction also created challenges, but while the benefits outweighed any negative outcomes, the 

NSOs maintained the interaction.  

On a more theoretical level, this chapter discussed how stakeholder theory offers two 

perspectives on why the NSOs should interact with FanFirm. This study did not find evidence to 

support the notion that the NSOs maintained interaction with STOs for normative reasons. Instead, the 

NSOs viewed interaction with STOs as instrumental; that is, for the NSOs the relationship produced 

benefits, particularly financial gain. Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model of stakeholder salience was 

discussed to add a further theoretical perspective to the reasons why the NSOs maintained interaction 

with FanFirm. It was concluded that STOs such as FanFirm are not the most salient of NSO 

stakeholders. However, the NSOs’ interactions with STOs can produce positive outcomes for other 

sport event stakeholders, namely sport consumers, event host destinations, and governments. At the 

time of this research, the NSOs maintained interactions with FanFirm because it was practicable and 

beneficial for their strategic direction. This led to the suggestion of an additional stakeholder salience 
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attribute that would help explain why organisations interact with stakeholders that at best could be 

considered “latent”. The attribute was labelled “utility” and is defined the following chapter, which 

will conclude this thesis.  
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion 
 

This final chapter starts with an overview of the study and a summary of its key findings. The 

theoretical contributions of this research are outlined, with particular attention paid to its contribution 

to sport tourism knowledge, and to the understanding of instrumental stakeholder management. A 

synopsis of applied implications is also provided, with particular attention paid the beneficial 

outcomes NSOs can garner through strategic NSO–STO interaction. This chapter then addresses the 

limitations of this research, before finishing with recommendations for future investigation. 

 

8.1 Overview of the Study and Key Findings 
 

This research investigated the relationships between four Australian national sport organisations 

(NSOs) and one sport tour operator (STO). A review of sport tourism literature (see Chapter Two) 

highlighted that NSO–STO interaction and its role, or potential role, in facilitating sport tourism had 

not previously been thoroughly investigated. Thus, to explore why NSOs interact with STOs, and the 

range of outcomes the interactions engender, a qualitative, multiple-case study was conducted. The 

study featured five organisations: Tennis Australia (TA), the Australian Rugby Union (ARU), Cricket 

Australia (CA), Football Federation Australia (FFA), and the sport tour company FanFirm, which 

trades through brands such as Fanatics Sports and Party Tours (FSPT), We Love Rugby (formerly 

Wallaby Travel), and Sporting Edge.  

The research addressed three questions pertaining to the evolution, logistics, and outcomes of 

the interaction between the four NSOs and FanFirm: 

1. Why did the collaboration between the NSOs and STO start? 

2. How have the NSOs managed their respective relationships with the STO? 

3. Why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with the STO? 

To answer these questions two forms of qualitative data were collected: documentary evidence and in-

depth, semi-structured interviews with key informants (see Chapter Four). Both forms of raw data 

were systematically organised, segmented, and reduced using a three-tiered coding process. This data 

analysis produced two types of findings: descriptive within-case results (presented in Chapter Five) 

and cross-case results arising from a comparison of cases (presented in Chapter Six).  

The research was underpinned by an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory (see 

Chapter Three). Stakeholder theory was employed as the most suitable lens through which to interpret 

the motivations for and management of NSO–STO interactions. Concepts discussed in the stakeholder 

management literature, such as inter-organisational collaboration (Wood & Gray, 1991), stakeholder 

influence strategies (Frooman, 1999), and stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al., 1997), were central to 
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the analysis and discussion of results (see Chapter Seven). The research questions were answered 

through a synthesis of empirical findings with findings in the extant literature, as summarised in 

Sections 8.1.1 to 8.1.3 below. 

 

8.1.1 Why did the collaboration between the NSOs and STO start? 

 

This section provides a précis of the multifaceted reasons why the NSOs initiated interaction with 

FanFirm. In all cases, the NSOs’ primary motives for establishing interaction with FanFirm or its 

brands were instrumental. That is, the NSOs initiated the interaction as a means to an end. The 

overarching reason was that the NSOs believed the collaboration would produce benefits. However, 

this oversimplifies the influence of the broader milieu in which the interactions were established (see 

Section 7.2) on the NSOs’ decision to interact with FanFirm.  

The contextual factors influencing NSO–STO interaction were collectively referred to as 

preconditions. Factors in the NSOs’ broader operating milieu, or “distal preconditions”, first led the 

NSOs to explore opportunities in sport event tourism. In particular, the NSOs viewed the Australian 

sport marketplace as highly competitive, sought to innovate and maximise their revenue streams to 

ensure financial viability, and recognised that hosting and commercially exploiting major 

international sport events was of central importance to their ongoing survival.  

In addition to these distal preconditions, the NSOs’ decisions to collaborate with FanFirm 

were further influenced by “proximal preconditions”, or factors that directly motivated, facilitated, or 

impeded the NSO–STO interaction. In particular, the NSOs recognised commercial opportunities in 

sport event tourism, but lacked the expertise to exploit the opportunities alone. Thus, the NSOs saw 

interacting with FanFirm and other STOs as a way of overcoming their lack of resources in order to 

take advantage of sport event tourism. The interaction also enabled the NSOs to transfer the 

speculative risk of developing tour packages to STOs. Most package inclusions have to be purchased 

months before an event, and with no knowledge of whether there will be demand for tours. Finally, 

the interaction enabled the NSOs to regulate the alleged profiteering of STOs.  

When the interplay of distal and proximal preconditions was favourable NSOs would interact 

with STOs. Three of the NSOs engaged FanFirm as an official sport tour provider: TA (in relation to 

the Australian Open), the ARU, and FFA. These NSOs elected to interact with FanFirm instead of 

other STOs because of its large customer database; its specialisation in overseas travel; and its 

reputation and history of delivering packaged tours that catered for specific target markets.  

An added consideration in answering the question of why the collaboration between the NSOs 

and FanFirm began relates to FSPT, the FanFirm brand that operates as a supporter group, rather than 

tour operator, at some events. Groups of Fanatics may attend international sport events on a “ticket-

only” basis to engage in coordinated and festive cheering for Australian athletes and teams. TA (in 
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relation to the Davis Cup), FFA, and CA all interacted with FSPT’s supporter group. In these 

instances, the NSOs were not primarily motivated by the desire to gain financial return; they were 

primarily motivated by a desire to enhance crowd support and atmosphere at their events. This was 

the only way in which CA ever interacted with FanFirm.  

To sum up, the answer to the question “why did the collaboration between the NSOs and STO 

start?” is multifaceted. A range of broad contextual factors, or distal and proximal preconditions, 

influenced the NSOs’ decisions to interact with FanFirm. This highlights the significant influence of 

the external environment on NSO–STO interaction. When preconditions were favourable, all four 

NSOs chose to collaborate with FanFirm in pursuit of benefits.  

While the interaction started for instrumental reasons in all cases, the outcomes sought by the 

NSOs varied. For the ARU the primary motive was revenue generation. For CA the primary motive 

was crowd support and at-match atmosphere. Both motives were evident in the cases of TA and FFA, 

which started their interactions with FSPT’s supporter group to enhance crowd support and event 

atmosphere, before engaging FanFirm as a licensed STO as part of a travel programme designed to 

generate revenue.  

 

8.1.2 How have the NSOs managed their respective relationships with the STO? 

 

The NSOs used “resource interactions” to manage their collaborations with FanFirm. When TA, the 

ARU and FFA interacted with FanFirm in its capacity as a sport tour provider, both parties 

contributed resources to the development and delivery of sport tour packages. The major contributions 

of the NSOs was granting FanFirm access to tickets to major sport events hosted in Australia and 

licensing FanFirm brands to be an “official” and/or “exclusive” NSO travel agent. While CA did not 

engage FanFirm as a STO, it also managed its interaction with FanFirm through tickets.  

The research findings highlighted that the resource interactions between the NSOs and 

FanFirm were dynamic; the contributions of the two parties varied over time. In particular, the NSOs 

could influence the nature of their interaction with FanFirm through their contribution of resources. 

The results of the cross-case comparison showed that all four NSOs employed what Frooman (1999) 

described as resource withholding or usage strategies. The NSOs could withhold tickets from STOs, 

or could place restrictions on the manner in which its tickets were used by STOs. However, the 

manner in which these strategies were used varied on a case-by-case basis, illustrating that NSO–STO 

interaction is dynamic and heterogeneous.  

By employing resource-based strategies to manage interaction with STOs, the NSOs could 

ensure they achieved the outcomes that initially motivated them to form a relationship with FanFirm. 

For example, if the NSO was primarily motivated to generate revenue through interaction with 

FanFirm, it would charge a royalty on every ticket sold to the STO for resale in tour packages. 
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Alternatively, if the NSO was primarily motivated to build crowd support and atmosphere at its events 

it could sell tickets to FanFirm’s FSPT brand at face-value and could choose a seating allocation that 

was conducive to enhancing the effects of the coordinated cheering provided by groups of Fanatics.  

In addition, the way the NSOs managed their interactions with FanFirm was influenced by the 

outcomes generated. The outcomes achieved through the interaction gave each NSOs ongoing 

feedback on the performance of FanFirm and its suitability for helping the NSO achieve its own 

performance goals. The NSO could use the feedback to modify the resource sharing process and to 

guide decisions on whether to grant the company access to future events.  

While the manner in which the NSOs and STO shared resources differed from case to case, 

all cases exhibited a trend of increasing formality over time. For example, initially the relationship 

between TA and The Fanatics was managed through informal conversations but later, when FanFirm 

joined TA’s travel programme for the AO, the relationship was contractual. At the time of data 

collection all NSOs either had, or were implementing, a travel programme. The purpose of the NSOs’ 

travel programmes was to prescribe a structured approach for managing one or more STO. The 

introduction of a travel programme and the increasing formality of the NSO–STO relationship over 

time enabled the NSOs to more effectively manage their interactions with FanFirm and other STOs. 

To sum up, the NSOs have managed their respective relationships with FanFirm through a 

strategic and increasingly formal process of resource interactions. Frooman’s (1999) stakeholder 

influence strategies of withholding and/or restricting the usage of resources were evident in all four 

cases. However, the exact manner in which these resource-based strategies were employed by the 

NSOs varied on a case-by-case basis, highlighting the dynamic and heterogeneous nature of NSO–

STO interaction. The variations between cases arose from the interplay of the preconditions initially 

motivating the interaction and the NSOs’ responses to the outcomes generated. Despite the case-by-

case variation, in all four cases the manner in which the NSOs employed resource-based strategies to 

manage interaction with FanFirm had increased in formality over time. 

  

8.1.3 Why have the NSOs maintained their relationships with the STO? 

 

The overarching reason why the NSOs continued to interact with FanFirm was that the interaction 

produced primarily beneficial “relational outcomes”. The benefits experienced by NSOs ranged from 

revenue generation to the perceived advantage of having favourable crowd support at international 

sport events. In addition, the benefits NSOs experienced outweighed the risks associated with 

interacting with FanFirm, as well as the cost of promoting sport tourism in alternative ways. For 

example, the NSOs could establish their own “in-house” travel agencies, which would eliminate the 

need to interact with STOs. However, this option was not yet viable. Thus, on the balance of these 

factors TA (in relation to the AO), the ARU, and FFA maintained their interaction with FanFirm as a 
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STO over time. CA also maintained interaction with the FanFirm brand, FSPT, because of the “at-

match” entertainment its clients, the Fanatics supporter group, continued to deliver through their 

attendance at international cricket events. 

An additional contributing factor to explain why the NSOs maintained and grew their 

interactions with FanFirm was that FanFirm actively facilitated the ongoing interaction. In effect, the 

STO evolved with the relationships. The Fanatics started in 1997 as an amorphous group of 

Australian sport fans who supported the Australian Davis Cup team. By 2008, FanFirm had grown 

into a sport tour company with offices in Sydney and London, trading through a variety of sport and 

party tour brands. The company evolved from offering unescorted or budget tours to a target market 

of 18 to 30 year old Australian backpackers, to selling extended upmarket tours for older patrons. The 

company’s organisation evolved from being a casual arrangement, with tickets distributed from hotel 

foyers, to a professional and formal approach. This increased FanFirm’s credibility to the point where 

NSOs, like the ARU, had the confidence to appoint FanFirm as a joint venture partner. 

The results of the study indicated that Warren Livingstone, the founder and former owner of 

FanFirm, played a central role in NSO–STO interactions. Livingstone was described as an 

entrepreneur and he continually developed FanFirm’s repertoire of products to keep it relevant to the 

NSOs, thereby encouraging and facilitating ongoing NSO–STO interaction.  

To sum up, the NSOs maintained their interactions with FanFirm because, on the whole, the 

benefits of the relationship exceeded the risks and the cost of implementing alternative approaches to 

build sport tourism. The NSO–STO interaction began for instrumental reasons, and provided it 

continued to efficiently satisfy the performance goals of the NSOs, the NSOs would facilitate its 

continuance. To ensure its ongoing relevance to the NSOs, FanFirm had evolved over time, expanding 

and formalising its business activities. In doing so, FanFirm was in an improved position to satisfy the 

NSOs’ relationship goals, thereby providing the NSOs with an incentive to keep collaborating. 

These findings were discussed in Chapter Seven with reference to the literature on sport 

tourism and stakeholder theory. As explained further in Section 8.4, it is not suggested that the results 

of this multiple case study can be generalised to all instances of NSO–STO interaction and to 

facilitating sport tourism in relation to all sport events. However, the case studies featured in this 

research were purposefully selected in a bid to produce “applicable” findings, or findings that may 

have application beyond the cases examined (Gall et al., 2007). Thus, several theoretical contributions 

and applied implications were drawn from the findings and are discussed in the following sections. 

 

8.2 Theoretical Contribution 
 

This section explicates the theoretical contribution of this research. It is divided into two parts. First, 

this section describes how the research makes a contribution to knowledge in the field of sport event 
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tourism. Second, it notes the contribution of the research to advancing understanding of stakeholder 

salience and to illustrating the suitability of an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory to 

examining the management of stakeholder relationships by non-profit organisations. Many of the 

theoretical contributions described in this section link to the applied implications of this study, which 

are described in the following section (8.3). 

 

8.2.1 Contribution to knowledge on sport tourism 

 

The review of literature revealed that there was a paucity of research on NSO–STO interaction, as 

well as on the role, or potential role of NSOs, STOs, and NSO–STO alliances in facilitating sport 

event tourism. This research begins the process of redressing this situation by explaining why and 

how four high profile Australian NSOs started and maintained interactions with a STO, as well as 

determining what outcomes the interaction engendered. In doing so, this study has enhanced academic 

understanding of a relationship within sport event tourism that has not previously been the focus of 

empirical investigation.  

The importance of this investigation into the relationship between NSOs and STOs links to 

the observation that the potential for growth in the multi-billion dollar sport tourism sector is 

considerable (Tourism Australia, 2007), but that a lack of coordination between sport and tourism 

organisations has hindered its growth in Australia (DISR, 2000). This study demonstrated that 

strategic NSO–STO interaction can facilitate growth in sport event tourism and can simultaneously 

deliver financial and intangible benefits to NSOs, STOs, and a range of other major sport event 

stakeholders. To this end, the four NSOs actively sought to develop, formalise, and exploit their 

interactions with STOs to grow the sport tourism market generated by their events.  

Calls for coordination between the sport and tourism industries and the various government 

agencies that preside over sport and/or tourism portfolios overlook the potential of smaller-scale 

relationships, like NSO–STO alliances, in facilitating sport event tourism. For example, the DISR 

Strategy and a number of authors (Bull & Weed, 1999; Deery & Jago, 2005; Stokes, 2007) have 

advocated a leading role for government and public sector event agencies in improving coordination. 

These calls for coordination focus on organisations at the macro level of the sport tourism sector 

because at the micro level the sector involves a diverse array of small-to-medium sized profit and 

non-profit organisations. In light of this, previous sport tourism literature has focused on macro-level 

organisations such as government playing a leading role in sport tourism policy development and 

coordination.  

 In much of the literature calling for macro-level coordination between sport and tourism 

organisations, the benefits of interaction, particularly for the host destination, are highlighted 

(Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005). Coordinated cross-leveraging of a sport events and destinations 
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requires alliances between those delivering the sport event, those marketing the host destination, and 

those offering tourism services and products in the destination (Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005). 

However, such literature does not extensively address the resource costs involved in ensuring a 

coordinated approach. In particular, the literature does not specifically consider the resource costs that 

could be incurred by the sport organisations and micro-level organisations whose involvement is 

fundamental to any coordinated effort to maximise the benefits of sport event tourism. In this way, the 

literature does not explain in detail why sport organisations in particular should expend resources 

encouraging sport event tourism. 

Along these lines, DISR (2000) acknowledged that “sporting bodies arguably have little 

incentive to pursue the tourism benefits which can flow from sporting activities, especially sporting 

events, because they themselves cannot directly capture many of those benefits” (p. 22). DISR further 

suggested that one reason why sport tourism had not been effectively leveraged in Australia was that 

sport events have “historically been organised by sporting organisations for purely sporting purposes” 

(p. 6). While this may have been the case historically, this research has demonstrated that all four 

NSOs have identified the “lucrative opportunities” (R6) offered by sport tourism, and are interested in 

growing tourism into a regular and sustainable revenue flow. Interacting with STOs like FanFirm has 

given NSOs an opportunity to capture some of the benefits of sport tourism directly. It has also given 

the NSOs an incentive to encourage the tourism benefits of their events.  

As such, this research provides an updated understanding of NSOs’ viewpoints on sport 

tourism. It enhances understanding of sport tourism more generally by providing an updated 

perspective on the role, or potential role, of sport organisations in facilitating sport event tourism. 

From a more applied perspective, it also suggests the value of explicitly identifying the benefits that 

cooperation will produce for those sport and tourism organisations whose time and financial resources 

are required to ensure a coordinated approach to maximising the outcomes of sport tourism. For 

example, in this study, the NSOs’ interaction with FanFirm was instrumental and the benefits accrued 

created an ongoing incentive for the NSOs to encourage sport event tourism. 

The case studies featured in this research illustrated that through collaboration (albeit at a 

micro level) the NSOs could overcome a lack of resources in order to access and exploit sport tourism 

opportunities. This finding offers an alternative perspective to that proffered by DISR (2000) which 

emphasised the importance of education and training for sporting bodies to ensure they possessed “the 

requisite business skills” to run successful events and to “recognise and take advantage of the tourism 

opportunities” which accompany those events (p. 7). While the proposed education and training could 

be valuable for NSOs, this research demonstrates that forming instrumental alliances with STOs has 

similarly allowed the NSOs to take advantage of sport tourism opportunities. For NSOs, forming 

mutually beneficial alliances with tourism organisations may be more valuable to building sport 

tourism than paying for staff to undergo training, particularly in NSOs where staff turnover is high 

and where the NSO’s finite resources are required to fulfil its core competency of administering sport.  
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It is acknowledged that some Australian NSOs do not have the same resource capacities, 

business expertise, and event-related commercial opportunities as the NSOs featured in this research. 

Therefore, the DISR’s call for training and educating of NSO staff may have ongoing currency. 

However, the case studies examined in this research provide new perspectives on the role of 

collaboration between sport and tourism organisations at the micro level of the sport tourism sector 

and of the potential these collaborations hold. Small-scale collaborations, such as the examples of 

NSO–STO interaction in this research, produce direct benefits for NSOs and STOs. Further, this 

micro level interaction enables NSOs to forge a link between the supply (event organisers and owners) 

and demand (consumers) sides of sport event tourism, which in turn engenders benefits for the host 

destination. These findings contribute to knowledge in sport tourism, but also have practical 

implications which are noted in the following section. 

Finally, the contribution of this research to sport tourism knowledge can be summed up with 

reference to an observation made by Mike Weed (2005) in a guest editorial for the European Sport 

Management Quarterly. While conducting a systematic review of sports tourism knowledge, Weed 

(2005) concluded: “sports tourism as an area of study lacks methodological diversity, rarely tends to 

answer ‘why’ questions, and in around half of cases, does not employ any clear theoretical perspective 

to underpin what is largely descriptive research” (p. 231). Weed called for more studies adopting 

interpretive epistemologies and for researchers to give greater consideration to how their individual 

studies can contribute to the development of a “coherent edifice of knowledge” (p. 230) on sport 

tourism. This research adds to the methodological diversity of sport event tourism research by 

adopting a qualitative approach. It asks why a relationship between a non-profit sport governing body 

and a small, profit-orientated tourism company (prior to FanFirm’s sale to TUI) started and continues. 

The findings of the research were interpreted using a management theory that has been extensively 

discussed in broader management literature since 1984.  

Having previewed the contribution of this research to sport tourism knowledge in this section, 

this chapter now addresses the theoretical implications of this research to knowledge on stakeholder 

theory in the context of sport and events. 

 

8.2.2 Contribution to understanding stakeholder salience and management 

 

The theoretical contribution of this research can be summed up with reference to the 

recommendations of Laplume et al. (2008) who conducted a content analysis of 179 articles on 

stakeholder theory published between 1984 and 2007. The authors noted a predominance of articles 

focusing on large publicly traded corporations and recommended that more empirical research be 

conducted across a broader set of organisations. This qualitative research focused on interaction 

between four non-profit organisations (NSOs) and one profit-orientated, small enterprise (FanFirm, 
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prior to its sale to TUI AG in 2008). In addition, Laplume et al. (2008) called for more qualitative 

studies considering how managers respond to stakeholder expectations and advocated a “return to the 

theory’s emphasis on the strategic benefits of stakeholder management, albeit with a broader view of 

firm performance” (p. 1152). This research adopted an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder 

theory to examine the management and outcomes of a stakeholder relationship.  

While some stakeholder theorists call for organisations to adopt stakeholder management for 

moral reasons, this research found that the NSOs’ motives for, and management of, interaction with 

FanFirm as a stakeholder, were entirely instrumental. The four focal organisations studied here are 

non-profit NSOs with a large number of stakeholders. The literature reviewed, and this study’s 

empirical data, suggest that national sport governing bodies have stakeholder sets that exceed those of 

many other commercial businesses (O’Neill, 2007; UK Sport, 2003). In this context, the research 

focused on why the four NSOs expended resources interacting with STOs, one of their less-salient 

stakeholders. The research found that the NSO–STO nexus was motivated by, and was maintained 

because of, perceived benefits. 

The findings of this study have been used to propose that an additional stakeholder salience 

attribute, “utility”, be added to the three attributes of power, legitimacy, and urgency identified by 

Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997). The term “utility” was selected to indicate the usefulness of the 

stakeholder to the focal organisation. The example of NSO–STO interaction demonstrates that an 

organisation may satisfy a stakeholder’s needs, irrespective of whether the stakeholder directly 

possesses the attributes of power, legitimacy, or urgency, if in doing so the organisation can achieve 

what it perceives to be positive outcomes.  

In the discussion of the findings of this research in Chapter 7, Mitchell, Agle, and Wood’s 

(1997) three stakeholder salience attributes were applied to FanFirm as a stakeholder of the NSOs. In 

all four case study relationships the STO possessed urgency (making it a latent stakeholder), and at 

times also appeared to possess legitimacy (making it an emergent stakeholder). Interpreted using the 

work of Mitchell et al., FanFirm’s possession of these attributes would qualify it for virtually no, or at 

best moderate, managerial attention from the NSOs. FanFirm could not be considered a salient 

stakeholder. 

However, the findings of this research indicated that STOs like FanFirm can be useful 

stakeholders for NSOs, as interacting with STOs can deliver NSOs a range of beneficial outcomes. 

This suggestion does not contradict the model proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997), but adds an 

additional dimension to determining the salience of emergent or latent stakeholders in order to further 

differentiate between them. In the case of this research, NSOs may choose to interact with STOs, one 

of their less salient stakeholders, as the interaction can create benefits for the NSO, benefits for the 

STO, and benefits for the NSOs’ more central stakeholders, for example, for fans who wish to travel 

to sport events, for the host destinations, and the governments in host countries.  



 

191 
 

It is argued in this thesis that managerial perspectives of stakeholder salience can be 

influenced by a stakeholder’s utility to the focal organisation. This argument is compatible with an 

instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory, which posits that an organisation with finite 

resources may not be able to satisfy all stakeholders on normative grounds and hence must consider 

how it can achieve its own performance goals whilst best satisfying the needs of its stakeholders. The 

case studies in this research illustrate this. The four NSOs have adopted an instrumental approach to 

building sport tourism through interaction with a STO. The interaction is practical; it enables the 

NSOs to serve their own organisational interests whilst also addressing the needs of several of its 

other stakeholders. According to Simmons and Lovegrove (2005) there is an increasing expectation 

that contemporary organisations will operate in a stakeholder-accountable manner. Further, Freeman 

(1984) argued that managers should consider how an organisation can achieve its goal, whilst its 

stakeholders also benefit. Combining these two claims with the empirical findings, it is argued that if 

organisations with finite resources cannot satisfy all stakeholders on moral grounds, the organisation 

should consider the salience of stakeholders on the basis of their power, legitimacy, urgency, and 

utility. By including utility as an attribute, the focal organisation may be able to find ways to 

accommodate a wider array of stakeholders than just those that are considered highly salient because 

they possess power, legitimacy, or urgency. 

To sum up, the theoretical contributions of this study are twofold. First, it contributes to sport 

tourism knowledge by examining a relationship which has previously received only cursory attention. 

The NSO–STO interaction provides an example of micro level cooperation between sport and tourism 

agencies. The collaboration is fundamentally instrumental, in that it was initially designed to produce 

benefits to both parties and has been maintained over time because the desired benefits have 

eventuated and continued. This suggests important considerations for future research and policy 

initiatives to improve coordination between both micro- and macro-level sport and tourism agencies:  

• there needs to be some form of incentive for sport and tourism organisations to cooperate  

• when collaboration occurs, some of the benefits arising from the collaboration need to be 

directly accrued by the parties involved  

• the benefits of collaboration need to surpass the costs involved in collaborating. 

Second, this study has employed an instrumental interpretation of stakeholder theory to a 

multiple case study of interaction between four non-profit sport organisations and a commercial sport 

tour operator. The findings have led to the suggestion of a fourth attribute for determining stakeholder 

salience, to be added to the three attributes already identified by Mitchell et al. (1997). The attribute 

“utility” was proposed to help elucidate why organisations may choose to prioritise some latent or 

expectant stakeholders over others. This discussion of the theoretical contributions of this research 

now leads to a précis of the interrelated applied implications.  
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8.3 Applied Implications 
 

This section highlights a number of applied implications arising from this research. It focuses 

predominantly on the applied implications for NSOs. However, overall, this research shows that 

strategic NSO–STO interaction can produce benefits for NSOs, STOs, and other major sport event 

stakeholders by facilitating sport event tourism. 

Through strategic NSO–STO interaction NSOs can: 

• directly accrue some of the financial benefits of sport tourism that hitherto have gone to other 

parties; namely STOs, accommodation providers, transport operators, and other tourism 

enterprises. This creates an incentive for NSOs to manage their sport events with tourism 

outcomes in mind 

• generate data that quantifies the role they play (albeit with the assistance of STOs) in 

facilitating sport tourism and its contribution to the host economy  

• use this information when seeking financial and in-kind support from government agencies 

for international events. The data enables NSOs to demonstrate their commitment to ensuring 

a return on government investment in sport events.  

Some NSOs could also use such data to help establish a case for government payment of a “hosting 

rights fee”, or a fee for the right to host an event. As these examples suggest, the overarching applied 

conclusion of this research is that strategically structured NSO–STO interaction can produce direct 

and indirect financial benefits for NSOs. 

However, NSOs must be careful to grow sport tourism revenues sustainably. The importance 

of this was articulated by Respondent 13:  

like any short term business, you can maximise by gouging, being aggressive, getting 

every single possible cent that we can out of tourists whether they be domestic or 

international coming to matches. But are they going to come back? The extent to which 

they have a pleasant experience at-match, with their hotels, in booking their travel, their 

holistic relationship with us, if they’re paying too much and they feel like they’re getting 

marketed to or their pocket pinched at every opportunity, in four years’ time it’s not such 

a big opportunity for us.  

NSOs must be cognisant of the fact that STOs can also influence the success of NSO–STO 

interactions. In particular, NSOs must allow STOs to generate a reasonable profit from the sale of 

sport tour packages. NSOs must ensure that the royalties they add to ticket prices are not so high that 

STOs need to cut corners to make a profit and in doing so damage the likelihood of visitors returning. 

Further, this research illustrates that there are opportunities for NSOs to leverage interaction 

with STOs in all three sport tourism markets: domestic, international inbound, and international 

outbound. However, the three sport tourism markets present NSOs with different opportunities and 



 

193 
 

levels of risk. For example, all four of the NSOs interact with STOs in order to generate domestic 

sport tourism (sport tourism within Australia). As NSOs typically control tickets for international 

events hosted in Australia, they can allocate STOs tickets without bearing substantial financial risk. 

Further, state governments often justify their expenditure on events by pointing out that they generate 

tourism. Therefore, interstate sport tourism helps state governments to justify their investment. 

Australian governments and NSOs are also interested in international inbound sport tourism. 

However, the NSOs are unlikely to use Australian-based STOs to generate international inbound 

tourism. Therefore, Australian-based STOs like FanFirm are less interested in this market, as they can 

only play a limited role by operating as “ground-handlers” or sub-contractors to overseas STOs 

bringing inbound tours.  

The domestic and international inbound sport tourism markets produce the most direct 

benefits for NSOs and for NSO-government relations. Yet, Australian STOs benefit more from 

offering international outbound sport tours. The example of the ARU–Wallaby Travel joint venture 

illustrates that it is possible for NSOs to capitalise on international outbound sport tourism – that is, 

the tourism generated by events the NSO is not hosting. However, it also suggests that such 

opportunities are infrequent and that in order to take advantage of this market, Australian NSOs may 

have to take financial risks (in purchasing large quantities of tickets, accommodation, and transport 

months or years in advance of the event). Thus, the returns a NSO can achieve through international 

outbound sport tourism may be infrequent and may involve speculative risk. Therefore, NSOs seeking 

to generate revenue may do best to focus their finite resources on building domestic and international 

inbound sport tourism. These markets can also fulfil government interests. 

Despite the NSOs’ ambitions, the research indicated that at times interacting with STOs was 

neither desirable nor feasible. In addition to the broader factors prevalent in the NSOs’ operating 

milieus, the practicability of collaboration was influenced by factors in the immediate context in 

which NSO–STO interaction was established. These factors included international event scheduling, 

regulations dictating the distribution of tickets for international events, and whether ticket scarcity 

was likely. At times, as a consequence of the interplay of these factors STOs were not willing to offer 

tour packages to sport events. Some sport events were not considered attractive enough to drive tour 

sales. Consequently, if NSOs wish to develop more comprehensive sport tour offerings for loyal fans 

they may consider bundling events to offer to prospective licensed STOs. That is, NSOs may offer a 

STO a license and large ticket allocation to a popular blockbuster event on the proviso that the STO 

also offers a reasonable number of tours to some of the less popular fixtures hosted by the NSO or 

attended by Australian athletes or teams.  

Having discussed these applied implications, this chapter now considers the limitations of this 

research. 
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8.4 Limitations of the Research 
 

The limitations of this research predominantly revolve around the research methodology. In addition, 

this section addresses a limitation related to the candour of some of the interview responses. 

The shortcomings of both qualitative research and case study inquiry were addressed in 

Chapter Four (in Sections 4.1 and 4.2.1.3). In addition to the previously mentioned shortcomings a 

potential limitation of this research pertains to the candour of some of the in-depth interview data. 

There was evidence of both cooperation and competition between the case study NSOs in their 

development of sport tourism as a revenue stream. In some cases research participants recounted 

having shared ideas and experiences with staff from other NSOs. For example, staff within one sport 

disclosed that they had informally sought advice from another NSO on potential formats for 

structuring their relationships with tour operators. In other cases, staff members had moved from one 

case study NSO to another or had been engaged as consultants to provide advice to another NSO on 

the set up of a travel programme. The research found that all NSOs were connected to at least one 

other NSO involved in this research in relation to the issue of sport tourism. 

Despite the informal idea sharing between the case study NSOs, in some cases NSO staff did 

not wish to disclose the exact terms of their joint ventures and licensing agreements with STOs like 

FanFirm for commercial reasons. This is perhaps to be expected as the analysis of the annual reports 

and publications of the case study NSOs found regular reference to the competitiveness of the 

Australian sport marketplace. Further, the NSOs may have wished to protect their commercial 

partnerships with STOs.  

In accordance with the ethical approval received from the Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee, participants were not pushed to disclose information that they felt could 

jeopardise their competitive advantage or reputation. Thus, while a large amount of information was 

gleaned pertaining to the research topic, on- and off-tape, in some cases respondents glossed over the 

details. For example, in discussing the value of contracts with governments for the right to host NSO 

event properties, participants used phrases such as “X amount” (R5) or “around 4 to 5 million” (R1). 

In some instances it was only possible to obtain such details by referring to documents, including 

NSO annual reports and government press releases. In this way the document analysis was an 

invaluable data source.  

The comments of one research respondent suggested an alternative hypothesis to explain why 

commercial information was guarded by NSOs. In an unrecorded discussion, one respondent 

suggested that the reason why the exact value of revenue generated, directly or indirectly, from sport 

tourism was sensitive, related to the public perception that it was unacceptable for NSOs to overtly 

behave like commercial entities. According to this respondent, NSOs risked being branded as greedy 

or unreasonable for leveraging their events in a manner that may result in higher costs to consumers, 

such as charging STOs royalties on tickets bundled into sport tour packages. The respondent felt that 
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such expectations were unrealistic as the revenue streams of NSOs were needed to fund all levels of 

their sport. The following quote from the autobiography of John O’Neill (2007) expressed a similar 

argument: 

It might appear anachronistic to talk about rugby union and football as if they were not-

for-profit when both are generating massive revenue lines. But, in essence, as with most 

sporting bodies, they are non-profit bodies. Whatever surpluses they generate they 

reinvest into the game … (p. 380). 

The fact that explicit details pertaining to the direct or indirect economic value of NSO–STO 

interaction remain unknown does not detract from the research findings. The research sought to 

determine why the NSOs initiated and maintained their interaction with STOs like FanFirm. The 

research established that for NSOs, financial benefit, albeit unquantified, was one reason for 

maintaining the relationship. Further, the fact that there was both cooperation and competition 

between the case study NSOs suggests that during the data collection period the NSOs were still 

working to determine the most advantageous ways of interacting with STOs and exploiting the full 

potential of sport tourism as a revenue stream. 

In summary, in this section several limitations of this research have been identified and 

explained. The limitations described here are in addition to the limitations of qualitative research and 

case-study inquiry acknowledged in Chapter Four. The methodological design of this research aimed 

to eliminate and/or minimise the impact of the limitations described. Moreover, the limitations noted 

here provide scope for future research that may advance academic understanding of the NSO–STO 

relationship.  

 

8.5 Recommendations for Future Research  
 

As the interaction between NSOs and STOs has not previously been extensively explored or 

acknowledged in the literature, there are many opportunities for future research. This section presents 

several topics that could feature in future research. It includes a brief statement regarding the utility of 

such investigations for building an “edifice of knowledge” in sport tourism (Weed, 2005, p. 230). 

Future research could examine the different sport tourism markets identified in this research, 

and their potential from the perspectives of both NSOs and STOs. Particular attention could be paid to 

the opportunities for NSOs and STOs individually, or working collaboratively, to exploit the 

international inbound and international outbound sport tourism markets. The findings of this research 

suggest that there is potential for NSOs and STOs to collaborate in relation to international inbound 

and outbound tourism, but that this potential varies on an event-by-event basis. Further consideration 

of this topic could have practical significance for NSOs seeking to find ways to extend their consumer 

base and revenue streams beyond the small and extremely competitive Australian sport marketplace.       
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Future research could explore in greater detail the finding that NSO–STO interaction can have 

positive, albeit indirect, ramifications for interactions between NSOs and governments. The findings 

of this research indicated that interaction with STOs gave the NSOs a means to demonstrate their 

commitment to ensuring events generate an economic impact. Interaction with STOs gives NSOs a 

means to quantify their contribution to sport tourism and to helping ensure that government 

investment in sport events is rewarded; thereby providing governments with an incentive to continue 

their financial support for sport events on an ongoing basis. In future research these issues could be 

explored from a variety of perspectives. For example, are there other ways NSOs can use this to their 

strategic advantage, such as through building a case for government payment of a fee for the right to 

host major sport events? Could STOs use this to their advantage when negotiating with NSOs? What 

are the perspectives of “government” on this? 

Future research could give consideration to consumer demand for packaged sport tour 

products. From both marketing and management perspectives it could be useful for NSOs and STOs 

to know who consumes sport tours and why. The findings of this research suggested four categories of 

sport tour consumer: those who cannot gain access to event tickets any other way; those who value the 

convenience of packaged travel; those treating themselves to the “trip of a lifetime”; and those who 

specifically seek the group holiday experience. However, these categories were not a central focus of 

this research and warrant further attention. The relevance of factors such as ticket scarcity, the 

scheduling of international events, the quality of competition, and event destination could be 

considered; to what extent, if any, do they influence demand for sport tour packages? 

This research identified four ways that NSOs can deliver, or play a role in delivering, sport 

tour packages: licensing STOs or other travel agencies; joint ventures with STOs or other travel 

providers; outsourcing the management of travel products to a travel agency; or by developing sport 

tour packages “in-house”. Future research could examine each of these options from the perspectives 

of NSOs by investigating: What are the requirements of each model? What are the benefits and/or 

limitations of each model? Under what circumstances would each of the models be most appropriate? 

Examination of these issues could have practical implications for the future design of NSO travel 

programmes. 

This research considered interaction between NSOs and STOs in relation to spectator sport. 

Future research could give consideration to the potential for NSO–STO interaction for participation-

based events. The interactions between NSOs and STOs in the realm of active sport tourism may 

differ. Investigation of this topic could be particularly useful for those NSOs that govern sports that 

feature a large number of participation-based events, such as cycling, triathlon, and endurance running. 

Future research could explore the viewpoints of NSOs on the salience of STOs. In this 

research the work of Mitchell et al. (1997) was used as a basis for exploring the salience of STOs in 

discussing why the NSOs have maintained their interaction with FanFirm over time. The discussion 

resulted in the conclusion that an additional stakeholder salience attribute, utility, could be added to 
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those proposed by Mitchell et al. to help managers prioritise expectant and latent stakeholders. 

Therefore, future research could examine NSO perspectives on the importance of sport tour operators 

as stakeholders and test the accuracy of “utility” as an attribute for determining stakeholder salience. 

Finally, this research examined the perspectives of four NSOs on interaction with a STO. The 

review of literature determined that STOs, as important intermediaries between the demand and 

supply sides of major sport events, have not received much academic attention. Therefore, future 

research could focus on STOs rather than NSOs. In particular, it could examine the range of the 

services STOs provide, and the role they play in facilitating sport tourism. One angle from which the 

activities of STOs could be studied is suggested in the work of Harrison-Hill and Chalip (2005) who 

noted that price bundling can create opportunities to “cross-leverage attractions and activities at the 

[event] destination” (p. 312). For this to effectively occur there needs to be coordination between the 

organisation offering the bundled package (i.e. STOs), those offering the individual products and 

services within the package (i.e. sport event hosts, transport, and accommodation providers), and 

those endeavouring to market the destination in which the sport event is held (i.e. public sector 

tourism organisations) (Harrison-Hill & Chalip, 2005). Further examination of the extent to which 

coordination is occurring between organisations involved in the bundling of sport tours and 

organisations marketing the destination could be fruitful. In particular, it could be useful for 

destination marketers to know the viewpoints of STOs regarding Harrison-Hill and Chalip’s 

suggestion of “cross-leveraging” – do STOs see value in working with destination marketers? Are 

there incentives for STOs to play a role in destination marketing? 

To conclude, these suggestions for future research will build on the findings of this study. 

They focus on extending knowledge on the role of NSOs, STOs, and NSO–STO interaction in 

facilitating sport tourism. In addition, researching the topics suggested here would build knowledge 

on the role of these organisations and their interactions from the perspective of a range of other major 

event stakeholders, specifically government, consumers, and destination marketers.  
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Appendix A: List of Documentary Evidence Collected 
 

This appendix contains a list of documentary evidence collected and analysed in this study (see 

Section 4.3.1.1). The documents are arranged into the five categories as listed in Chapter 4, Table 4. 

 

NSO annual reports and strategic plans 
 

A list of the NSOs’ annual reports and strategic documents is provided here. To avoid duplication 

with the reference list, the documents are listed by title. A year of publication is provided where it is 

unclear when the document was produced. These documents were accessed via the NSOs’ websites, 

the ASC’s National Sport Information Centre database, or in hardcopy from the NSO. 

 

Tennis 

Australia 

Annual Reports 

Tennis Australia 1998-1999 Annual Report 

Tennis Australia 1999-2000 Annual Report 

Tennis Australia 2000-2001 Annual Report 

Tennis Australia 2001-2002 Annual Report 

Tennis Australia 2002-2003 Annual Report: Ahead of the Game 

Tennis Australia 2004-2005 Annual Report: 100 Years Young 

Tennis Australia 2005-2006 Annual Report: Simplify and Streamline 

Tennis Australia 2006-2007 Annual Report: The Wonderful World of Tennis 

Tennis Australia 2007-2008 Annual Report: Making Australia the Greatest Tennis 

Nation on the Planet 

 

Strategic Documents 

The Perfect Match for Australia: Tennis Australia Strategic Plan January 2002 to 

December 2004 

TENN!S: Serving Up Strategy 2004-2008  

Tennis 2020: Facility Development and Management Frameworks for Australian 

Tennis (September 2008). 
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Australian 

Rugby 

Union 

Annual Reports 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2003: No boundaries 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2004 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2005 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2006 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2007  

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2008 

Australian Rugby Union Annual Report 2009 

 

Strategic Document 

True Vision: A Plan for Australian Rugby after Rugby World Cup 2003 (Released 

2004) 

 

Cricket 

Australia 

Annual Reports 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2000-2001 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2001-2002 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2002-2003 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2003-2004 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2004-2005 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2005-2006 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2006-2007 

Cricket Australia Annual Report 2007-2008  

 

Strategic Document 

From Backyard to Baggy Green 2005-2009 

 

Football 

Federation 

Australia 

Strategic Documents 

FFA National Curriculum (Released 2007) 

National Football Development Plan: Making Australia a World Leader in the World 

Game (Released 2007) 

 

FFA does not make its annual reports publicly available. Requests for this material 

were made directly to FFA, as well as to the National Sport Information 

Centre (NSIC). NSIC was able to provide annual reports for Soccer Australia, 

the former national governing body; however annual reports from FFA were 

not forthcoming.  
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NSO website content 
 

The websites of the four NSOs were checked periodically between March 2006 and December 2009, 

with the exception of CA, where content from 2010 was also included to illustrate progress made on 

initiatives established in 2007/2008 (namely the Cricket Australia Travel Office). The websites were 

used to collect contextual information on the NSOs. Thus, the URL for each NSO’s website is 

included here. However, the material on these sites was unstable, in that it was periodically removed 

and updated. 

 

Tennis Australia  www.tennisaustralia.com.au 
 

Australian Open Travel Packages website: 
http://www.australianopen.com/en_AU/tickets/packages.html 

 

  Tennis Australia Travel website (no longer operational): 
 http://www.tennisaustralia.com.au/pagesdefault.aspx?id=4&ageid=9

865 
 

Australian Rugby Union www.rugby.com.au 
 

 Australian Rugby Union Licensed Travel Agents: 
http://www.rugby.com.au/tickets__hospitality/licensed_travel_agents
/licensed_travel_agents,189.html 

 

Cricket Australia  www.cricket.com.au 
 

 Cricket Australia International Tickets (and tours): 
http://www.cricket.com.au/default.aspx?s=internationaltickets  

     

    Cricket Australia Travel Office 
     http://www.crickettraveloffice.com.au/ 
 

Football Federation Australia  www.footballaustralia.com.au/ 

     

   Ticketing information 

http://www.footballaustralia.com.au/2009Australia/default.aspx?s=au

s_ticketing_travel_new   
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Website content from FanFirm brands 
 

The websites of FanFirm brands were periodically checked between March 2006 and December 2009. 

A list of the website URLs is included here. 

 

FanFirm http://www.fanfirm.com 

Fanatics Sports and Party Tours Pty Ltd http://www.thefanatics.com 
 

Sporting Edge http://www.sportingedge.com.au 

Wallaby Travel http://www.wallabytravel.com 

We Love Rugby http://weloverugby.com 

FFA Travel http://www.ffatravel.com.au  

Fox Sports Travel http://www.foxsports.com.au/travel 
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ABC Adelaide. (2006, November 30). The Fanatics v The Barmy Army. ABC Online. Retrieved from 

http://www.abc.net.au/adelaide/stories/s1801318.htm (content no longer available) 

ABC Online. (2003, November 27). Aussies out for revenge in Davis Cup final. 7.30 Report. 

Transcript retrieved from http://www.abc.net.au/7.30/content/2003/s998991.htm  

ABC Online. (2004, February 7). Swedes edge five-set thriller. ABC Sport. Retrieved from 

http://www.abc.net.au/sport/content/s1040085.htm (content no longer available) 

ABC Online. (2005a, July 16). Tennis Australia distances itself from Fanatics antics. ABC Sport. 

Retrieved from http://abc.gov.au/news/stories/2005/07/16/1415762.htm 

ABC Online. (2005b, November 18). Aussies rush to secure World Cup tickets. ABC Sport. Retrieved 

from http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2005/11/18/1510304.htm 

ABC Online. (2006, November 18). EMI threatens legal action against Fanatics. Retrieved from 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/newsitems/200611/s1791805.htm  

ABC Radio National. (2000, August 18). The Sports Factor – Fanatics and Addicts. Transcript 

retrieved from http://fulltext.ausport.gov.au/fulltext/2000/sportsf/s164733.htm 

ABC Radio National. (2005, June 3). The Sports Factor – The Barmy Army and other Fanatics. 

Transcript retrieved from http://www.abc.net.au/rn/talks/8.30/sportsf/stories/s1381695.htm 

Baum, G. (2005, January 25). Hewitt takes the strain. The Age. Retrieved from 

http://www.theage.com.au/news/Tennis/Hewitt-takes-the-

strain/2005/01/24/1106415528479.html 

Baum, G. (2006, January 20). A big heart no match for craft and guile. The Age. Retrieved from 

http://www.theage.com.au/news/general/a-big-heart-no-match-for-craft-and-

guile/2006/01/20/1137553720794.html#  

Boulton, M. (2008, January 16). Freaks or Fanatics, it’s all the same scream. The Age. Retrieved from 

http://www.theage.com.au/articles/2008/01/15/1200159451319.html 

Briggs, S. (2006, November 24). Barmies land first blow. Telegraph [UK]. Retrieved from 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sport/cricket/2350870/Barmies-land-first-blow.html  

Brown, A. (2006, January 12). Warne could be giving England nightmares at 40. Sydney Morning 

Herald. Retrieved from http://www.smh.com.au/news/cricket/warne-could-be-giving-

england-nightmares-at-40/2006/01/11/1136956243446.html?page=2 

Brown, J. (2006, November 23). Fanatics? Summer of fun. The Northern Star. Retrieved from 

http://www.northernstar.com.au/story/2006/11/23/apn-fanatics-summer-of/ 

Brownstein, B. (2006, November 12). Oh, there’s only one Barmy Army. Sydney Morning Herald. 

Retrieved from http://www.smh.com.au/news/news/oh-theres-only-one-barmy-
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Clark, A. (2005, November 18). Demand for flights and tours soars. Sydney Morning Herald. 
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Cubby, B. (2005, December 20). Game on – and the fastest on the mouse wins. Sydney Morning 
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Appendix B: Sample Interview Schedule 
 

This appendix contains a list of interview questions. The interview schedule was used to prompt the 

researcher on topics to cover, rather than to prescribe exact questions or to dictate the sequence of the 

interview. This approach was adopted to allow respondents to emphasise information that they 

considered important, as well as to enable unanticipated information to emerge. 

The interview schedule consisted of broad topics such as “Chronology and evolution of the 

relationship”, as well as specific questions such as “Has the relationship changed over time?” 

However, the specific questions were not always asked. For example, the respondents sometimes 

addressed topics without prompting. In the interviews FanFirm was referred to by its trading name 

FSPT.  

 

1. Chronology, evolution, and nature of the relationship: 

Could you explain to me how you first came across FSPT? 

How would you describe the relationship between FSPT and your organisation as it is today?  

Why do you interact with FSPT? 

Has the relationship changed over time? If yes, how has the relationship changed since initial 

interaction? 

Why has [NSO] continued the relationship? 

 

2. Logistics: 

How does your organisation interact with FSPT? 

Is FSPT an official licensee of your organisation? If YES, in relation to what events and what markets? 

Through what processes does your organisation interact with FSPT? If a tour is being organised how 

does [NSO] and FSPT go about it? 

Do you evaluate the outcomes of interacting with FSPT? How? 

Does [NSO] link the relationship with FSPT to achieving strategic objectives? If yes, do you see any 

opportunities for [NSO] to leverage the relationship to achieve strategic objectives? 

 

3. Other stakeholders: 

Where do STOs like FSPT fit in the bigger picture, i.e. in relation to the other stakeholders dealt with 

by [NSO] and [interviewee’s organisational unit]? 

 

4. Sport tourism and travel: 

Do you consider sport tourism to be important to [NSO]? If yes, which “tourism markets”, i.e. 

international or domestic? 
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Do you consider sport tourism an area with future potential for your organisation? 

Do you see benefits in having Australian fans in overseas crowds? What are the benefits? 

 

5. Relationship outcomes: 

What benefits come from the relationship? 

Are there any detriments/problems or areas that could be improved? 

Do you see the relationship continuing in the future? 

 

6. Additional comments and conclusion: 

Do you have any further comment on [NSO’s] relationship FSPT or other STOs? 

Do you have any further comment on sport tourism? 

Is there anyone else you could recommend that I should speak to?
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Appendix C: Griffith University HREC Paperwork 
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Appendix D: Benefits and Drawbacks Involved in Different ways NSOs Can Approach Sport Tour Provision 
 

This appendix contains an explanation of the benefits and drawbacks of the four approaches described by respondents. These findings are contained in an 

appendix to avoid repetition as each of the approaches was mentioned in Chapters Five and Six. 

 

Option for 
developing sport 

tourism 

Potential Positives Potential Negatives 

Establishing an in-
house travel 
agency 

• Establishing an in-house travel agency would afford the 
NSO a greater degree of control over the quality and pricing 
of the tour product offered. 

• By controlling the delivery of the tour product the NSO 
could protect its reputation, i.e. it would not be risking its 
reputation by outsourcing or licensing an external operator 
to provide tours. 

• All profits gained through the sale of sport tours would go 
directly to the NSO. 

• In many instances the NSO would have access to tickets – a 
key ingredient in the construction of tour packages. 

• The NSO would have advanced knowledge of the date and 
location of major sport fixtures, enabling it to purchase 
accommodation and transport before providers put their 
prices up. 

• NSOs already book a substantial amount of travel for 
athletes, team management, and officials.  

• Establishing an in-house travel agency would simplify the 
NSO’s stakeholder network by removing an “intermediary” 
and dealing directly with tour consumers. 

 
 
 
 

• The NSO would have to accept the level of financial risk 
associated with developing tour packages, i.e. the advance 
purchase of accommodation, transport, and other tour 
inclusions. 

• The elite sport product is seasonal. The NSOs may have to 
employ one or more dedicated staff to focus on tour 
development and provision in-season. The NSO would have 
to consider whether there are enough events annually to 
justify employing staff to perform this function. 

• The NSO’s reputation is at stake. If the product delivered is 
not satisfactory, all criticism will be directed at the NSO. 

• Although NSOs book travel for athletes and officials, NSOs 
lack the experience and industry networks required to 
develop and deliver a large number of sport tours. 

• The NSO will have to become an accredited travel agency. 
• The NSO will have to rely on its distribution channels to 

promote its tours. 
• The effort required to establish an in-house travel agency may 

result in only moderate returns to the NSO. 
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Option for 
developing sport 

tourism 

Potential Positives Potential Negatives 

Outsourcing (to a 
travel agency that 
operates as if it 
were the NSO) 

Outsourcing would remove the need for the NSO to gain 
accreditation to operate as a travel agency. 
The agent to which the NSO outsources its travel programme 
would employ a dedicated staff member to develop tours year 
round (therefore, the NSO would not incur staff costs associated 
with the development and delivery of tours). 
The agent would have its own ‘client database’ and this would 
expand the distribution of tour marketing beyond the NSO’s 
existing clientele. 
The agent would possess the expertise and networks to develop 
tours efficiently. 
The outsourcing arrangement would produce revenue for the 
NSO. 
In an outsourcing arrangement the travel agency would have 
access to event tickets via the NSO. The agent would develop and 
sell some tours, while also managing the distribution of tickets to 
other local or international tour providers where relevant. By 
offering some tour packages directly the agent can “keep the 
market honest”. That is, other agents who offer tours will not be 
able to offer them at an inflated price. In this way, centralising 
this function enables the NSO greater control over the use of its 
tickets in tour packages. 
The NSO deals with only one travel agency, rather than several 
STOs who wish to offer event tours. 
Consumers may believe they are dealing with the NSO and 
therefore, the products offered by the travel agency would have 
the same degree of “legitimacy” in the eyes of consumers as if 
they were actually offered by the NSO, creating a competitive 
advantage. 
 
 
 

The NSO’s reputation is at stake: It is entrusting its reputation to 
a separate, profit-orientated travel agency which compiles and 
delivers tour packages as if it were the NSO. 
The return to NSOs from outsourcing is moderate compared to 
other revenue streams. The travel agency will take a share of 
revenue generated. 
The NSO must monitor the actions of the travel agency, to ensure 
that the product offered is to the desired standard. 
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Option for 
developing sport 

tourism 

Potential Positives Potential Negatives 

Licensing one or 
more STO 

NSOs can gain revenue by charging licensed STOs a royalty on 
all tickets included in tours. 
NSOs have the flexibility to choose which STO/s, and how many 
STOs, to engage for a given event. Therefore, the NSO can select 
STOs based on their strengths. 
Engaging one or more STO will enable the NSO to expand the 
distribution of tour marketing beyond the NSO’s existing 
clientele. 
NSOs can influence the quality of the tour services through the 
“threat” of not re-engaging agents that do not deliver a quality or 
fairly priced product. 
NSOs would not have to become a licensed travel agent. 

A NSO puts its reputation at stake. It entrusts its reputation to a 
profit-orientated travel agency. Dissatisfied customers may 
address complaints to both the travel agency and the NSO. 
The NSO stands to achieve moderate returns. That is, its source 
of revenue will be through ticket royalties and there is a limit to 
how much it can charge STOs.  
The NSO may have to administer a release-backs scheme to 
ensure that any tickets not sold by tour operators are made 
available to other consumers before the event.  
 

Joint venture 
partnership with a 
STO or travel 
agency 

These potential positives are in addition to those listed in relation 
the benefits of licensing an STO. 
 
The NSO can gain a share of any profits generated by the joint 
venture. 
The NSO can profit from overseas events that it does not host. 

These potential negatives are in addition to those listed in 
relation the risks of licensing an STO. 
 
The NSO shares the risk involved in purchasing tour package 
inclusions in advance of the event. 
The NSO must manage its interaction with the STO. At times 
there may be conflict between the NSO’s and STO’s objectives. 
The NSO’s reputation is at stake. Complaints about the quality or 
price of tour packages offered would be jointly directed at the 
STO and NSO. 
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