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Abstract 

 

New South Wales registered clubs are often defined as non-profit organisations, established by a 

community sharing a common purpose or characteristic (Hing, Breen & Weeks. 2002; IPART 2008). 

However, there has been a recent public discourse questioning the veracity of characterising clubs as 

not-for-profit organisations (Productivity Commission 2010b). Arguments here have centred on the 

expansion of club activities into areas that offer services in the free market (Productivity Commission 

2010b). In effect, the diversification of club revenues (identified by IPART 2008) has called into 

question their position as not-for-profit organisations.  

 

Buoyed by a call for ‘information, advice or guidance’ (Hing et al. 2002:454) about the managerial 

practices of club managers, this thesis explores the evolution of business models in the New South 

Wales registered club sector (Clubland) in the context of the diversification trend identified by IPART 

(2008). More specifically, this thesis focuses on capturing conversations around how key stakeholders 

have shaped the evolution of business models in Clubland. 

 

In exploring the evolution of business models in Clubland, my research is conducted through a 

qualitative research framework informed by Complexity Theory (Cillers 2000, 2001, 2005; Goldstein 

2013; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007, 2009; Richardson & Cilliers 200; Stevenson 2012), appreciative 

inquiry ( Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Bushe 2011; Cooperrider & Whitney 2005) and narrative 

inquiry (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001). In total, eleven club managers participated in 

this inquiry creating over nineteen hours of conversational data which was analysed through a process 

of complexity-informed narrative analysis. 

 

The thesis concludes that business models in Clubland emerge in the interactions of stakeholders 

within an instrumentalist stakeholder culture (Jones, Felps & Bigely 2007). That is, in the interactions 

between club managers and those stakeholders whom club managers consider vital to the performance 

of the club. Following on from Jones et al. (2007), my research supports the notion that 

instrumentalist cultures are influenced by a stakeholder’s power and urgency. In Clubland, this was 

defined by club managers as reciprocity.  

 

In determining potential reciprocity, claims made by internal stakeholders were assessed by managers 

against the stakeholder group’s capacity to increase the general membership of the club. With regard 

to external stakeholders, club managers pointed to the New South Wales government as the salient 
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stakeholder driving the changes to club models. This salience was attributed to the possession of 

power, demonstrating congruence between my findings and those previously published in stakeholder 

literature (see Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld 1999; Neville, Bell & Whitwell 2011; Parent & 

Deephouse 2007). However, a novel finding has emerged in this thesis: how legitimacy is defined in 

an instrumentalist culture. While Jones et al. (2007) have suggested that legitimacy is not a key 

consideration in determining salience in an instrumentalist culture, my research demonstrates how 

legitimacy is defined in terms of a strategic legitimacy of stakeholders in Clubland.  

 

With business models evolving through interaction between club and stakeholder, the process of 

business model evolution presented in this thesis resembles Linbolm’s (1959) ‘strategy as muddling 

through’. This is fundamentally different to the current literature which takes a much more 

deterministic stance, describing business model evolution as a process of radical change (Chesbrough 

& Schwartz 2007; Mitchell & Coles 2003) through open innovation (Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & 

Coles 2003; Zott, Amit & Massa 2011). Current literature suggests that managers proactively engage 

with stakeholders in the determination of a business model. However, in Clubland, it appears that the 

business model is largely created in reluctant reaction to stakeholder claims. This process of 

incrementally responding to emergent challenges has fundamentally altered the initial design of 

business models in Clubland. While clubs were once organisations that provided cheap food and 

beverages to their members, clubs now sell food and beverages to provide for a wider community. As 

a result, the determination of ‘value’ to both members and the wider community has re-focused how 

managers determine stakeholder salience. Management’s determination of the changes to stakeholder 

salience is achieved through reciprocity, enacted for the purpose of gaining political clout. Reciprocity 

has driven the evolution of business models in Clubland and is seen as the key to survival. 
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Prologue 

In 1946, George Orwell penned Why I write, an essay in which he reflected on his career as an author. 

In this short essay he wrote: 

 

I do not think one can assess a writer’s motives without knowing something of his 

early development. His subject matter will be determined by the age – at least this is 

true in tumultuous, revolutionary ages like our own – but before he ever begins to 

write he will have acquired an emotional attitude from which he will never completely 

escape. It is his job, no doubt, to discipline his temperament and avoid getting stuck in 

some immature stage, or in some perverse mood; but if he escapes from his early 

influences altogether, he will have killed his impulse to write (p.7). 

 

This prologue, through a framework provided in Orwell’s words, offers an opportunity to explore the 

influences on this thesis and my journey to complete my apprenticeship in research. My early 

development explores how my personal and professional history has informed my intellectual 

curiosity. Our tumultuous revolutionary ages offers an introduction to the political story that 

continued to be written as the thesis developed, and highlighting the need to create a time bubble. This 

prologue will discuss what I see as my job and the difficulty of balancing this against my impulse to 

write. 

 

Some of my earliest childhood memories are of the club industry, particularly mixing fire engines 

(raspberry cordial and lemonade) while my father cleared and counted the poker machine takings at a 

golf club in south-western Sydney. Following the count, the club would open and I would be 

sequestered in the secretary/manager’s office, my silence bought and paid with an Allen’s Killer 

Python from the club bistro. 

 

By the time I had turned fourteen, dad had moved on from the clubs and began working as a salesman 

in the gaming technologies industry. Part of his duties included hosting his clients at corporate 

hospitality suites at a number of football (rugby league) stadiums. It was in this environment that I 

first became intellectually curious about Clubland. For the next three years I assisted in hosting club 

managers in these hospitality suites where I overheard passionate conversations about clubs, their role 

in society and the key challenges faced by management. Although at the time I did not really 

understand the conversations, it is these days at the football that fuelled my interest in Clubland.  

 

In 2003 I sought employment with the Liverpool Catholic Club (LCC). Being only seventeen I began 

working in the club’s catering division as a kitchen hand. Once I had turned eighteen, I moved out of 
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the kitchen and into the licenced areas of the club where I became proficient in all of the services 

offered by the club (bar, poker machine service and repair, TAB and KENO just to name a few). My 

experiences here afforded me a context through which I could understand theories introduced to me 

while completing a Bachelor of Business and Commerce (Management, Analysis and Change) with 

the University of Western Sydney. Truth be told, it wasn’t until I was introduced to Complexity 

Theory in 2005 that I came across anything that helped me explain the organised chaos of a Friday 

evening pokies shift.  

 

In October 2007 I completed my undergraduate Honours culminating in the presentation of a thesis 

that examined the organisational structure and process of the LCC from a Complexity perspective. 

Entitled Voices from the past, heard in the present, beckoning the future, the thesis argued and 

demonstrated that the LCC was a complex network of communities struggling to balance the need to 

be a professional organisation yet maintain their communal roots. 

 

There is little doubt that this history has had a significant impact on my research. Indeed, if it wasn’t 

for this history I would not have been able to secure the access I needed to industry events and 

personnel. In the search for research participants, Gouldie’s son in the signature line of my email 

carried far more clout than that of PhD candidate. Managing bias has therefore been a significant 

issue throughout my candidature and has been a key consideration in developing the research design 

employed in this study. 

 

It is important to make clear from the outset that while the thesis engages with the views of 

management, the learning here represents a personal journal of discovery. For me this thesis has 

always been about capturing the stories from Clubland. The stories of interest have changed, as did 

the way I wanted to capture them, but ultimately I was drawn to the notion of the club model. For all 

the years I have spent with club managers, our conversations about the political environment of clubs 

were concluded in a similar manner: ‘They just don’t understand the club model’. Creating this 

understanding constitutes the impulse to write that drove my candidature.  

 

In forming the initial research proposal, I spent a lot of time with my industry partners and colleagues 

trying to find a story that they thought was important to tell. One idea that dominated our 

conversations was the ongoing South Sydney saga, which offers some insight into the tumultuous, 

revolutionary age clubs find themselves within. The story of the South Sydney Rabbitohs football 

team and their relationship to the South Sydney Rugby League Club (Souths) offers an opportunity to 

immediately highlight the complex relationship between the clubs, their members and the broader 

community. 
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In 2006 Russell Crowe (of Hollywood fame) and Peter Holmes à Court (a prominent Australian 

businessman) successfully secured a deal that would see the South Sydney Rabbitohs rugby league 

team as the first National Rugby League team to be privatised (Bannerman 2006). Soon after the 

privatisation deal was announced, Crowe and Holmes à Court began a public dialogue in which they 

espoused a plan to reduce the number of poker machines in the Sydney suburb of Redfern by banning 

poker machines in the redevelopment of the leagues club (Phelps 2007). Crowe and Holmes à Court 

publically espoused that the registered club would be redeveloped as a food and beverage hub 

(Bannerman 2006; and Phelps 2007), distinguishing Souths from the traditional gaming model that 

currently dominates Clubland.  

 

In a public online poll organised by the Daily Telegraph, 77% (1922 votes) of readers surveyed 

indicated that they would vote in favour of removing poker machines from the revenue model of the 

registered club (Bissett & Massoud, 2007). This indicates the precarious position of clubs, as parts of 

the community begin to reject the number of poker machines available in New South Wales. While 

the idea of moving toward a food and beverage model was ultimately supported by a majority of the 

leagues club’s directors (four votes to three) the motion was ultimately defeated at the annual general 

meeting where only three members (of over 6500) voted in favour of the ban (Newell 2008).  

 

The South Sydney saga was not the only indication that clubs are undergoing a period of significant 

challenges and changes. Much of the data collection phase of the research was conducted under a fog 

of uncertainty thanks to two ongoing investigations by the Productivity Commission. The first was the 

investigation into Problem Gambling (Productivity Commission 2010a), which had the potential to 

undermine the revenue models of most clubs, while the investigation into Australia’s non-profit sector 

(Productivity Commission 2010b) raised some concerns about the non-profit status of the clubs.  

 

The purpose of this prologue has been to identify the key influences on the design of this study. 

Through the framework provided by Orwell, I have identified how this research is rooted in personal 

experienced, shaped by the political developments of the time in which the research has been 

conducted and highlighted what these influences mean for by job as an academic. With these 

influences in mind, I extend a warm invitation to you on my tour of Clubland… 
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1. Introduction 

 

This thesis presents a complexity-informed exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of 

business in New South Wales registered clubs (Clubland). The purpose of this introductory chapter is 

to introduce the research questions through a review of the research context. The chapter begins with 

a definition of terms as they will be applied in this thesis. Attention is then given to describing the 

research context and the emergence of the research questions. The theoretical framework and research 

design will then be briefly introduced. 

 

1.1 Definition of terms 

Before introducing the research context and identifying the research questions, it is necessary to 

define a number of key terms, clearly expressing their meaning in the context of this thesis. The key 

terms regarding the research context, research paradigm and theoretical framework are defined below 

in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 - Definition of terms 

Definitions of terms important to the research context 

Clubland Adopted from my research participants, Clubland serves as a label for the 

New South Wales registered clubs industry.  

Gaming This thesis uses the industry term gaming in reference electronic gaming 

machines (EGMs) – or more colloquially, the pokies. From an industry 

perspective, gaming activities that form part of the club business model are 

not synonymous with gambling activities. The distinction between the two 

would in itself represent a significant thesis; however, given this thesis 

explores the evolution of who and what matters in the evolution of business 

models from the perspective of club managers, it is necessary to appropriately 

represent Clubland vernacular.  

Community 

Development 

Support 

Expenditure (CDSE) 

CDSE is a scheme introduced to Clubland in 1998 which offers a tax 

incentive to clubs whose gaming revenues exceed one million dollars. As 

explained by the New South Wales Treasury (n.d.): a ‘tax rebate is made 

available to registered clubs of up to 1.5% of their gaming machine revenue 

over $1 million provided the Liquor Administration Board is satisfied that an 

equivalent amount has been applied to expenditure on community 
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development and support.’   

Definitions of terms important to the research paradigm 

Complexity Complexity, as it is used in this thesis, points to the paradigm through which 

this thesis has been constructed. As part of this paradigm, human systems 

(such as Clubland) are assumed to be an interrelated network of self-

organising, dynamic and emergent systems (Kuhn 2007). Complexity 

therefore represents the ‘multidimensionality of existence’ (Kuhn 2009:20)  

Self-organisation Self-organisation refers to a complex system’s ‘affinity for evolving’ 

(Mahmud 2009:3). In the context of this research, self-organisation largely 

refers to the process through which business models in Clubland have 

evolved. 

Dynamic/dynamism Dynamism, or rather the principle that complex systems are dynamic, refers to 

energetic and constant self-organisation of complex systems. 

Emergence Emergence represents one of the three core characteristics of a complex 

system. In this thesis, emergence is defined as the unexpected and previously 

unknowable macro structures created through the self-organisation of micro 

elements. The appropriateness of this definition is argued in chapter 2. 

Attractors Attractors are the organising forces behind complex systems (Kauffman 

1995; Goldstein 2013). Although the term attractor may be similar to that of 

driver or motivator, I argue in this thesis that attractors do not carry the same 

linear implications. 

Definitions of terms important to the theoretical framework 

Business models Business models, as argued in chapter 3, are a strategic modeling of how an 

organisation creates value for its stakeholders. The business model, as defined 

in this thesis, represents a consideration of business model content, structure 

and governance (Zott & Amit 2010). In essence, a business model captures 

the activities in which the firm is engaged (content), how these activities 

create value (structure) and who performs the activities (governance). 

Stakeholder salience Salience was defined as ‘the degree to which managers give priority to 

competing stakeholder claims’ (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997:854). Salience 

is determined through the possession of three core characteristics: power, 

legitimacy and urgency. These characteristics are explored in detail in chapter 

4. 
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With the definition of these core terms in relation to the exploration of who and what matters in the 

evolution of business models in Clubland, it is now possible to introduce the research context. 

 

1.2 Background: New South Wales registered clubs 

New South Wales registered clubs are often defined as voluntary, non-profit organisations established 

by a community sharing a common purpose (Allen Consulting Group 2004; Drabsch 2003; Hing 

2001; Hing & McMillen 2002; Smith 2000; Stefano & Younes 2001; Walker 1998; Zheng & 

Zhicheng 2006). They are commonly described as organisations that 

 

provide lifestyle and community-focused goods and services to their members and the 

community at large … through a democratic, not-for-profit business model where 

gaming machine revenue typically cross-subsidises other club activities (IPART 

2008:1). 

  

When this project began in 2008, there were 1 545 registered clubs operating in New South Wales 

(IPART 2008). The most recent figures available are offered in an industry report commissioned by 

ClubsNSW through KMPG (2012a, 2012b) and suggest that the total number of clubs in New South 

Wales had fallen to 1 471 in 2011. However, for the purposes of describing Clubland, this thesis 

draws on the data presented by IPART (2008) as it offers a more detailed breakdown of the New 

South Wales industry by club type.  

 

When discussing Clubland, it is useful to categorise clubs within the following club types: ‘Bowling 

Clubs’, ‘RSL/Services Clubs’, ‘Golf Clubs’, ‘Sport and Recreation Clubs’, ‘Leagues Clubs’, 

‘Community and Workers Clubs’, ‘Ethnic and Religious Clubs’ and ‘Others’ (Allen Consulting 

Group 2004). These groupings typically indicate the ‘common purpose’ for which the club was 

formed to serve and therefore offer insight into the core membership. Table 2 below highlights the 

number of clubs operating under each of these groupings in 2007, while introducing further 

categorisation through geography: 
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Table 2 - Clubs by type and geography  

SOURCE: Adapted from IPART 2008:26 

Club Type 
Number of Club Premises 

Metropolitan Regional Total 

Bowling 277 193 470 30.42% 

RSL/Services 176 124 300 19.42% 

Golf 114 127 241 15.60% 

Sports/Recreation 142 62 204 13.20% 

Leagues 60 23 83 5.37% 

Community/Workers 41 12 53 3.43% 

Religious/Cultural 62 3 65 4.21% 

Other 68 61 129 8.35% 

Total (number) 940 605 1545 

Total (%) 61% 39% 

 

There have been many attempts to capture the value clubs hold for society (ABS 1996, 1999, 2006; 

Allen Consulting Group 2004; IPART 2008, KPMG 2012a, 201b). Figure 1 below offers a 

diagrammatic example of how the value of clubs is calculated. 

 

 

Figure 1. Contributions of New South Wales clubs to the community 

SOURCE: Allen Consulting Group (2004:45) 
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In all previous attempts to capture the value created by New South Wales clubs, authors have 

presented descriptive quantitative analysis, offering contributions in the form of monetary values. 

Some of the key findings of these attempts are set out below: 

 

 In 2007 New South Wales clubs directly employed 43 318 people with a collective training 

budget of $24 666 036 (IPART 2008). In 2011 these figures fell to 41 400 employees with 

$11 million spent on training (KPMG 2012b). Further contributions included $236 million 

paid to external contractors (IPART 2008). These figures do not include the flow-on 

employment created in industries closely aligned with clubs such as gaming machine 

manufacturing, the maintenance and repairs industry, food and beverage supply industry, 

tourism, leisure and entertainment industries. 

 

 In 2003, New South Wales clubs generated approximately $969 million in taxation revenue 

for the New South Wales state government and spent a collective total of $705 million on 

capital works (Allen Consulting Group 2004). Expenditure on capital works included 

activities such as upgrading and renovating club facilities that are directly related to the 

organisational purpose. (Allen Consulting Group 2004). In 2011, while the amount of taxation 

paid by clubs rose to approximately $1.4 billion, expenditure on capital works fell to $660 

million (KPMG 2012). 

 

 The 2008 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of New South Wales inquiry 

estimated the total social contribution to a value of approximately $893 million. The 

calculation of this figure takes into consideration direct cash donations to charity and social 

organisations, total number of volunteer hours toward community programs as well as in-kind 

support. No attempts have been made to quantify the indirect contributions, such as a sense of 

belonging (IPART 2008). Using a similar methodology, KMPG (2012a) has estimated the 

total social contribution of clubs rose to $1.2 billion in 2011, with an estimated economic 

contribution of $3.2 billion.  

 

Expressing a concern for the sustainability of Clubland, the New South Wales premier commissioned 

an inquiry by the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) in investigate: 

 

The role of registered clubs in the community, including the provision of social 

infrastructure, employment and other economic opportunities… The financial viability 

and performance of registered clubs, and … measures for strengthening the 

performance of registered clubs, including corporate governance, training and 

development (IPART 2007:1). 
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The final report from the IPART inquiry was released on 27 June 2008. In its report, IPART (2008) 

raised concerns about the financial viability of clubs, considering Clubland’s reliance on gaming 

revenue, particularly given the highly sensitive and dynamic nature of the legislative framework under 

which clubs operate. Despite current attempts by the industry to diversify its sources of income away 

from gaming, IPART was sceptical that such diversification would allow the industry to survive 

further legislative changes 

 

IPART found that diversification is unproven as a means of reducing (to any great 

extent) the reliance on gaming machine revenue and its contribution to clubs’ 

provision of facilities and services and ultimately their long term viability (IPART, 

2008:5). 

 

Literature addressing the management of gaming organisations focuses primarily on casinos operating 

out of Las Vegas, Nevada (see Henthorne and Williams 1995; Krell 2006; Kuyumcu 2002; Larson 

1995; Levitzky , Assane & Robinso 2000;Schaap 2006). The published literature that comments on 

the New South Wales market has focused primarily on the sociological (see Drabsch 2003; Hing 

2001; Hing & McMillen 2002; Smith 2000; Stefano & Younes 2001; Walker 1998 Zheng & Zhicheng 

2006) and economic implications of gambling (see Henthorne & Williams 1995; Zheng 2006).  

 

While there have been calls from both academia and industry to develop management theory specific 

to the Australian context (Breen & Edwards-Williams 1995; Breen & Hing 1997; Hing et al. 2002; 

Futuretech 1991), such calls have largely gone unanswered. While there have been some studies that 

have used Clubland as a case study for human resource management (Hing & Breen 2009), regulatory 

and governance studies (Wright & Head 2009) and the adoption of gaming technology (Nisbet 2009), 

the vast majority of literature has focused on the issue of problem gambling (Drabsch 2003; Hing 

2001; Hing 2012; Hing & McMillen 2002; Smith 2000; Stefano & Younes 2001; Walker 1998; Zheng 

& Zhicheng 2006; Hing 2010). There are however three notable contributions to club management 

literature relevant to my research: Hing (1996), Hing et al. (2002) and Breen & Innes (2006), which 

are reviewed below. 

 

Hing (1996) presents an account of Clubland’s evolution through the organisational life cycle 

framework offered by Porter’s (1980) Five Forces. Hing (1996) concluded that Clubland had reached 

maturity regarding their gaming operations and, as such, clubs would need to consider alternative 

sources of revenue to remain financially viable. This assessment was confirmed by IPART (2008); 

however, with IPART suggesting that diversification alone was not enough to ensure the financial 
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viability of clubs, my research offers an opportunity to better understand the process of diversification 

and the impact this has had on the strategic direction of clubs.  

 

Hing’s (1996) initial characterisation of Clubland as a participant in the gambling industry has 

informed the development of club management literature, demonstrating a significant bias towards 

this label. However, her assessment is at direct odds with the perspective held by club managers 

participating in this study. The perception of which industry a firm is competing in is important as this 

perception ultimately shapes the strategic direction of the organisation (Bettis 1998; Hubbard & 

Beamish 2011). The use of the word gambling is considered problematic for my research, as from a 

complexity perspective, organisations grow and evolve in the direction of those things that they most 

actively discuss (Ludema & Mantel 2000, Stephenson 2012). In this sense, referring to Clubland as a 

participant in the gambling industry limits the capacity of clubs to develop other areas of their 

business; as gambling organisations, gambling should be their focus. The impact of the gambling 

label is observable in the limited club literature available (Breen & Hing 1997; Breen & Innes 2006; 

Hing 1996; Hing et al. 2002), which demonstrates a significant bias towards managing poker machine 

operations. The definition of which industry Clubland competes in offers a key point of difference 

between my thesis and previously published research. By defining Clubland as its own industry, my 

research is more able to focus on the broader activities of the club that represent the business model.  

 

Hing et al.’s (2002) contribution to Clubland literature, Club Management in Australia, is an 

undergraduate text supplementing the discontinued Bachelor of Business in Club and Gaming 

Management at the Southern Cross University. A significant limitation of this text is again the focus 

on gaming-related operations and limited consideration of broader strategic management issues. The 

focus on gaming is also interesting considering that the industry’s reliance on gaming has been 

heavily criticised by other works published by the same authors (for example, see Hing 1996, 2001; 

and Hing & McMillen 2002). However, it should be noted that Hing et al. (2002) do acknowledge this 

weakness and suggest there is a need for further research in management process that may allow for a 

diversification of club activities: 

 

There is also a need for further research into the club industry so that informed 

decisions can be made regarding its future operations and management. Little data are 

available on the club industry, its markets, its management practices, and the related 

areas of gaming, food beverage, entertainment operations, and there are few published 

sources of information, advice, or guidance for aspiring or existing club managers and 

employees (Hing, et al. 2002:454). 
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The most recent publication that specifically deals with management issues within Clubland comes 

from Breen & Innes (2006). In their contribution to the field, they focused on three clubs on the New 

South Wales/Queensland border. Of particular interest was the marketing strategy of these three clubs 

and how they ‘present, advertise and promote their gambling product, principally gaming machines’ 

(p. 164). In their conclusions, Breen & Innes (2006) pointed to the externally driven nature of a clubs 

marketing strategy suggesting that a clubs marketing strategy was a reflection of the legislative 

environment. 

 

My research may be seen as the reinvigoration of research into the management practices of New 

South Wales clubs. The importance of such research is largely supported by the contribution clubs 

make to the New South Wales economy in the form of employment, taxation revenue and investment 

in community infrastructure. Therefore, through the framework of a business model, my research is 

able to capture how managers perceive clubs create these contributions through their activities. 

 

1.3 Research questions 

Previous research exploring the socioeconomic value of clubs has measured value in quantifiable 

terms (Allen Consulting Group 2004; IPART 2008; KPMG 2012a, 2012b). However, such attempts to 

quantify the social contribution of clubs are viewed as problematic owing to the complexity of the 

relationships between club and community (Allen Consulting Group 2004; ClubsNSW 2008; IPART 

2008). Furthermore, the Registered Clubs Association governing body, ClubsNSW, have expressed a 

concern that such attempts fail to adequately capture how such value is created. ClubsNSW, in a 

submission to the IPART inquiry and in personal conversations in the early stages of this thesis, have 

expressed a need for a qualitative methodology that identifies how clubs: 

 

serve to ‘fill the gap’ in supply that would otherwise exist if markets were relied on to 

provide goods and services demanded by club members and the community 

(ClubsNSW, 2008:55). 

 

The exploration of the mechanisms through which clubs fill these service gaps is presented in this 

thesis through the framework of a business model. For the purposes of my research, a business model 

is defined as a model that maps business activities (Zott & Amit 2010) and how they relate to the 

broader strategy of the firm (Cavalcante, Kesting & Ulhøi 2011; Johnson 2010; Osterwalder, Pigenour 

& Tucci 2005; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott, et al. 2011). This thesis therefore began as an exploration of 

business models in Clubland, paying specific attention to how club managers espouse creating value 

for their stakeholders. However, through the course of this study it became clear that club managers 

had a more pertinent question on their minds: who are clubs driving value for? 
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Broadly speaking, this investigation is driven by the calls from industry (ClubsNSW 2008), 

government (IPART 2008) and academia (Hing et al. 2002) to develop a better understanding around 

managerial practices in Clubland. More specifically, this thesis focuses on capturing conversations 

around who and what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland. Therefore, the 

overarching question driving this inquiry was: 

 

How are business models evolving in Clubland – who and what matters most? 

 

To address the broader question of who and what matters, the research design employed in this study 

has been shaped around three research questions: 

 

R1. How do club managers perceive the evolution of club business models? 

R2. What, according to club managers, are the key attractors in Clubland and how have these 

influenced the evolution of business models? 

R3. According to club managers, how does stakeholder salience affect the evolution of 

business models in Clubland? 

 

In combination, these three research questions specifically address the calls from industry (ClubsNSW 

2008), government (IPART 2008) and academia (Hing et al.2002) to develop a better understanding 

of the managerial practices in Clubland. Furthermore, they allow my research to address calls in 

business model literature regarding how managers prioritise the claims of stakeholders in business 

model innovation (Gould 2012) and develop a more dynamic understanding of business model change 

(Sosna, Trevinyo-Rodríguez & Velamuri 2010).  

 

In exploring the evolution of business models in Clubland (R1), club managers reflect on the 

processes through which models have evolved, giving valuable insight into the strategic management 

practices within Clubland. The first research specifically addresses the call from Sosna et al. (2010) 

for a more dynamic understanding of how business models evolve. In particular, R1 has been included 

to offer a descriptive account of business model evolution, while the second research question begins 

the process of theorising why business models evolve. 

 

Research question two (R2) has allowed for a deeper understanding of why business models evolve 

through the identification of attractors. Attractors are the organising forces behind complex systems 

governing self-organisation (Aram & Noble 1999; Cioffi-Revilla 2005; Davies, Eisenhardt & 

Bingham 2007; Fotopoulos 2000; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; Kuhn 2007, Mahmud 2009, 

Stevenson 2012;). The discussion of attractors for business model evolution, as opposed to the current 
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literature approach, to identify drivers of business model innovation (Cavalcante et al. 2011; Johnson 

2010;) points to a more dynamic, and emergent understanding of how business models change. In 

particular, the use of the word attractor, rather than driver, allows for a more complex understanding 

of what influences the evolution of business models. As will be argued in chapters 2 and 3, attractors 

are not limited to the linear direction and effects of a driver.  

 

In addressing the third research question (R3), my research is able to better understand how club 

managers attribute salience in determining which stakeholders matter in the evolution of business 

models, thus addressing the call from Gould (2012). In particular, R3, through a consideration of 

stakeholder salience in Clubland, allows for the identification of who and what matters in the 

evolution of business models. 

 

1.4 Theoretical frameworks  

The understanding of business model evolution presented in this thesis is supported through three key 

theoretical frameworks: complexity theory, business models and stakeholder theory. Each will now be 

introduced and their role within the thesis explained. The ideas presented here are expanded in 

chapters 2, 3 and 4 respectively. 

 

1.4.1 Complexity Theory  

Complexity Theory has a rich theoretical history in the natural sciences, particularly in the areas of 

biology, chemistry, mathematics and physics (Goldstein 2013; Kauffman 1995; Mitleton-Kelly 2001). 

Commenting on complexity as a body of theory, Mitleton-Kelly suggests that while there is no 

universal definition, the ‘theories of Complexity provide a conceptual framework, a way of thinking 

and a way of seeing the world’ (2001:3). Complexity theory therefore serves as the paradigm 

governing the exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of business models within 

Clubland. 

 

Employing Complexity Theory as a paradigm, my research starts with the ontological and 

epistemological position that human behaviour, and the process of understanding behaviour, occurs 

within an interdependent and complex world that is dynamic, emergent and self-organising (Gould 

2009; Kuhn 2007, 2009; Mitleton-Kelly 2001; Richardson & Cilliers 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001;). 

This is a shorthand description that speaks to the ways in which systems energetically adapt 

(dynamism), resulting in previously unseen (emergent) forms. Such adaptations occur in an 

environment which is also in a constant state of flux. The epistemological foundations of the 

complexity paradigm and implications for the research design will be further addressed in chapter 2. 
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For now, it is sufficient to highlight that a complexity paradigm takes a fundamentally different 

ontological and epistemological position to the greater body of business model literature (as will be 

argued in chapters 2 and 3). As such, this study is seen as contributing to the emerging literature that 

presents issues of strategic management in light of complexity principles (Anderson 1999; Burgelman 

1991; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Davies et al. 2007; Meyer, Frost & Weick 1998; Sanchez 1997; Stacey 

2000). 

 

1.4.2 Business Models 

Business models are currently represented in the scholarly literature as a series of choices about how a 

business creates value for the customer in order to drive profits for the business (Abraham 2013; Amit 

& Zott 2001; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; Johnson 2010; Magretta 2002; 

Zott & Amit 2010; Cavalcante, et al. 2011; Zott, et al. 2011;). In this sense, a business model 

represents the modeling of business activities and how they relate to the broader strategy of the firm. 

It is through the concept of a business model that I have been able to explore changes in how clubs 

‘provide goods and services demanded by club members and the community’ (ClubsNSW, 2008:55). 

 

Drawing on a framework presented by Amit & Zott (2001), business models comprise three core 

elements: business model content, structure and governance. Business model content represents what 

activities the firm engages in. These three elements combine to map the activities the firm is involved 

in (content), how these activities are conducted and create value (structure) and who is responsible for 

their delivery (governance). The current literature’s focus on how the manager determines the 

business model through a controlled process of stakeholder engagement (Amit & Zott 2001; 

Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; Johnson 2010; Magretta 2002; Zott & Amit 

2010; Cavalcante, et al. 2011; Zott, et al. 2011;) suggests that business models are currently the 

product of a strategic choice paradigm. The strategic choice paradigm of strategic management 

‘take[s] the methodological position of the objective observer where the manager stands outside the 

organisational systems and controls it’ (Stacey 2000:405). However, with Complexity Theory 

emerging as a paradigm for the strategic management discipline (Anderson 1999; Caldart & Ricart 

2003; Davies, et al. 2007; Stacey 2000;), my research creates an opportunity to reconceptualise how 

business models are constructed in response to an environment that is considered to be dynamic, 

emergent and self-organising. In particular, the evolution of business models in Clubland points to a 

complex, mutually informative relationship between Amit & Zott’s (2001) design themes, suggesting 

that incremental changes to business model content cause radical changes in the structure of the 

business model. 
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Through the reconceptualisation of the business model as the product of a complex system, my 

research is able to answer two calls within business model literature: the call for research that 

theorises a more dynamic understanding of business model evolution (Sosna, et al. 2010) and research 

into how managers engage with multiple stakeholders in designing/modifying the business model 

(Gould 2012). While the call from Sosna et al. (2010) for a more dynamic view of business model 

literature can be answered through the exploration of business models from the perspective of 

Complexity Theory, in order to understand how club managers have engaged with stakeholders, 

Stakeholder Theory has been included as part of the theoretical framework for this study. 

 

1.4.3 Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder Theory has been specifically included as a framework for discerning who and what 

matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland. To achieve this, two key models from 

Stakeholder Theory are employed: stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al. 1997) and stakeholder culture 

(Jones et al. 2010).  

 

Mitchell et al.’s (1997) seminal work on stakeholder identification and salience offers a language for 

understanding why club managers respond to the claims of one stakeholder over another. Central to 

Mitchell et al.’s (1997) framework was the classification of stakeholders (Latent, Expecting, 

Definitive and Non-stakeholder) and development of a typology (Dormant, Discretionary, 

Demanding, Dominant, Dependent, Dangerous, Definitive and Non-stakeholder) through the 

distillation of stakeholder characteristics present in the literature available at the time. Recent 

developments in stakeholder theory suggest that the legitimacy of a stakeholder is paramount in the 

determination of salience (Neville, Bell &Whitwell 2011); however, such assertions are made in spite 

of evidence from research specifically investigating what matters to managers which has concluded 

that power is the key characteristic in salience (Agle 1997). However, as identified by Gould (2012) 

current literature fails to identify how managers rank the interests of the different stakeholders 

involved in open innovation (Gould 2012). A consideration of stakeholder salience in open innovation 

is considered important as current literature suggests that business models currently evolved through 

an open innovation process (Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 2006; Wirtz, 

Schilke & Ullrich 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott, Amit & Massa 2011). In particular, it is not clear 

how managers determine salience among definitive stakeholders, who each possess power, legitimacy 

and urgency. 

 

Jones et al.’s (2010) model for stakeholder culture was originally conceived as a supplement for the 

salience model, suggesting that the identification of stakeholders will be affected by a stakeholder 

culture. Jones et al. (2010) provide five stakeholder sub-cultures, each espousing a preference for a 
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different combination of salience characteristics. These stakeholder sub-cultures are reviewed further 

in chapter 4. 

 

1.5 Overview of the research methodology 

In exploring the evolution of business models in Clubland, my research is conducted through a 

qualitative research framework informed by Complexity Theory (Cillers 2000; 2001, 2005;  Goldstein 

2013; Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007, 2009; Richardson & Cilliers 200; Stevenson 

2012), appreciative inquiry (Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Bushe 2011; Cooperrider & Whitney 2005) 

and narrative inquiry (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001). In total, eleven club managers 

participated in this inquiry creating over nineteen hours of conversational data.  

 

To allow for emergence in the research themes (Keegan 2011; Morgan Fellows & Guevara 2008;), 

conversations were held in two rounds: conversations of discovery and conversations of confirmation. 

Four conversations of discovery were held with club managers representing clubs that had received 

industry recognition for their innovative business practices and the contributions their club has made 

to the community. Talking points for the conversations of discovery were informed by two years of 

participatory observations conducted at key industry events. Conversations of confirmation were then 

conducted with seven additional club managers following a complexity-informed narrative analysis of 

the conversations of discovery. In this second round of data collection, conversations were more 

intently focused on the identification of business model stakeholders and discussion about how they 

have influenced the evolution of business models. 

 

Conversational data was transcribed and analysed through a framework of complexity-informed 

narrative analysis (described in chapter 6). In particular, the narratives presented in chapter 8 have 

been constructed through attractor and fractal analysis (Kuhn & Woog 2007). The analytical process 

included manual simultaneous coding (Miles & Huberman 1994) through attribute coding (Saldana 

2009), holistic coding (Dey 1993) and narrative coding (Riesman 2008; Saldaña 2009). Following the 

manual coding of data Leximancer 2.25 was used as source of validation, demonstrating congruence 

between the manually identified attractors and the concepts identified by Leximancer 2.25. Further 

validation was sought through peer evaluation communities (Kvale 2007). 

 

1.6 Research delimitations  

The key delimitations affecting my study have been the choice of context, the scope within the 

context of Clubland. The position taken in this study has been that Clubland represents the New South 
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Wales registered clubs industry and, as such, clubs are conceptualised as an industry separate to the 

gambling industry characterised by Hing (1996). 

 

Flowing on from the choice of context is the decision regarding the substantive area that the thesis 

will cover. My research represents an exploratory study which aims to understand managerial 

practice. While there may be overlap, this thesis should not be read as an assessment of, or attempt to 

measure, the socioeconomic contributions of Clubland. Rather, this thesis represents a complexity-

informed consideration of the evolution of how clubs have created such contributions; the changes in 

content of club business models and how such content is structured and governed. The assumption 

here, in line with that taken by IPART (2008) is that clubs play a positive role in the community. As 

such the thesis makes no judgement as to the ethics of club model content, except in those areas raised 

by the research participants. 

 

1.7 Contributions  

The key theoretical contribution of this thesis is in facilitating the transition of business models from 

the strategic choice paradigm into that of Complexity Theory. In doing so, this thesis challenges the 

current literature description of business model innovation as a planned process of open innovation 

(such as expressed by Chesbrough 2003, 2010; Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Wirtz, et al. 

2010; Zott & Amit 2010). Rather, business models in Clubland emerge as managers have muddled 

through (Lindblom 1959) competing stakeholder interests. Therefore, from a complexity perspective, 

business models do not represent a strategic choice; rather they represent a set of initial conditions 

shaped through self-organisation characterised as a search for fitness in a landscape.  

 

Owing to the transition from strategic choice to a complexity paradigm, this thesis presents a more 

dynamic view of business model evolution. Therefore, my research addresses the call made by Sosna 

et al. (2010). While current literature accepts a role for stakeholders, this is currently within the 

paradigm of open innovation where managers would actively seek and encourage the input of external 

stakeholders (by Chesbrough 2003, 2010; Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Wirtz, et al. 2010; 

Zott & Amit 2010). However, through the exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland, it has become clear that the degree to which managers are prepared to 

adhere stakeholder claims is inherently linked to the concept of stakeholder culture. That is, the 

stakeholder culture directly influences how a manager attributes salience to a stakeholder and their 

claims. 

 

In designing a research protocol to explore the evolution of who and what matters in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland, this thesis also makes a significant contribution to the practice of 
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research. Specifically, my research offers a useful research framework for the study of complex 

systems (Gould 2009). 

 

1.8 Structure of the thesis 

The thesis presented here is conceptualised as having three progressive arcs: 

 

 Research foundations: chapters 1–5 

 Research design: chapters 6–7 

 Research findings and conclusions: chapters 8–9 

 

Chapters 1 through 5 represent the research foundations arc. This arc of chapters introduces the 

theoretical framework in greater detail, highlighting the role of each theory in understanding the 

evolution of Clubland. Chapter 2 provides an account of the development of Complexity Theory as a 

culture of inquiry. Chapter 3 details the development of the business model literature, demonstrating 

three limitations in the current literature that impact the utility of the business model concept in 

understanding Clubland’s evolution. The first limitation was the identification of a profit and 

customer bias that suggested that the business model is about money. The second bias identified was a 

determinism bias, which held the business model is a rational strategic decision. The third limitation, 

or rather gap in the literature, that of limitations of utility offers an opportunity to contribute to the 

broader literature of business models through an application of the complexity paradigm and 

contextualisation within the not-for-profit environment. Through the course of chapter 3 it is also 

established that current business model literature, while espousing that business models evolve within 

an open innovation paradigm, fails to address how managers deal with the competing claims of 

stakeholders. As such, chapter 4 provides a review of stakeholder theory in search of an appropriate 

framework for understanding who and what matters for business model evolution in Clubland. 

 

Chapters 6 and 7 serve as the research design arc of the thesis. Chapter 6 specifically outlines the 

research design, unpacking how new theory is developed within a complexity paradigm. Chapter 7 

offers an introduction to the research participants, providing a rich context to the findings and 

discussion presented in Chapter 8. 

 

Chapter 8 is structured around the three research questions, preparing for the conclusion in chapter 9, 

which specifically addresses the broader research question of: How are business models evolving in 

Clubland – what and who matters most? 
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1.9 Chapter summary 

This chapter has introduced the research context; in particular it has established that the exploration of 

evolving business models in Clubland begins to address the gaps in club management literature. The 

importance of furthering our understanding of how clubs are managed is supported in the positive role 

clubs play in the community (IPART 2008; KPMG 2012a and 2012b) and the limited understanding 

of how clubs create value (ClubsNSW 2008; Hing et al. 2002). Furthermore, this chapter has 

identified how an exploration of evolving business models can assist in addressing two key gaps in 

business model literature: establishing a dynamic view of business model evolution (Sosna et al. 

2010) and furthering our understanding of how managers engage with multiple stakeholders in 

designing or modifying a business model (Gould 2012). 
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2. Unpacking the language and nature of 

knowing in Complexity Theory  

2.1 Introduction 

As indicated in the previous chapter, this project is driven by the calls from industry (ClubsNSW 

2008), government (IPART 2008) and academia (Hing et al. 2002) to develop a better understanding 

around managerial practices in Clubland. More specifically, this thesis focuses on capturing 

conversations around business models in Clubland; what they are and the key stakeholders who have 

shaped them. In this chapter, I explore Complexity Theory as a research paradigm, unpacking the 

nature and limits of knowing from a Complexity Theory perspective. The specific goals of this 

chapter are to 

 

1. situate my work within the broader body of complexity literature 

2. highlight the ontological and epistemological implications of Complexity Theory as they 

relate to the study of club models 

3. introduce the language and metaphors of Complexity Theory. 

 

2.2 Background 

The prologue to this thesis highlighted that my introduction to the ideas of Chaos and Complexity and 

their relevance to the study of organisations came in the latter half of 2005 through an undergraduate 

management unit: Organisation, Analysis and Design. Through that unit I was introduced to a 

framework which put aside notions of reducing the organisation to functional units whose behaviour 

could be controlled and modeled into relatively predictable and linear patterns, and favoured the 

exploration of relationships and interactions and how they may reveal better insights into our ways of 

knowing and doing.  

 

While completing my Bachelor’s degree, I was employed by a club that did not have a Human 

Resources department to manage the workforce towards organisational goals; nor did it have a 

department for strategy or member relations. As our assistant general manager would say: ‘we all 

knew a little bit about everything, and it just grows from there’. My exposure to organisational life 

meant that the management theories built on what Stacey, Griffen and Shaw (2000) characterise as 

scientific and systems thinking had little relevance and when introduced to the ideas of chaos and 

complexity, I had a framework for organising that had practical relevance to my context. 
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My initial reading in the ideas of complexity was complicated by an apparent interchangeability in 

what I saw as the branding of complexity-based understanding, for instance ‘Complexity Theory’ 

(Cilliers 2000), ‘Complexity Science’ (Cooksey 2001; Richardson & Cilliers 2001); ‘Chaos Theory’ 

(Thietart & Forgues 1995), ‘Chaos and Complexity Theory’ (Begun 1994); ‘Chaotics’ (Hayles 1991); 

and ‘Chaos and Complexity Science’ (Tsoukas 1998). What is consistent in all these labels, and 

indeed most of the literature reviewed for this chapter, is the idea that what the theories of chaos and 

complexity actually describe is not universally agreed upon. As Maguire and McKelvey (1999) 

highlight: 

 

It is far from clear whether complexity is a property of the observed system or the 

observer’s representation of the system (p. 45). 

 

After discussing this apparent interchangeability at doctoral workshops, and in reflecting upon the 

ideas presented in the articles, it is perhaps more appropriate to suggest that the labels are not so much 

interchangeable, but rather a subtle indicator to the reader as to the author’s orientations. As such it is 

important that I introduce the reasoning behind my own labelling. This chapter shows that complexity 

as a form of social inquiry has evolved out of reductionist (albeit nonlinear) mathematics and physics; 

yet many have argued that complexity is useful as a metaphor for understanding complex 

phenomenon. As such I see the need to distinguish between the reductionist math and science (what I 

refer to as the complexity sciences) and the method of social inquiry which I shall refer to as 

Complexity Theory, or simply complexity. The relationship between complexity science and 

Complexity Theory will now be discussed. 

 

2.3 A review of answers to: What is Complexity Theory and/or Science? 

Almost all the reviewed attempts to define Complexity (Theory and/or Science) began with the 

evolution of scientific thought from reductionist Newtonian science, through to Relativity and 

ultimately arriving at the work of Edward Lorenz and the development of Chaos Theory (see Begun 

1994; Bloch 2005). A detailed understanding of this history is not required in explaining the role 

Complexity Theory plays in this thesis, and as such I have excluded it from this review. Here I 

synthesise the literature as it describes the study of complex systems, unpacking the principles 

considered relevant in exploring the salient stakeholders in the evolution of business models in 

Clubland.  

 

Complexity Theory can be understood as an emerging body of work engaged in understanding 

complex adaptive systems (CAS) through a framework provided in the natural sciences (particularly 

biology and physics) and chaos mathematics (Cillers 2000; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2009; Mitleton-
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Kelly 2001; Stacey et al. 2000;). As Coveney and Highfield (1995) have pointed out, complexity 

theory represents a 

 

branch of science [that attempts] to demonstrate why the whole universe is greater 

than the sum of its many parts, and how all its components come together to produce 

overarching patterns (p. 5). 

 

The paradigm shift from Newtonian mechanics to Lorenz’s Chaos Theory (Daneke 2005; Gleik 

1987;) in the natural sciences has begun to filter in to the study of social/human systems (Cilliers 

2005; Bloch 2005; Daneke 2005; Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007; Nunn 2007; Stacey et 

al. 2000; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001). In the sphere of social complexity, authors exhibit the trend of 

creating lists of principles by which complex systems behave (see Cilliers 2005; Daneke 2005; Gleik 

1987; Kauffman 1995; Lewin & Regine 2001; Tsoukas 1998). 

 

In defining what constitutes a complex adaptive system, I draw upon the ideas presented in Kuhn 

(2009) and Kuhn & Woog (2007), which offers an opportunity to distil previously presented lists 

(such as those available in Cilliers 2005; Daneke 2005; Gleik 1987; Kauffman 1995; Lewin & Regine 

2001) into three mutually informative principles. In defining her complexity cosmography, which 

outlines an understanding of the ‘basic organising principles of a complexity framework’ (Kuhn 

2009:29), Kuhn suggests that complex systems are self-organising, dynamic and emergent.  

 

The first characteristic of complex systems is that they are self-organising. The self-organising nature 

of complex systems highlights ‘a system’s affinity for evolving’ (Mahmud 2009:3), reshaping 

themselves into new organisational forms. Within the reviewed literature, self-organisation has been 

strongly linked to communication (especially in the sharing of socially defined rules) between the 

different actors within the system (Hammond & Sanders 2002; Kuhn 2007; Mahmud 2009;) and 

occurs in response to the presence of attractors (Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007; Goldstein 2013; 

Mitleton-Kelly 2003; Mahmud 2009, 2011; Stevenson 2012;). Attractors will be revisited in Section 

2.4.1 below, as one of the key metaphors associated with Complexity Theory. For now, attractors can 

be understood as those ‘things’ that give rise to order in complex systems (Aram & Noble 1999; 

Cioffi-Revilla 2005; Davies et al. 2007; Fotopoulos 2000; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; Kuhn 

2007; Mahmud 2009, 2011; Stevenson 2012).  

 

Self-organisation in response to attractors is the key driving force behind the dynamic and emergent 

behaviours exhibited by complex systems (Davies et al. 2007; Fotopoulos 2000; Goldstein 2013; 

Holbrook 2003; Kuhn 2007; Maguire & McKelvey 1999; Mahmud 2009, 2011; Stevenson 201). This 

self-organisation is said to be sensitive to initial conditions (see Section 2.4.3 below), meaning that 
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small changes in the micro scale have nonlinear implications at the macro level (Goldstein 1999; 

Kuhn 2009). In the context of my research, self-organisation refers to the processes through which 

business models have involved. This extends to include both the doing of club business and in the 

way clubs engage with stakeholders. 

 

The second characteristic of complex systems is that they are dynamic. The principle of dynamism 

refers to the ‘continuous movement of [complex systems] as they adapt, respond to and influence 

others and the environment (social and physical) within which they exist’ (Kuhn 2009:29). In essence, 

complex systems are dynamic because they exist in a constant state of flux, self-organising around 

attractors (Black & Farias 2000; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Stacey 2003). This flux has, on occasion, been 

referred to as a move from equilibrium to disequilibrium; or more commonly in complexity discourse: 

operating from the edge of chaos (Bloch 2005; Cilliers 2005; Daneke 2005; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 

2003; Kauffman 1995; Mahmud 2009; Mitleton-Kelly 2003; Stacey et al. 2000; Stevenson 2012;). 

The edge of chaos (as a metaphor for the complex relationship between self-organisation, dynamism 

and emergence) will be discussed in section 2.4.4 below. Dynamism is particularly important in my 

research given the assumed change in business models as clubs have self-organised in relation to 

changes in their environment. These changes could be the challenges brought forth by policy makers 

or as part of the strategic choices made by club boards and managers. 

 

The third characteristic of complex systems is that they are emergent. Within the reviewed literature, 

emergence seems to be the most important characteristic in distinguishing a complex system from that 

of the mechanical systems associated with conventional systems thinking. The concept of emergence 

has also had a significant impact on my research design. Broadly speaking, the principle of emergence 

outlines ‘the arising of novel and coherent structures, patterns, and properties during the process of 

self-organization in complex systems’ (Goldstein 1999:49). Goldstein (1999) offers five 

characteristics that could be used to identify emergent phenomena: radical novelty; coherence or 

correlation; global or macro level; dynamical and ostensive. Each of these characteristics and the 

relevance to the exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland 

will now be explored. 

 

Radical novelty suggests that the results of self-organisation, when new to the system being observed, 

could be considered as emergent. In Goldstein (2013) radical novelty was extended to include the 

notions of ‘unpredictability, non-deducibility, and irreducibility’ (p. 82) suggesting that emergent 

phenomena cannot be known or foreseeable before they occur. When applied to the study of evolving 

business models, Goldstein’s characteristic of radical novelty suggests that an emergent business 

model surprises the manager. In essence, for the model identified in this study to be emergent, it must 

not have formed part of the initial planned strategic direction of the club. 
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The characteristic of coherence or correlation highlights that even though the novel outcomes of 

emergent phenomena result in unforeseeable forms, these new forms ‘maintain some sense of identity 

(Goldstein 1999:50). Maintaining this identity is an important feature of fractality and will be 

discussed in section 2.4 when introducing the metaphors of Complexity Theory. For the study of 

evolving business models in Clubland, the characteristic of coherence or correlation suggests that 

while the emergent business model may be surprising, it would still adhere to the basic principles of 

Clubland. These principles were assumed to be that clubs are not for profit, and the model of clubs 

creates value for the membership. However, as this thesis demonstrates, there may have been a 

significant change in how club managers define who is a member.  

 

Somewhat related to the coherence characteristic, Goldstein (1999) argued that emergence occurred at 

the global or macro level. For Goldstein (1999), emergent phenomena do not occur at the micro level 

owing to the coherence characteristic where emergence carried a sense of the former identity. For 

Goldstein therefore, identity is a macro construct. However, Kuhn (2009) points to a more complex 

relationship between global, macro and micro relationships, arguing that ‘emergence carries with it 

the idea that micro-phenomena give rise to macro-phenomena’ (p. 31). It is through the relationship of 

micro-phenomena to macro-identity that my research is able to create an understanding of the meta-

model of Clubland. This occurs through the abstraction of my conversations with club managers (the 

micro level) and what this may hold for the macro level (business models in Clubland). 

 

Goldstein’s (1999) characteristic of dynamical is somewhat encapsulated in the discussion of 

dynamism as a principle of complex systems above. Emergent phenomena ‘arise as a complex system 

evolves over time’ (Goldstein 1999:50). Emergence is therefore a product of interactions among 

agents in a complex system.  

 

All the reviewed papers that sought to define complexity (or explain a complex system and its many 

synonyms) made specific mention of emergence. However there is some disagreement as to what 

exactly constitutes emergence (Goldstein 2013; Kuhn 2007). The largest point of contention, 

according to Kuhn (2009), is in the nature of what constitutes emergent phenomena. In particular, 

whether emergence only refers to phenomena that ‘are not at all predictable, that utterly surprises us’ 

(Kuhn 2009:32), or whether this emergence is the result of limitations in our own sense-making 

activities (Kuhn 2009). For the purposes of my research, the latter is assumed: emergence is 

inherently related to our sense making; a question of whether the change is something we expected.  

 

Through a consideration of Goldstein’s characteristics of emergent phenomenon, I am able to propose 

a working definition for emergence in my research: 
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Emergence refers to the unexpected and previously unknowable macro structures 

created through the self-organisation of micro elements.  

 

Applying this definition of emergence to the context of my research, business models in Clubland (the 

macro structure) may emerge from the complex interaction of stakeholders (the micro elements) as 

they respond to attractors in the environment. By Goldstein’s standards, the model can only be truly 

emergent when there is a significant degree of novelty (unpredictability). However, emergence as it is 

to be applied in my research, refers to the novelty created in the sense-making activities of those 

persons involved (Kuhn 2009; Kuhn & Woog 2007). Emergent phenomena are therefore unknowable 

in planning but through attractor analysis can be understood with hindsight.  

 

Complex systems are defined in this thesis as systems that constantly adapt to stimuli in their 

environment (dynamic self-organisation) resulting in new, unforeseeable (emergent) structures. The 

suitability of the complexity paradigm to the study of business organisations is well supported in the 

literature (for example, see Benvenuto 2005; Bloch 2005; Burgleman 1991; Caldart & Ricart 2003; 

Cioffie-Revilla 2005; Dent 2003; e Cunha & da Cunha 2006; Eisenhardt & Bingham 2007; 

Fotopoulos 2000; Holbrook 2003; Kuhn 2009; Maguire & McKelvey 1999; Mahmud 2009, 2011; 

Meyer et al. 1998; Sanchez 1997; Stacey 2003; Stacey et al. 2000;). As Lewin and Regine (2001) 

point out: 

 

…business organizations are also complex adaptive systems. This means that what 

complexity scientists are learning about natural systems has the potential to illuminate 

the fundamental dynamic of business organizations, too ... when we speak of 

businesses as complex adaptive system ... we are saying that by understanding the 

characteristics of complex adaptive systems in general, we can find a way to 

understand and work with the deep nature of organizations.... This new science ... 

leads to a new theory of business that places people and relationships – how people 

interact with each other, the kinds of relationships they form – into dramatic relief.... 

In a nonlinear, dynamic world ... the interactions among agents in the system lead to 

complex, unpredictable outcomes. In this world, interactions or relationships among 

its agents are the organizing principle.... Complexity science in the business realm 

therefore focuses on relationships (p. 6). 

 

However, what is not clear in the literature around complexity and organisation studies is whether 

complexity-informed inquiry is the study of the principles of an independently objective ontology 

(organisations ‘are’ complex) or whether these are studies around principles by which we understand 

the organisation (Maguire & McKelvey 1999). In their attempt to answer the, What is complexity?” 
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question, Richardson and Cilliers (2001) suggested that the literature represents three distinct 

communities: Reductionist Complexity Science; Soft Complexity Science and Complexity Thinking. 

Each of these communities takes a different position as to where complexity exists (objective 

ontology or in our chosen epistemology). Rather than seeking to settle this debate, my research 

chooses to operate within two of these communities where complexity is a principle of our thinking. 

In my thesis, the understanding of Complexity Theory is aligned with authors from both the ‘Soft 

Complexity Science’ (Aram & Noble 1999; Fotopoulos 2000; Dent 2003; Holbrook 2003; Bloch 

2005; Benvenuto 2005; Cioffie-Revilla 2005; Gould 2009; Kuhn 2009) and ‘Complexity Thinking’ 

(Cilliers 2001, 2005; Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukous & Hatch 2001; Kuhn 2007; Kuhn & Woog 

2007; Kuhn, Woog & Salner 2011) communities. Each community will now be explored. 

 

2.3.1 Reductionist complexity community 

Richardson and Cilliers (2001) argue that the reductionist complexity science (or ‘first order 

complexity’ (Tsoukas & Hatch 2001) community can be linked to the quest for a ‘theory of 

everything’ through which theorists seek to ‘reduce the wide richness of reality to a handful of 

powerful, algebraic expressions’ (Richardson & Cilliers 2001:6). To authors in this community, 

complexity is a property of the system itself, and typically, authors will attempt to map the behaviour 

of complex systems using advanced computer modeling (Maguire & McKelvey 1999; Richardson & 

Cilliers 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001). While this understanding of complexity is far too rigid for the 

approach taken in this thesis, the reductionist complexity science community is valuable in providing 

rich descriptions of the properties of complex systems (for instance, see Goldstein 1999, 2013a & 

2013b; Stacey 2000; Stacey et al. 2000; Miller & Page 2007). For me, many of these properties serve 

as metaphor, a lens through which human interaction can be understood (as will be discussed in more 

detail in section 2.4). 

 

2.3.2 Soft complexity community (complexity as metaphor) 

In contrast to those who argue that complexity is a property of the system, there have been a number 

of authors who suggest that Complexity Theory is best utilised as an analytical tool. In this 

community, analysis of observed social interaction (such as that seen in qualitative studies) is 

typically shaped through a set of metaphors commonly used in complexity-informed inquiry (Maguire 

& McKelvey 1999; Aram & Noble 1999; Fotopoulos 2000; Holbrook 2003; Cioffi-Revilla 2005; 

Gould 2009; Kuhn 2009). The use of such metaphors allow for the discussion of complex 

phenomenon without oversimplification. 
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Metaphors and analogies, like the rest of language, are tools, enabling their users to do 

certain things in the world by drawing people’s attention to what is thought to be 

important (Tsoukas 1998:304). 

 

While complexity as metaphor may be particularly useful in explaining the evolution of club models 

in Clubland, there is an observable shortcoming in this approach discussed in the literature written by 

authors in the reductionist complexity science community (Tsoukas 1998; Richardson & Cilliers 

2001; Holbrook 2003).  

 

Goldstein (2013) is extremely critical of those authors carrying a social constructivist undertone with 

their application of complexity theory, suggesting that constructivism brings a ‘highly misinformed 

and erroneous reasoning’ (Goldstein 2013:85). Of the largest concern to those with a reductionist 

complexity background is the misuse and misappropriation of the language of complexity science 

(Tsoukas 1998; Richardson & Cilliers 2001; Holbrook 2003). However, as Tsoukas (1998) has 

pointed out: 

 

True, these concepts may have acquired somewhat different meanings in the social 

sciences compared to the meanings that they have in the disciplines where they were 

first developed. But there is nothing sacrosanct about original meaning anyway (p. 

305). 

 

In a more detailed defence of complexity as metaphor, Holbrook (2003) points to the impact of 

humankind’s capacity for reason and reflection not seen in the biological and mathematical systems 

on which the reductionist complexity community ground their work: 

 

It goes without saying that – for various inanimate systems such as those found in the 

physical environment or for various biological systems such as those characterizing 

animal species – adaptive evolution or emergent self-organization tends to occur 

without a conscious awareness or purposeful intent on the part of the objects or 

participants involved. To attribute intentionality to such a process of ‘nature red in 

tooth and claw’ would be to commit a teleological fallacy. Nonetheless, there is the 

hope that what natural systems accomplish by means of essentially bloody and violent 

processes (survival of the fittest), human systems may sometimes achieve by means of 

foresight and planning or, in short, by means of appropriate strategy formulation. 

Hence, we shall often speak of business managers engaged in solving marketing 

problems, or artists involved with creating jazz or other artforms [sic] in ways that 

imply a purposeful participation in shaping the process of adaptation via the 

achievement of emergent order. In this sense, metaphors relating to complex systems 

from the physical or biological realms to those from the human realms of management 
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or artistic creation often go beyond the strict limits of the underlying analogies by 

implying that human systems reflect the intentions and purposes of their participants. 

In a sense, human intentions become part of the relevant system under observation (p. 

19). 

 

Tsoukas (1998), Holbrook (2003) and others from the soft complexity science community point to the 

usefulness of the language of complexity to help discuss the complex result of dynamic, emergent and 

self-organising behaviour. In justification of their approaches, soft complexity authors point to the 

potential for human reasoning and reflection to pervert the stricter principles seen in the natural world. 

Kuhn & Woog (2007) have conceptualised this difference through the notion of human experiential 

space. Such space, much like complex systems, is characterised as chaotic (unpredictable but 

understandable with hindsight), multidimensional (constructed through multiple and interrelated 

connections), nonlinear (experience interacts with time) and organised around attractors (Kuhn & 

Woog 2007; McKelvey 1999). In my research, the evolution of business models, as a tool within 

strategic management, is conceptualised as a product of human experiential space. 

 

2.3.3 Complexity thinking community (complexity as paradigm) 

Complexity thinking (Richardson & Cilliers 2001) or ‘second order complexity’ (Tsoukas & Hatch 

2001) focuses on the ‘limited and provisional nature of all understanding’ (Richardson & Cilliers 

2001:8). This community suggests that whether one considers complexity as a property of the system 

(systems are complex), an analytical tool (the complex adaptive system as a metaphor for the 

organisation), or some combination of the two, an application of Complexity Theory requires a 

change in the nature of the relationship between ontology and epistemology (Richardson & Cilliers 

2001, Tsoukas & Hatch 2001; Kuhn 2007). Capturing arguments made in Kuhn (2007), Table 3 

below summarises these ontological and epistemological relationships, comparing complexity 

thinking to other paradigms. 
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Table 3 - Comparing research paradigms (adapted from Kuhn 2007) 

A Complexity Paradigm as presented in Kuhn (2007) 

Ontology 

Positivist There is a single tangible reality that can be fragmented into independent variables 

(p. 172). 

Constructivist There are multiple constructed realities that are best studied holistically (p. 172). 

Complexity Reality is dynamic, self-organising and emergent. It is both singular and multiple at 

the same time and although ‘it’ may be studied from various perspectives the act of 

study will affect the ‘reality’ observed (p. 172). 

Epistemology 

Positivist The knower and the known are independent (p. 172). 

Constructivist The knower and the known interact and are inseparable (p. 172). 

Complexity Not only are the knower and the known dynamic, self-organising and emerging, 

the relationship of the knower to the known is likewise dynamic, self-organising, 

and emerging (p. 173). 

Generalisation of findings 

Positivist Time- and context-free generalisations are possible, and thus the aim of inquiry is 

to develop knowledge in the form of generalisations that are time-and context-free 

truth statements (p. 173). 

Constructivist Only time- and context-related working hypotheses are possible (p. 173). 

Complexity Only time- and context-related working hypotheses are possible unless one moves 

to discussion of very general organising principles (p. 173). 

Causality 

Positivist There are real causes that are temporally precedent to or simultaneous with their 

effects (p. 173). 

Constructivist Entities mutually shape one another so that it is impossible to distinguish causes 

from effects (p. 173). 

Complexity Entities mutually shape one another so that it is impossible to distinguish causes 

from effects. Rather than causal linkages, other organizing patterns may be 

identified (such as relating to attractors or edge of chaos zones) (p. 173). 

Axiology 

Positivist Values do not have a role in inquiry. Inquiry should be value free. (p. 173). 

Constructivist Inquiry is value bound. The inquirer expresses his or her values through the choice 

of: problem, paradigm to guide the inquiry process, theory to guide the data 

gathering and treatment processes. The inquiry is also influenced by the values 

within the context (p. 173). 

Complexity Values are inherently implicated in the inquiry process. Often it will be focus on 

values that will guide the process toward a satisfying outcome (p. 173). 

 

From Table 3, the nature of the relationship between what is known (ontology) and how one comes to 

know (epistemology) is understood as operating by the same principles of a complex adaptive system. 
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From the perspective of complexity thinking, knowledge emerges from the dynamic self-organisation 

of those seeking to know. Knowledge is therefore highly sensitive to the conditions through which it 

was created, suggesting that reality (from the perspective of complexity thinking) is not a stable 

concept, but exists in the processes through which it was created. Any change to the knowers 

involved, or the processes through which they created their knowledge causes significant changes in 

the reality that has been observed.  

 

The conceptualisation of the complex relationship between ontology and epistemology requires 

complexity thinkers to take modest positions when exploring complex phenomena (Cilliers 2005) 

such as the evolution of business models. These modest positions, which are ‘reflective positions that 

are careful about the reach of the claims being made and of the constraints that make these claims 

possible’ (Cilliers 2005:77) correspond with the approach to generalisation and causality outlined by 

Kuhn (2007) in table 3 above. Applying this understanding of complexity thinking to the exploration 

of business model evolution in Clubland suggests a significant limitation on the findings of my 

research. These limitations and potential mitigating strategies incorporated into the research design 

are discussed in chapter 6. 

 

In addition to the modest position of complexity thinking, there are two more key influences on my 

use of complexity theory in this research: complexity as narrative (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & 

Hatch 2001) and the ethical dimension to complexity theory (Cilliers 2000, 2001, 2005). Each is 

considered a position taken within the sphere of complexity thinking. The influence of complexity as 

narrative and the ethical dimension of complexity will now be explored. 

 

2.3.3.1 Complexity as narrative 

Within the complexity thinking community, that is those who recognise ‘the limits of our knowledge 

in the light of complexity’ (Richardson & Cilliers 2001:7), exists a small community who 

conceptualise complexity thinking as a process of constructive narratives (Luhman & Boje 2001; 

Tsoukas & Hatch 2001). The conceptualisation of complexity as narrative has had a significant 

influence on the use of Complexity Theory in my research. Much of this influence is observable in the 

research design and as such is discussed in chapter 6. Here I discuss the underlying principles and 

what complexity as narrative means for the study of who and what matters in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland.  

 

In the complexity-as-narrative subset of the complexity thinking community, complexity is 

conceptualised as existing ‘in the dialectic between chaos and entropy that can only be seen in 

discrete moments of time and space’ (Best & Kellner 1997:221). Luhman and Boje (2001) and 
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Tsoukas and Hatch (2001) argue that research, the most effective way of understanding such 

complexity, should take a narrative approach.  

 

 2.3.3.2 The ethical dimension of Complexity Theory 

As part of his characterisation of ‘complex thinking’, Cilliers (2005:77) has made arguments for 

recognising an ethical component of complexity in which we recognise the limits of our knowledge 

created through our choices. As he points out, the ethical domain exists in the 

 

inevitability of choices that cannot be backed up scientifically or objectively … Our 

decisions are guided by some notion of what we think the organization should be – 

and it is in this ‘should’ that the ethical dimension is contained. If the organization 

decides ‘The bottom line is our first priority’, then that is the kind of organization it 

would be: nothing comes in the way of making money. The central issue here is that a 

system of values is exactly that. Values are not natural things that we can read off the 

face of nature; we choose them. It is not written in the stars that the bottom line is vital 

to the survival of a company, it comes with accepting a certain understanding of what 

a company should be under, say, capitalist conditions…. The ethical position is not 

something imposed on an organization, something that is expected of it. It is an 

inevitable result of the inability of a theory of complexity to provide a complete 

description of all aspects of the system (Cilliers 2001:29–30). 

 

For Cilliers, the ethical dimension is about taking on the responsibility for the impact of our choices. 

For me, this suggests that one must be cognisant of the potential impact the researcher may have on 

the future self-organisation of the system being studied. This led to the incorporation of appreciative 

inquiry as part of my research design (see chapter 6). Another key consideration in the ethical 

dimension was the need to conceptualise research outcomes as ‘modest claims’ (Cilliers 2005:83).  

 

Maguire and McKelvey (1999) have likened the soft interpretations of complexity (such as that 

employed in my research) to hermeneutic inquiry, in particular the principle of charity. The principle 

of charity has been used to explain the role of truth in communication (Davidson 2001; Gadamer 

1994). The charity principle holds that for meaning to be conveyed through communication, one must 

assume that the communicator is speaking the truth, or at least, their truth (Davidson 2001; Hendrickx 

1999). For the purposes of my research, the ‘principle of charity’ is considered as an extension of 

Cilliers’ ethical domain and has also had a significant impact on the research design. While this will 

be discussed in greater detail in chapter 6, here I continue the relationship between Cilliers and 

hermeneutics (as alluded to in Maguire & McKelvey 1999) and introduce the principles along which 

the relationship between researcher and research participant has been managed. For this project, I 
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consider that my interactions have been managed according to White’s (1999) four laws of 

hermeneutic inquiry: 

 

1. Social Actors must be understood by their own terms 

2. interactions must be taken in context 

3. researchers must have an existing relationship or mutuality 

4. interpretation must conform to the intention of the actors. 

 

Applying the ethical dimension of complexity to my research suggests that as I engage with club 

managers and their stories about the evolving business models in Clubland, I must be aware of the 

potential impact that such narratives may have on the future self-organisation of the participating 

managers.  

 

So far this chapter has established that complexity theory refers to the study of systems that are self-

organising, dynamic and emergent. The study of complex systems has been explored through three 

separate but somewhat mutually informed communities: hard complexity scientists for whom 

complexity is a characteristic of the system; soft complexity theorists for whom complexity serves as 

a metaphor for organisations; and complexity thinkers who argue that in both the aforementioned 

communities, complexity represents an ontological and epistemological position. It is now possible to 

have a more direct discussion in relation to how complexity thinking will be used in this thesis. This is 

to be achieved through a review of the metaphors of complexity theory.  

 

2.4 The Metaphors of Complexity 

In addition to serving as a paradigm for investigation, there have been a number of authors whose 

work suggests that complexity theory is best utilised as an analytical tool. Analysis is typically shaped 

through a set of metaphors commonly used in a complexity-informed inquiry (Aram & Noble 1999; 

Benvenuto 2005; Cioffie-Revilla 2005; Dent 2003; Fotopoulos 2000; Gould 2009; Holbrook 2003; 

Kuhn 2009; Maguire 1999). The metaphors discussed here (attractors, fractals, sensitivity to initial 

conditions, the edge of chaos and fitness landscapes) are by no means a complete set. Rather, they 

have been selected due to a perceived usefulness in exploring business models in Clubland. The 

perception of their usefulness has been influenced by the incidence of these metaphors in the broader 

complexity literature, with specific attention also given to complexity-informed literature in the 

strategic management domain.  
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2.4.1 Attractors  

Attractors are the influential force behind the self-organising behaviour of complex systems (Bak 

1996; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Luhman & Boje 2001; 

Stacey et al. 2000;). Kuhn (2007) suggests that it is useful to see the sun as an attractor for the planets 

of the solar system. That is to say, that the planets and their various systems organise themselves 

around the sun. According to Luhman & Boje (2001:163) attractors 

 

emerge out of the interaction of individual components within a complex system, and 

may even emerge out of a coherent effort of these individual components. Attractors 

act on the systemic level with processes that can conform or constrain the individual 

behaviours of individual components (p. 163). 

 

In understanding the conforming or constraining effect of attractors, Bloch (2005) identifies a 

typology of attractors influencing the self-organising behaviour of complex systems. This typology 

consists of limiting attractors that hold a system to previously identified forms, and strange attractors 

which result in new, emergent patterns of organisation. This typology is summarised in table 4 below. 

 

Table 4 - Attractor typology 

Attractor Typology (Bloch 2005) Description  

Limiting  

Point attractors Systems appear to be pulled toward one state 

Pendulum attractors 
Systems move between two identifiable states 

forming the image of a swinging pendulum 

Torus attractors 

Systems move in a circular state, but not quite 

moving on the same path creating an expanding 

doughnut or cylindrical shape. 

Emergent Strange attractors 

Strange attractors emerge from chaotic states and 

generally form fractal shapes when plotted 

mathematically 

 

Identifying and understanding attractors offers insight into the reason behind emergent phenomenon 

(Kuhn 2009). Therefore, through attractor analysis (Kuhn & Woog 2007), to be discussed in chapter 

6, my research allows for discussion of the key drivers of the evolution of business models in 

Clubland.  

 

2.4.2 Fractals  

Fractals describe mathematical patterns in which a scale image is the same as the whole (Mandelbrot 

1977). Figure 2 below offers a visual representation of what has come to be known as the Mandelbrot 

set. Starting at the top left, figure 2 shows a gradual increase in the magnification of scale. The 

principle of fractality holds that as we move through the levels of magnification (the fractal scales) we 
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see a repetition of the broader structure (Mandelbrot 1977). The nature of fractals makes it difficult to 

know which level of the fractal hierarchy we are observing.  

 

 

Figure 2. The Mandelbrot Set (reproduced and altered with permission of copyright holder Dr Wolfgang Beyer) 

 

Many of the reviewed complexity authors have identified fractality as either a principle of a complex 

system or a metaphor for organisation (Bak 1996; Bloch 2005; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; 

Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2009; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Luhman & Boje 2001; Levick & Kuhn 2007; 

Stacey 2000; Stacey et al. 2000). As a metaphor in organisational studies, fractals allow for the 

exploration of self-similar (or repeated) patterns of behaviour across different levels of analysis 

(Holbrook 2003). For Levick and Kuhn (2007), 

 

Fractality is a ‘virtual’ structure that captures many characteristics or dimensions 

simultaneously. These may comprise the individual, local, regional, national and 

global in a single snapshot. This perspective enables us to view units and individuals 

within organizations as in some ways representative of larger wholes (p. 267). 

 

The identification of fractal patterns largely relates to the influence of attractors (Kuhn & Woog 

2007). In this sense, an attractor identified at the level of the individual, should continue to exert some 

influence at the broader macro scale. However, the principle of nonlinear emergence suggests that 

while the attractor may be present, it will not necessarily have the same impact at each fractal scale. 

This nonlinear emergence can be explored through sensitivity to initial conditions as a complexity 

metaphor.  

 

The fractal metaphor is particularly important in understanding how my discussions with club 

managers may come to provide insights about the industry more broadly. In this sense, attractors 

governing business models in the individual clubs (as represented through the individual managers) 

can be considered as impacting upon business models at the industry level. By this, I am suggesting 
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that if the manager is a smaller fractal scale of the club which they manage, the club then represents a 

fractal scale of the New South Wales registered clubs industry. Together, these fractal scales create 

the pattern that this thesis refers to as Clubland. Taking the fractality out to one more level, the 

lessons from Clubland may then be able to point to a more generalised discussion about the nature of 

business model evolution. 

 

2.4.3 Sensitivity to initial conditions 

Within the reviewed literature, there are a number of labels authors use to discuss a complex system’s 

sensitivity to initial conditions. These labels include, but are not limited to, the ‘avalanche metaphor’ 

(Bak 1996), ‘self-organising criticality’ (Kuhn & Woog 2007; Nunn 2007) and the common (almost 

colloquial) ‘Butterfly effect’ (Dooley, Johnson & Bush 1995; Holbrook 2003). In essence such labels 

are ‘a compact way of saying that complex systems are nonlinear, inherently unpredictable, and 

dependent on history’ (Nunn, 2007:99). It is generally accepted in the literature that complex systems 

exhibit great sensitivity to changes in initial conditions (Bak 1996; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; 

Kauffman 1995; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Nunn 2007 Stacey et al. 2000;  ).  

 

Understanding sensitivity to initial conditions as a metaphor is useful in explain both the emergent 

phenomena associated with complex systems and, with the assistance of fractality, why complex 

systems carry a sense of identity (Goldstein 2013; Kuhn & Woog 2007). Complex systems 

demonstrate their sensitivity when small changes in the micro scale result in emergent structures at the 

macro scale (Goldstein 2013).  

 

2.4.4 Edge of chaos  

The edge of chaos describes a condition where complex entities seem to draw order from chaos. First 

introduced by Chris Langton (1990), the metaphor gained popularity in the social sciences as a way of 

describing the chaotic self-organisation that leads to innovation (Kaufman 1995; Kuhn 2007). In an 

attempt to bridge the language gap, there is a growing trend within business understandings of 

complexity to refer to the ‘edge of chaos’ as the ‘zone of emergent complexity’ (Carlisle & McMillan 

2006). The edge of chaos, while a chaotic and somewhat unstable zone allows for an emergence of 

structure and innovation, but when the dynamics become too intense, and individuals begin to fear the 

chaos, the metaphor becomes the chaotic edge (Kuhn, Woog & Hodgson 2003). Here momentum and 

creativity is lost when individuals begin to see themselves as vulnerable and act accordingly. To 

explain through analogy: If we view an organisation as a saucepan of water heating on a stove, we 

may gain a better understanding of the two metaphors. If we turn up the heat on the stove, we see 

action in the water, the bubbles begin to surface as we approach boiling point. This bubbling stage 

represents the edge of chaos, a point where the pressure (heat from the stove) is causing the water to 
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act dynamically, if we keep increasing the heat, eventually the water boils and we lose volume as 

vapour; this is the ‘critical edge’. Similarly, if we turn the heat down we lose the activity. Operating 

from the edge of chaos, any perceived positive effect this has on creativity has been a key 

consideration in the development of the branch of strategic management written from a complexity 

perspective (Anderson 1999; Burgleman 1991; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Davies et al. 2007; Meyer et al. 

1998; E Cunha & de Cunha 2006; Sanchez 1997; Stacey 2000). In the context of my research, the 

edge of chaos serves as a metaphor for the perceived uncertainty clubs participate in. I assume that 

this largely relates to the uncertainty created by government intervention (as espoused in the 2007 

ClubsNSW and individual club submissions to IPART). Use of the edge of chaos metaphor in writing 

the narrative of this thesis will also be useful in exploring the nature of business model evolution, 

particularly when studied along with attractors. For instance, which attractors have brought managers 

into a zone of emergent complexity (Carlisle & McMillan 2006) and what interactions within that 

chaos have led to emergent, or (at least) evolved business models? 

 

2.4.5 Fitness landscapes 

Fitness landscapes is a concept with strong roots in biology and is often used to explain the role of 

natural selection and adaptation at play in evolution (Kauffman 1995; Anderson 1999; Caldar et al. 

2003; Holbrook 2003). Commenting on landscapes, Kauffman (1995) states: 

 

Adaptation is usually thought of as a process of ‘hill climbing’ through minor 

variations toward ‘peaks’ of high fitness on a fitness landscape. And natural selection 

is thought of as ‘pulling’ an adaptation population toward such peaks. We can imagine 

a mountain range on which populations of organisms are feeling their way to the 

summits (p. 154). 

 

Figure 3 below offers a visual representation of the fitness landscapes metaphor, demonstrating the 

peaks of fitness on the range. The range represents the different strategies of survival, the process of 

natural selection resulting in the increased fitness of a species and its ultimate survival. 
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Figure 3. Fitness Landscape (Olsen 2013) 

 

The fitness landscape metaphor has particular relevance to the strategic management field in that it 

can be used to help explain the relationship between strategy selection and competitive advantage 

(Anderson 1999; Caldar & Ricart 2003; Gould & Arndt 2010; Stacey 2000). For instance, a strategic 

decision by a manager sets a firm on a path of progressively increasing their fitness on the landscape 

(Anderson 1999; Caldar & Ricart 2003). The path of progressive fitness is represented in figure 3 

above as a colour, with each colour representing a different strategy. When the firm reaches the peak 

of its performance it is able to look out across the landscape. Owing to the co-evolutionary nature of 

complex systems, managers may often find higher peaks that may be attainable with a different 

strategy which has been adopted by a competitor (Gould & Arndt 2010). The relationship between 

fitness landscapes and strategic management will be explored in more detail in chapter 3, which 

reviews the emergence of business model concepts as a part of the strategic management discipline. In 

the context of my research, the fitness landscapes metaphor points to ‘human problem solving [as 

moving] purposefully toward the highest level of performance’ (Holbrook 2003:21). 

 

2.5 Chapter summary 

This chapter has established Complexity Theory as a paradigmatic framework for the investigation of 

business models in Clubland, highlighting the associated underlying principles and terminology. 

Complex systems were defined as those which dynamically self-organise in response to attractors. 

This self-organisation results in emergent (surprising and unpredictable) structures. These emergent 

structures are inherently sensitive to initial conditions, suggesting that small changes in the micro 

elements (individuals, teams, customers, etc.) can have dramatic effects in the macro environment. In 

my research I employ complex thinking (Richardson & Cilliers 2001) as it applies in human 

experiential space (Kuhn & Woog 2007). This suggests that complexity is indeed a property of the 
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system (Clubland), but this complexity comes as a result of my complexity-informed epistemology. If 

clubs are, as I choose to conceptualise them, self-organising, dynamic and chaotic organisations, the 

authors of Complexity Theory reviewed in this chapter suggest that my thinking about the club needs 

to be dynamic, emergent and self-organising. To facilitate this thinking I will draw on complexity 

metaphors as a language to help describe complex phenomenon without oversimplification. 

Specifically, attractors and fractals serve as an opportunity for analysing my data and will help in the 

explanation of why business models evolve. The metaphors of sensitivity to initial conditions, the 

edge of chaos and fitness landscapes will be useful in creating the narratives around the evolution of 

business models in Clubland. 

 

The following chapter will review the business model concept that has evolved within the strategic 

management discipline. The business model concept is a relatively recent development in academic 

management literature and there is limited literature available detailing a potential link between 

complexity and business models. However, there is some literature that deals with complexity 

implications for the broader strategic management field. As such, the language and principles of 

Complexity Theory, as discussed in this chapter, will be carried forward. 
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3. Review of the business model concept 

3.1 Introduction 

The introduction chapter of this thesis established the research project as being context driven. 

Therefore, the purpose of the review presented here was not originally guided by a need to find gaps 

within the knowledge of business models; rather this review offered an opportunity to present the key 

definitions, features and uses of the concept in order to identify its relevance and importance in 

understanding Clubland. However, as this review will reveal, the literature demonstrates two 

limitations that impact the utility of the business model concept in understanding Clubland: a profit 

and customer bias (the business model is about money) and a determinism bias (the business model is 

a rational strategic decision). These limitations of utility offer an opportunity to contribute to the 

broader literature of business models through an application of the complexity paradigm and 

contextualisation within the not-for-profit environment. Beginning with a review of the definition and 

elements of the business model, this review will highlight that while the current literature has clearly 

been developed with the for-profit firm in mind, business models offer a framework to capture what 

Clubland managers see as the value of the club to its many stakeholders. This will be followed by a 

review of literature detailing the theoretical and practical underpinnings of changing business models. 

Also included in this chapter is a review of the impact of complexity thinking on the broader area of 

strategic management as a way of facilitating some discussion around the role and nature of business 

models in a complexity paradigm. 

 

3.2 A review of the definitions and elements of a business model 

The business model concept is a relatively new phenomenon in management research (Amit & Zott 

2001; Chesbrough 2010; Johnson 2010; Sosna et al. 2010), emerging in the early 2000s in reference 

to the ‘new’ economy (Schweizer 2005; Zott et al. 2011). This new economy refers to the rise of e-

commerce. The use of business models as a framework for understanding e-business has had a 

significant impact on the evolution of the business model concept, with literature typically focusing 

on the relationship between technology (mainly information and communication technology (ICT)), 

strategy and innovation (Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; 

Mahadaven 2000; Osterwalder et al. 2005; Johnson 2010; Zott et al. 2011). 

 

In developing his definition of business models, Osterwalder (2004) explains his definitions for 

‘business’ and ‘model’: 

 

Business: the activity of buying and selling goods and services and earning money 
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Model: a representation of something as a simple description of the object which 

might be used in calculations (p. 14) 

Business Model: a representation of how a company buys and sells goods and services 

and earns money (p. 14). 

 

While this may have been a useful first step, it does highlight a challenge for the use of the business 

model concept in my research. The definition of business (as applied by Osterwalder above) implies 

that business is about earning money. This immediately suggests that the model is about exploring the 

way that a business earns money. This assumes that profit is the ultimate outcome of any business. 

Even when Osterwalder moves to his more complex definition an ‘earning’ bias is still evident: 

 

A business model is a conceptual tool that contains a set of elements and their 

relationships and allows expressing a company's logic of earning money. It is a 

description of the value a company offers to one or several segments of customers and 

the architecture of the firm and its network of partners for creating, marketing and 

delivering this value and relationship capital, in order to generate profitable and 

sustainable revenue streams (Osterwalder 2004:15). 

 

A similar bias toward earnings and profit can be observed in definitions provided by Itami and 

Nishino (2010), who defined business models as a profit model demonstrating a business delivery, 

and in Teece (2010), who argues that the ‘essence’ of a business model:  

 

crystallizes customer needs and ability to pay, defines the manner by which the 

business enterprise responds to and delivers value to customers, entices customers to 

pay for value, and converts those payments to profit through the proper design and 

operation of the various elements of the value chain (p. 191). 

 

In addition to profit, the concept of value also appears to be intrinsically related to the business model 

concept ( Abraham 2013; Amit & Zott 2001; Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough 

& Rosenbloom 2002; Johnson 2010; Magretta 2002; Mahadaven 2000; Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010; 

Osterwalder et al. 2005; Seelos & Mair 2007; Sosna, et al. 2010; Thompson & MacMillan 2010; Zott 

& Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). While value is rarely defined in the reviewed business model 

literature, it is apparent that value is assumed to be the driving force behind consumption. If we 

increase the value of our product (however the individual model defines it), the customer is more 

likely to purchase from us and our profit increases. However, what is not clear in the reviewed 

literature is whether or not a business model may drive value for the broader consideration of 

stakeholders. While authors such as Seelos and Mair (2007) and Thompson and MacMillan (2010) 

have acknowledged the important role business model design can play in creating positive social 
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outcomes, such discussion has not filtered into the mainstream business model literature. Through a 

review of 1124 annual reports from 96 organizations listed in the Fortune 500 (2011), Alexandru and 

Ioan (2013) have identified who managers currently identify as key stakeholders in communications 

regarding the firm’s business model. Table 5 below summarises their findings, highlighting the 

frequency with which business models have been explicitly linked to a stakeholder. 

 

Table 5 - Frequency of stakeholder in explicit communications about business models  

SOURCE: Alexandru & Ioan 2013 

Stakeholder Frequency % 

Customer/Client/User 165 55.37 

 Customer 116 (38.93) 

 Client 38 (12.75) 

 User 11 (3.69) 

Supplier 32 (10.74%) 10.74 

Partner 32 (10.74%) 10.74 

Shareholders 22 (7.38%) 7.38 

Government 19 (6.38%) 6.38 

Bank 16 (5.73%) 5.73 

Employees 11 (3.69%) 3.69 

Stakeholders 1 (0.34%) 0.34 

 

 

From table 5 above it can be seen that currently, practitioners are linking discussions about business 

models with primary stakeholders. My research, through the investigation of the diversification trend 

in Clubland (as identified by IPART 2008), will allow for further consideration of how stakeholders 

(outside those traditionally discussed in the literature) both affect and are affected by a club’s business 

model, thus expanding the understanding of how a business model drives value. Table 5 above also 

highlights the importance of customers and end users in business model discussions. 

 

Moving away from profit-driven definitions to those definitions that align closely with strategy and 

customer relationships, Markides (2006) suggests that business models might be broadly understood 

as the strategic design of the organisation (Markides 2006). In this respect, business models seek to 

provide a snapshot of: 

 

‘who’, ‘what’, ‘when’, ‘why’, ‘where’, ‘how’ and ‘how much’ [is] involved in 

providing customers and end users with products and services (Mitchell and Coles, 

2003:16).  
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Continuing on from this strategic viewpoint, Magretta (2002) offers a more descriptive set of strategic 

questions around which a business model could be defined: 

 

[Business models are] stories [about] how enterprises work... A good business model 

answers questions: who is the customer? What does the customer value? How do we 

make money in this business? What is the underlying economic logic that explains 

how we can deliver value to customers at an appropriate cost? (p.4) 

 

From the reviewed definitions of business models above, there are two key obstacles to the 

application of a business model concept within Clubland. Firstly, the profit bias (observable in 

Osterwalder 2004; Itami & Nishino 2010; Teece 2010) implies that the objective of the business 

model is to drive profit through the creation of customer value. This introduces the second key 

obstacle to the application of current interpretations of the business model within Clubland: the 

customer bias (observable in Magretta 2002; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 2006; Teece 2010). As 

with many non-profit organisations, the assumption carried into this research was that clubs do not 

have customers; they have members. The key difference here is that third sector organisations are not 

considered as selling their goods or services in the free market. The relationship between club and 

member is assumed to be similar to the relationship between the third sector organisation and their 

client. For this reason, in defining business models in the context of Clubland, my research draws on a 

definition that relates more generally to business models as a representation of strategy and the 

relationship between the firm and its stakeholders. 

 

[A business model offers] a template of how a firm conducts business, how it delivers 

value to stakeholders (Zott & Amit 2010:222) … It is the translation of strategic 

issues, such as strategic positioning and strategic goals into a conceptual model that 

explicitly states how the business functions. The business model serves as a building 

plan that allows designing and realizing the business structure and systems that 

constitute the company’s operational and physical form (Osterwalder et al. 2005:6). 

 

In their review of business model literature, Osterwalder et al. (2005) offer a characterisation of the 

range of definitions and uses of the business model concept presented as a hierarchy. This hierarchy, 

represented below in figure 4, offers an opportunity to discuss the potential role of business models in 

documenting how managers understand the relationship between club and community in Clubland. To 

aid the forthcoming discussion, tiers of the hierarchy have been numbered. Levels one and two make 

reference to conceptual approaches to the business model concept, while level three allows for 

discussion of instances of business models in the literature. 
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Figure 4. Business Model Concept Hierarchy  

(SOURCE: Osterwalder, Pigneur & Tucci 2005:9) 

 

At the top of the hierarchy is the overarching business model concept (level 1). At this level, 

definitions are interested in the abstraction of what a business (or rather the business model) does 

(Osterwalder et al. 2005). This is represented in the review of definitions presented above. From this 

review, business models in my research are proposed as a way of capturing how an organisation 

drives value for its stakeholders (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 

2011).  

 

Also important in level 1 are meta-models (Osterwalder et al. 2005). Meta-models represent attempts 

to define the key elements of what constitutes a business model (for example, the works of Amit & 

Zott 2001; Chesbrough & Mahadaven 2000; Rosenbloom 2002). In describing the evident business 

models in Clubland, current business model literature points to three possible characterisations of the 

elements of the business model. These are summarised in table 6 below.  
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Table 6 - Possible descriptors of meta-models 

Source Key Elements Description 

Johnson 2010 Customer value 

proposition 

‘An offering that helps customers more effectively, reliably, 

conveniently, or affordably solve an important problem (or 

satisfy a job-to-be-done) at a given price’ (p. 8). 

Profit formula ‘the economic blueprint that defines how the company will 

create value for itself and its shareholders. It specifies the assets 

and fixed cost structure, as well as the margins and velocity 

required to cover them’ (p. 9). 

Key resources ‘The unique people, technology, products, facilities, equipment, 

funding, and brand required to deliver the value proposition to 

the customer’ (p. 10). 

Key processes ‘The means by which a company delivers on the customer 

value proposition in a sustainable, repeatable, scalable, and 

manageable way’ (p. 11). 

Osterwalder 

& Pigneur 

2010:14 

Customer segments ‘defines the different groups of people or organizations a 

company aims to reach and serve’ 

Value propositions ‘describes the bundle of products and services that create value 

for a specific customer segment’ 

Channels ‘describes how a company communicates with and reaches its 

customer segments to deliver a value proposition’ 

Customer 

relationships 

‘describes the types of relationships a company establishes with 

specific customer segments’ 

Revenue streams ‘represents the cash a company generates from each customer 

segment – how, how much, and in what proportion?’ 

Key resources ‘describes the most important assets required to make a business 

model work – what key resources do our value propositions 

require?’ 

Key activities ‘describes the most important things a company must do to 

make its business model work’ 

Key partnerships ‘describes the network of suppliers and partners that make the 

business model work’ 

Cost structure ‘describes all costs incurred (resources and activities) to operate 

a business model’ 

Zott & Amit 

(2010:22) 

originally presented 

in Amit and Zott 

(2001) 

Content ‘What activities should be performed?’  

Structure ‘How should they be linked and sequenced?’  

Governance ‘Who should perform them, and where?’  

 

The framework provided by Amit & Zott (2001, and later in Zott & Amit 2010) perhaps offers the 

most useful way forward in explaining business models in Clubland from a complexity perspective. 

The language of the simple three-element framework does not carry the same profit and customer bias 

observed in the other frameworks reviewed in preparing this chapter. I contend that this should allow 

for an easier transition of the business model concept into Clubland, which has been conceptualised as 



42 
 

part of the third sector. In my research content, structure and governance are considered to serve as 

attractors when analysing conversations around business models.  

 

The second tier of Osterwalder et al.’s (2005) hierarchy is concerned with business model 

taxonomies. Such taxonomies refer to generic meta-models, identifying common characteristics of 

models across industries (for example Bambury 1998; Weill & Vitale 2001; and Zott & Amit 2010). 

Much of the work in this space has been concerned with e-business (Mahadaven 2000) and ICT 

(Osterwalder et al. 2005). In essence, these taxonomies serve as a business model typology. Zott & 

Amit’s (2010) business model design themes may also be conceptualised as part of this level of 

Osterwalder et al’s (2005) hierarchy in that they could facilitate discussion about the features of 

business models in Clubland as they relate to models identified in other industries. Following on from 

the design elements (meta-models) discussed above, Zott & Amit (2010) have offered four business 

model design themes: novelty, lock-in, complementarities and efficiency (NICE). The NICE elements 

and the type of business model they describe are summarised in table 7 below: 

 

Table 7 - NICE design elements 

Design element Description (Zott & Amit 2010:222) 

Novelty ‘Adopt innovative content, structure or governance’  

Lock-In ‘Build in elements to retain business model stakeholders’  

Complementarities ‘Bundle activities to generate more value’  

Efficiency ‘Reorganise activities to reduce transaction costs’  

 

Finally the third level of Osterwalder et al.’s (2005) hierarchy deals with instance. Papers here relate 

to the ‘conceptualization, representations, and descriptions of real world business models’ 

(Osterwalder et al. 2005:10). Again we see the prevalence of the ‘dotcom’ era in these papers, which 

typically present case studies of new business models in action. Chesbrough and Rosenbloom’s 

(2002) analysis of Xerox; Kraemer et al.’s (2000) investigation into the influence of IT with Dell 

Computers; and Yousept & Li’s (2004) paper reporting on the emergence of online supermarkets 

offer good examples of the Instance level literature. One potential outcome of my research will be the 

description of instances of club models. 

 

Baden-Fuller & Morgan (2010) have proposed a similar characterisation of the literature and 

commented on the relevance of business models in organisation studies; in particular they have 

focused on how business models function as models for understanding the firm. They structure their 

review around business models as a taxonomy and/or type, model organisms for investigation and 

recipes. Table 8 below summarises these conceptualisations: 
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Table 8 - Functions of the business model concept (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010) 

Business models as… 

descriptions of ‘kinds’ 

in a taxonomy 

offer a way ‘to describe and give labels to how firms operate in various 

different generic ways, and then to classify firms according to which kind 

of business model they employ’ (p. 163) 

model organisms for 

investigation 

suggest that ‘business models we study take on aspects of the model 

organisms of biology’ in that they allow us to explore ‘why and how each 

model is successful as a business, why it is profitable’ (p.164) 

recipes 

 

Emerging from the ‘practical and technological domain’ business models 

can ‘be used to demonstrate or give advice about how to do something so 

that the results will come out right…They lie between principles – general 

theory – and templates – exact and exhaustive rules’ (pp. 165–66) 

 

So far this review has established that business models are a strategic modeling of how an 

organisation creates value for its stakeholders. Currently, the literature has largely represented 

business model stakeholders as customers and shareholders, although some have recognised the value 

and importance of the business model in driving value for the end user (Alexandru & Ioan 2013) and 

society as a whole (Thompson & MacMillan 2011). One question that my research will seek to 

address is who club models drive value for as a way of satisfying an industry call for more 

understanding around the business model of clubs. In achieving this end, my research into business 

models in Clubland reflects the broader business model literature, which has largely centred on 

creating a taxonomy of business models (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010; Osterwalder et al. 2005) and 

a series of instances (Osterwalder et al. 2005) serving as ‘recipes’ (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010:165) 

for the development of future models. In these representations the notion exists that business models 

are not static, but rather something that managers need to change over time to remain competitive 

(Sosna et al. 2010). As such, this review will now examine literature examining how business models 

change. 

 

3.3 A review of business model change 

 Within the reviewed literature, business model innovation and business model change appear to be 

interchangeable, both making reference to the planned, strategic decision to make alterations to, 

replace or retire the business model (Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007; Klang 2012; 

Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Sosna et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). The 

term business model evolution has also been used (Wirtz et al. 2010; Cavalcante et al. 2011) as a 

descriptor for the more dynamic understandings of business models and associated change. The 

evolution of business models (as a broad and inclusive label for business model change and 

innovation) is a recent line of inquiry within business model literature (Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott et al. 

2011). According to Johnson (2010), such evolution occurs when changes in any single business 
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model element (building blocks of the meta-models) forces or requires a change in at least one of the 

other elements. Carrying Johnson’s classification of change into the context of my research, the 

diversification trend identified by IPART (2008) alone, which in essence represents a change in 

content (to draw on the terminology of Amit & Zott’s design elements), is not enough to suggest that 

the business model of clubs has changed. In order to talk about this diversification as a representation 

of a change in the business model, there will need to be evidence of changes within the structural and 

governance elements.  

 

Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) have defined five drivers for changing a business model: resources, 

offers, customers, finance and multiple-epicentre drives. Resource-driven business model changes are 

linked to changes in a firm’s resource needs. New or adapted business models that are driven by offers 

occur in response to new value propositions a firm may define as part of their strategy. Customer-

driven change is in response to decisions to attract new market segments, while firms reacting to a 

financial driver make changes in response to changes in the firm’s revenue streams or cost centres. 

The multiple-epicentre driver offers an opportunity to identify changes in a business model driven by 

any combination of the other four identified drivers. For my research, these drivers could serve as 

attractors for the dynamic self-organisation which results in the definition of a business model (new or 

evolving). The presence of these attractors in conversations with club managers could help in 

explaining the reasons behind business model evolution in Clubland.  

 

Cavalcante et al. (2011) describe four types of business model change: creation, extension, revision, 

and termination. The creation of a business model generally refers to the initial strategic designs and 

implementation (Cavalcante et al. 2011). Business model extension refers to the expansion of a firm’s 

current processes and offerings (Cavalcante et al. 2011). Change through revision suggests that a firm 

replaces parts of their business model in response to the aforementioned drivers (Cavalcante et al. 

2011). Revision occurs in order to take advantage of new opportunities, to readdress issues of 

ineffectiveness/obsolescence in the current business model as well as in response to the co-evolution 

of competitors and new entrants. Finally, business model termination refers to the 

‘abandoning/removing processes’ (Cavalcante et al. 2011:1334). Given the diversification trend in 

Clubland identified by IPART (2008), it is expected that business model extension may be the 

dominant form of business model changes discussed in the coherent conversation sessions. However, 

what is currently not explored in business model literature is how this extension may impact upon the 

initial conditions of the club. That is to say, the literature does not currently explore the impact of 

business model extension on stakeholder relationships and whether or not this causes a fundamental 

shift in who the model drives value for.  
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The changing of business models has been described as a process of co-development, particularly as 

firms open themselves to the market (Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007). This co-development highlights 

the need for constant change in a business model as firms try to maintain a competitive advantage 

(Wirtz et al. 2010). Co-development has also been linked to the notion of open innovation and its role 

in business model change (Chesbrough 2003; Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Wirtz et al. 

2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). In this process of opening up the business model the firm 

exposes themselves to a wider range of information (Chesborough 2003). However, what is not 

currently addressed in business model literature, or in open innovation literature, is how managers 

should prioritise the claims made by different stakeholders in this process of open information sharing 

and gathering (Gould 2012). The notion of replacement appears to be a common theme in 

understanding business model innovation, which allows the suggestion that business model 

innovation is disruptive/radical by nature (Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 2006). 

 

Summarising the discussion above, business model evolution, as it currently exists in the literature, is 

a planned activity (Chesbrough 2003, 2010; Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Sosna et al. 

2010; Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010) or a process of controlled experimentation (Chesbrough 

2010; Sosna et al. 2010) within the paradigm of open innovation (Chesbrough 2003; Markides 2006; 

Mitchell & Coles 2003; Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). These experiments 

have been characterised as disruptive innovations (Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007; Markides 2006; 

Mitchell & Coles 2003) and as such, changing a business model requires individual champions 

(Cavalcante et al. 2011Chesbrough 2010; Linder & Cantrell 2002; Tikkanen et al. 2005; Wirtz et al. 

2010), who help reduce the impact of any encountered resistance (Markides & Charitour 2004; and 

Sosna et al. (2010). The focus on planned and controlled intervention in current business model 

literature makes it difficult to reconcile current theories of business model change within the 

complexity paradigm governing my research. To explore the potential impact of a complexity 

paradigm on the evolution of business models, it has become necessary for me to take a step out of 

business model literature and consider the broader field of strategic management, where a complexity 

perspective is becoming more common. Section 3.4 below reviews complexity-informed 

understandings of strategic management in order to identify how business models (a strategic activity) 

may evolve through a complexity paradigm. 

 

3.4 Business model literature as a movement within strategic management 

From the review presented in sections 3.2 through 3.4, current business model literature suggests that 

a firm’s business model is created through the informed strategic choices of management. In this 

section of the review into business models, it has become necessary to speak more broadly about 

strategy from a complexity perspective. To do so allows a consideration of the impact of a complexity 
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paradigm on the underlying theoretical and practical assumptions currently held in business model 

literature.  

 

Camillus (1997) offers a review of strategic management literature structured around debates from 

‘predictive and learning paradigms’ (p. 1). According to Camillus (1997), the predictive paradigm of 

strategic managements holds that ‘managers develop, define and motivate the competitive strategy, 

organizational architecture and long-term objectives of the organization’ (Camillus 1997:1). Lan 

(2009) offers a similar characterisation of early strategic management through the ‘static paradigm’ 

(p. 51). The static paradigm is characterised by an assumption that strategic decisions are decided and 

acted upon, suggesting that the manager has a significant amount of control of the implementation of 

strategic decisions. In contrast, the learning paradigm favours the activities of experimentation, 

suggesting that strategy is less deterministic and more a reflection of prior learning (Camillus 1997). 

However, the learning paradigm of strategic management still allows for significant control and 

conditional prediction by the manager (Camillus 1997; Stacey  2001, 2003). Table 9 below 

summarises the key strategic management paradigms as presented by Stacey (2001, 2003) and offers 

an introduction to the impact of complexity thinking on the nature of strategic management. 
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Table 9 - Comparing strategic management paradigms (summary of Stacey 2000) 

Strategic Choice The Learning Organisation Complexity responsive theory 

Nature of interaction 

Attracted to states of equilibrium, 

the strategic choice perspective 

does not problematise prediction, 

focusing on the macro level of the 

organisation where cause and effect 

are considered to exist in a linear 

relationship. Interactions are 

assumed to be ‘uniformed and 

harmonious’ (p. 398) 

Through the identification of 

positive and negative leverage 

points in the macro environment, 

managers are able to maintain some 

control over an organisation that 

occasionally operates at a point of 

non-equilibrium. Cause and effect 

are not linear, affected by time and 

space. While the learning 

organisation perspective recognises 

barriers to harmonious interaction, 

the nature of a successful 

interaction is considered 

harmonious.  

The complexity perspective 

‘emphasises the importance of 

diversity and deviance as essential 

to the internal capacity to change 

spontaneously’ (p. 399). Analysis 

focuses at the micro level of the 

organisation, particularly the 

unpredictable and conversational 

nature of interaction. 

Views on human nature 

Cognitivist. Emotions are seen as 

dangerous obstacles and creativity 

is an ‘attribute of the individual’ (p. 

399) 

Cognitivist with influence from 

humanistic psychology, the 

learning organisation perspective 

extends creativity to be not only an 

attribute of the individual but the 

output of cohesive teamwork. 

Positive emotions are encouraged. 

Individuals and groups exist in a 

mutually informative relationship, 

each shaped through conversation. 

Methodological position 

‘objective observer who stands 

outside the organisational systems’ 

(p. 400) prescribes how the 

manager may ‘control [and] direct’ 

(p. 401) the organisation 

‘objective observer who stands 

outside the organisational systems’ 

(p. 400) prescribes how the 

manager may ‘disturb or perturb’ 

(p. 401) the organisation 

Participative and reflexive inquiry 

carrying the assumption that 

organisations are a social 

construction. 

Dealing with a paradox 

The purpose and function of 

management is to resolve paradox 

The purpose and function of 

management is to resolve paradox 

Fundamental in that ‘the individual 

and group are paradoxically formed 

by and forming each other at the 

same time’ (p. 402). Another key 

paradox is the existence of 

predictability and unpredictability 

in the same space and time. 

Management cannot resolve the 

paradox, only seek to rearrange it 

 

From my reading of the literature, the fundamental difference between a complexity-informed 

understanding of strategic management and previous paradigms is in the nature of how strategy comes 

to be. Both the strategic choice (a synonym for the static and predictive paradigms) and the learning 

organisation paradigms have a focus on developing long-term planning and control in the operating 

environment. As Stacey (2003) points out: 
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Strategic choice and learning organisation theories both firmly take the 

methodological position of the objective observer where the manager stands outside 

the organisational systems and controls it (p. 405). 

 

A complexity approach suggests a focus on creating a culture of continual adaptation Anderson 1999; 

Burgelman 1991; Caldar & Ricart 2003; Davies et al. 2007; Meyer et al. 1998; Sanchez 1997; Stacey 

2000, 2003). In other words, the function of the manager in complex strategic management largely 

changes from one of planning and control to one of ‘participative enquiry’ (Stacey 2000:405) through 

which the manager encourages organisational actors to ‘focus their attention differently’ (Stacey 

2000:406) in order to take advantage of ‘temporary advantages more rapidly than competitors can’ 

(Anderson 1999:228). However, as e Cunha and da Cunha (2006) argue, a complexity approach does 

not completely remove all aspects of planning from strategic management.  

 

A complexity-informed approach to strategic management allows for a paradox of planning and chaos 

within the organisation (e Cunha & da Cunha 2006). In this sense, a complexity perspective offers a 

merging of strategic choice and learning theories of strategic management, ‘allowing for both states of 

equilibrium supporting planning and emergent development’ (e Cunha & da Cunha 2006:839). The 

acceptance of this paradox between planning and chaos suggests that in the context of business 

models in Clubland, while managers may have made strategic decisions regarding the design of their 

business model and work towards strategic plans, these decisions must not come at the cost of 

adaptability. In general strategic management terms, this may be related to the concept of dynamic 

capabilities.  

 

Dynamic capabilities are those capabilities which allow a firm to reorganise its resource base in order 

to take advantage of new opportunities (Augier & Teece 2009; Eisenhardt & Martin 2000; Teece et al. 

1997; Zollo & Winter 2002). While the dynamic capabilities of Clubland are not a key area of 

investigation in my research, what is important here is the recognition that complexity theory is not 

the only paradigm through which a dynamic perspective has been brought to strategic management. 

However, the field of dynamic capabilities was ruled out as a framework for my research because of 

its focus on the resource base (Augier & Teece 2009; Eisenhardt & Martin 2000; Teece et al. 1997; 

Zollo & Winter 2002). My research is more concerned with a larger picture: how managers 

understand and manage the relationship with their community. The abstraction of the club model as a 

business type (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010) offered a better opportunity to explore these 

relationships. 

 

Many of the reviewed complexity papers dealing with strategic management made reference to 

strategy as adaptation (Anderson 1999; Davies et al. 2007; Holbrook 2003; Sanchez 1997; Tsai, 
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MacMillan & Low 1991), evolution (Anderson 1999; Caldart & Ricart 2003; e Cunha & da Cunha 

2006; Stacey 2000;  or some combination of the two. Continuing the biologically influenced 

language, the impact of complexity thinking on strategic management has been discussed through the 

use of the fitness landscape metaphor (Anderson 1999; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Stacey 2000). 

Anderson (1999) highlights that adaptation on the fitness landscapes represents  

 

the passage of an organization through an endless series of organizational microstates 

that emerge from local interactions among agents trying to improve their local 

payoffs. The task of those responsible for the strategic direction of an organization is 

not to foresee the future or to implement enterprise-wide adaptation programs, 

because nonlinear systems react to direction in ways that are difficult to predict or 

control. Rather, such managers establish and modify the direction and the boundaries 

within which effective, improvised, self-organized solutions can evolve (p. 228). 

 

Contextualising Anderson’s observations within my research, if business models are a product of a 

manager’s thinking, then the model represents that manager’s vision for a fit organisation based on 

the attractors within the current operating environment. Table 10 offers a comparison between the 

function and nature of business models from a strategic choice paradigm (as informed by the review 

presented in sections 3.2 and 3.3) and a potential way forward for business models in light of 

complexity thinking. In essence, the complexity approach summarised in table 10 offers a list of my 

assumptions about business models as informed by broader literature detailing the impact of 

complexity thinking on strategic management. The suitability of these assumptions will be explored 

using the data collected from club managers.  
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Table 10 - Business models within a complexity paradigm 
 

Strategic choice 

As the assumed position of current business 

model literature 

Complexity approach 

Rethinking business models in light of influences from 

complexity informed strategic management literature 

N
at

u
re

 o
f 

b
u
si

n
es

s 
m

o
d
el

 c
h
an

g
e 

A planned process of experimentation 

planned activity … 

 

Chesbrough 2003,2010; Markides 

2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Sosnaet 

al. 2010; Wirtz, et al. 2010; Zott & 

Amit 2010… 

‘human problem solving [as moving] purposefully toward 

the highest level of performance’ (Holbrook 2003:21)  

 

Dynamic self-organisation as a search for fitness on a 

landscape resulting in new and emergent business models 

… that occurs within a paradigm of 

open innovation  

 

Chesbrough 2003,2010; Markides 

2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Sosnaet 

al. 2010; Wirtz, et al. 2010; Zott & 

Amit 2010) 

‘emphasises the importance of diversity and deviance as 

essential to the internal capacity to change spontaneously’ 

(Stacey 2000:399) 

 

Occurs in a complex world where the organisation and its 

stakeholders are dynamic, emergent and self-organising. 

This is fundamentally different to the notion of open 

innovation where the manager chooses to open the 

business model to others. Here a business model emerges 

in response to attracts that may exist within or outside the 

organisation. 

Changing a business model requires 

individual champions  

 

(Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 

2010; Linder & Cantrell 2002; 

Tikkanen et al. 2005; Wirtz et al. 2010) 

‘In his or her role as organizational architect, the strategist 

influences the extent of improvisation, the nature of 

collaboration, the characteristic rhythm of innovation, and 

the number and nature of experimental probes by 

changing structure and demography’ (Anderson 

1999:229) 

 

The role of the individual (as a fractal element of the 

broader organisation) is still extremely important. 

However, the fundamental difference is a shift from 

decider to motivator. The manager’s role is not one of 

creating or championing a particular strategy, but rather 

seeking to create conditions conducive to the emergence 

of creative strategy. 

F
u

n
ct

io
n

 o
f 

a 

b
u
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n

es
s 

m
o

d
el

  The business model represents the 

planned future state of an organisation, 

expressing how value is created and 

delivered. A business model offers 

strategic direction - this is who we will 

be 

The business model represents the evolved direction of an 

organisation, created through self-organisation around 

emergent attractors. A business model offers a strategic 

expression of who we drive value for: this is who we are 

and what we would like to be to our stakeholders 

 

3.5 Positioning my research within the gaps 

Based on the review of literature presented in this chapter, I consider a definition of business models 

in my research at Osterwalder et al.’s (2005) ‘conceptual level’, suggesting that the business model 
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offers an opportunity to explore the way managers understand the relationship between the club and 

its community. In the language of Baden-Fuller and Morgan (2010), business models are also useful 

(within the context of this thesis) as they offer a way of exploring clubs as a ‘type’ of business model 

that exists within New South Wales. The business model concept therefore allows my research to 

make a contribution to the call from industry for qualitative research into the value clubs provide to 

the community (ClubsNSW 2008). The NICE design themes (Amit & Zott 2001; Zott & Amit 2010) 

may be useful as a starting point in describing the generic club model. From a theorising perspective, 

exploring clubs as a type of business begs the question of: who is the most salient stakeholder in the 

evolution of business models. This is a question not currently addressed in business model literature 

(Gould 2012).  

 

Stakeholder theory may also provide a theoretical framework for the innovation of business models, a 

need identified by Amit et al. (2011). From the established definitions of business models in section 

3.1, it is largely assumed within the business model literature that ‘customers’ and ‘shareholders’ are 

perceived to be somewhat salient in driving the organisational processes. This is further supported by 

Alexandru & Ioan (2013) in their review of annual reports of Fortune 500 companies. However, with 

the complexity perspective entering the strategic management domain, my research offers an 

opportunity to explore the more complex relationship between the club model and how it may evolve 

as a result of the relationship between the club and community. In this sense, my research begins a 

transition from business models as a strategic choice into a ‘complexity responsive theory’ (Stacey 

2003:399) of business model evolution. In essence, it explores the explanatory potential of the 

business model concept as a product of dynamic and emergent self-organisation, rather than a 

predetermined strategic choice. 

 

3.6 Chapter summary  

Through this chapter, business models have been defined as a strategic modeling of how a firm drives 

value for its stakeholders. In understanding the business models within Clubland, this chapter has 

identified the usefulness of the language associated with design elements (content, structure and 

governance) and design themes (novelty, lock-in, complementarities and efficiency) (Amit & Zott 

2001; Zott & Amit 2010). The language of business model design elements and themes offers a 

framework through which I am able to construct an answer to my first research question: How do club 

managers perceive the evolution of club business models? However, as my research takes place in a 

complexity paradigm, there are some limitations regarding the portrayal in current theories of why 

business models change. 
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As established above, Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) have offered five drivers of business model 

change: resources, offers, customers, finance and multiple-epicentre. As my research occurs within 

the complexity paradigm, these drivers have been reconceptualised as potential attractors shaping the 

evolution of business models in Clubland. While not discussed in the literature review, I consider this 

reconceptualisation important, as the use of the word attractor allows for an understanding that 

Osterwalder & Pigneur’s (2010) drivers may have emergent properties and nonlinear implications. It 

also allows for the emergence of new understandings of drivers during the analysis of my research 

data. Therefore, a second research question was identified as: What, according to club managers, are 

the key attractors in Clubland, and how have these influenced the evolution of business models? 

 

The identification of business model attractors offers an opportunity for theorising about the processes 

of business model evolution from a complexity perspective. In doing so, my research is able to answer 

the call from Sosna et al. (2010) for a more dynamic understanding of business model change. As 

attractors highlight the key influences on self-organisation (in this context, the formation of a business 

model), attractors hold the key to understanding why business models have changed in Clubland.  

 

This chapter has also identified that current literature regarding the nature of change and the business 

model highlight the critical role of the manager. From the strategic choice paradigm, the decisions 

regarding a business model relate to the interaction with stakeholders within an open innovation 

paradigm. Current literature however has not identified how managers determine salience in the 

process of open innovation (Gould 2012). As such, a third research question has been introduced: 

according to club managers, How does stakeholder salience affect the evolution of business models in 

Clubland? Chapter 4 has been included to help provide a framework for identifying what matters in 

business model evolution. 

 

In summary, this chapter identifies opportunities to add to the literature (and theorising) of business 

models on two fronts. First, the potential for stakeholder theory to add to our understanding of how 

managers engage with multiple stakeholders in designing/modifying the business model (Gould 

2012); and second, the opportunity to theorise a more dynamic understanding of business model 

evolution (Sosna et al. 2010) through a complexity paradigm. Each of these opportunities has led to 

the inclusion of two additional research questions. 
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4. Review of stakeholder theory 

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter reviewed the business model literature and concluded with some questions as to 

the nature of business model change. Specifically, the chapter highlighted how the profit bias 

currently demonstrated in the business model literature may limit the usefulness of the business model 

concept to the not-for-profit sector. Another identified gap was the absence of an organic 

understanding of business model evolution. In this chapter I present a review of the literature 

surrounding stakeholder theory, paying particular attention to the evolution of stakeholder models and 

the emergence of stakeholder salience. In the context of my research, stakeholder theory, and 

specifically the language around stakeholder salience, provides an opportunity to discuss who matters 

in business model evolution in Clubland. This chapter therefore introduces the language and concepts 

useful for identifying the salient stakeholders in the evolution of club business models.  

 

4.2 Emergence of the stakeholder concept 

The development of stakeholder theory appears to have emerged in the literature in relation to issues 

within the fields of strategic planning and decision making, systems theory, organisation theory, 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) and business ethics (Donaldson & Preston 1995; Fassin 2009; 

Freeman 1984; Freeman, Harison, Wicks, Parmar & De Colle 2010; Mitchell et al. 1997;  Valor 

2005). However, Walsh (2005) has suggested that the growth of stakeholder theory in the areas of 

corporate social responsibility and business ethics over the past two decades appears to be in direct 

contrast to the ‘intensely business-first, manager-friendly, strategic management text’ (Walsh 

2005:429). The text Walsh refers to is Freeman’s Strategic management: a stakeholder approach 

(1984). In response to Walsh’s commentary and in summary of Freeman’s (1984) position, Freeman 

et al. (2010) argued that a stakeholder approach highlights the redundancy of tackling CSR as a 

separate business activity. As they argue: 

 

Groups and individuals behave, not issues. Issues emerge through the behaviour and 

interaction of stakeholders, therefore ‘stakeholder’ is a more fundamental and useful 

unit of analysis [than are broad issues] (Freeman et al. 2010:60). 

 

While stakeholder theory has been largely adopted by the CSR field, my research follows the 

principles discussed in Walsh (2005) and Freeman et al. (2010) above, in that stakeholder theory is, 

despite the predisposition to moral and ethical debate, about strategy. Stakeholder theory therefore 

asks the manager to consider: how do I engage with my stakeholders to create the strongest business 
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outcomes (Freeman 1984; Freeman et al. 2010; Walsh 2005). This question is addressed in my 

research by seeking to understand the key stakeholders in Clubland and how they have influenced the 

evolution of club business models. To keep my use of stakeholder theory in the context of strategy, 

participating managers were asked to identify which stakeholders they consider in their strategic 

decision making. 

 

Fassin (2009) characterises the interpretation of stakeholder theory ‘along three, often confused, lines: 

the descriptive, the normative and the instrumental points of view’ (p. 113). It should be highlighted 

though that in reflecting on the development of stakeholder theory, Freeman (2008) has argued that 

such determinations and classifications are unnecessary and counterproductive to the cause.  

 

Normative views on stakeholder theory tend to focus on the concept of stakeholder legitimacy, and in 

particular the social contract that exists between the firm and its potential stakeholders (Donaldson & 

Preston 1995; Driscoll & Starik 2004; Jones et al. 2007; Mitchell et al. 1997). Walsh’s (2005) 

comments above can be likened to a criticism of this normative approach in which moral issues have 

superseded discussion regarding the role of stakeholders in improving organisational outcomes. 

Instrumental views focus on the use of stakeholder relationships to maximise the firm’s performance 

(Donaldson & Preston 1995; Jones et al. 2007; Mitchell et al. 1997). In light of Walsh’s (2005) 

discussion, it could be argued that the instrumentalist orientation appears to be most consistent with 

Freeman’s initial thoughts about the stakeholder concept.  

 

Descriptive approaches to stakeholder theory have been described as ‘a sort of utilitarian checklist; 

various groups that may be affected by managerial decisions‘(Attas 2004:313). The descriptive 

approach is probably best understood in the earlier incarnations of Freeman’s stakeholder model (to 

be discussed below) as it represents the first move toward the recognition of stakeholders outside of 

traditional stockholder relationships. The descriptive field of stakeholder theory largely relates to the 

development of discrete lists of who stakeholders could be and the modeling of how these 

stakeholders are related to the firm (Donaldson & Preston 1995; Mitchell et al. 1997).  

 

The classification of the literature into these fields has been useful in terms of understanding how my 

research could make a contribution to stakeholder theory. Table 11 below summarises how each of 

these fields has impacted my research. From this table, it can be said that the use of stakeholder theory 

in my research has the strongest resonance with the descriptive and instrumentalist fields. 
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Table 11 - Making a contribution to stakeholder theory 

Fassin’s (2009) 

Classifications 

An author makes a 

contribution by: 

Implications for my 

research in Clubland  

Type of contribution 

Descriptive 
creating a discrete list or 

model of stakeholders 

Identify stakeholders in 

Clubland  

Practice 

Instrumentalist 

exploring the relationship 

between stakeholder(s) and 

firm performance 

Identify salient stakeholders 

in strategic decision making 

in Clubland  

Practice 

Identify how managers 

define salience in Clubland 

Theory 

Identify and theorise the 

key stakeholders in 

business model evolution 

Theory/Practice 

Normative 

furthering the underpinning 

moral/ethical arguments 

regarding a firm’s 

engagement with 

stakeholders 

In light of comments by 

Walsh (2005) and Freeman 

et al. (2010) who have 

argued that stakeholder 

theory is about strategy, no 

contribution will be made to 

this field 

n/a 

 

As this review continues, it will become apparent that much of the cited literature relates strongly to 

the descriptive (in terms of the various stakeholder models that could be applied) and the normative 

fields (in terms of frameworks for the determination of who is salient). The reason for this focus is 

that it is in these fields that much of the discussion around which stakeholder matters can be found. 

 

4.3 Defining and modeling stakeholder relationships 

According to Freeman (1984), the term stakeholder was first used in a memo in the Stanford Research 

Institute in order to ‘generalize the notion of the stockholder as the only group to whom management 

was responsible’ (p. 31). Since this initial use, the use of the term has seen a consistent process of 

expansion. Table 12 below offers a summary of the evolution of the definition of stakeholder (similar 

tables can be found in Donaldson and Preston (1995); Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) and Freeman 

et al. (2010): 
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Table 12 -  Evolution of who is a stakeholder 

Reference Definition of stakeholder 

Stanford Research 

Institute memo 

According to Freeman (1984) resulted in the definition: ‘those groups 

without whose support the organization would cease to exist’ (p. 31) 

Rhenman 1964 

(cited in Mitchell et al. 

1997:858) 

 [those] depending on the firm in order to achieve their personal goals and 

on whom the firm is depending on for its existence  

Freeman and Reed 

(1983:91) 

can affect the achievement of an organization’s objective or who is 

affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives 

Evan and Freeman 

(1988:46) 

have a stake in or claim on the firm 

Bowie (1988:112) without whose support the organization would cease to exist 

Savage, Nix, 

Whitehead & Blair 

(1991:61) 

have an interest in the actions of an organization and … the ability to 

influence it 

Langtry (1994:433) the firm is significantly responsible for their well-being, or they hold a 

moral or legal claim on the firm 

Donaldson and 

Preston (1995:85) 

persons or groups with legitimate interests in procedural and/or 

substantive aspects of corporate activity 

Attas (2004:315) the stakeholder is a person who has much to lose – financially, socially or 

psychologically – from the failure of the firm 

 

In the evolution of the definitions listed above, what has become clear is the ever-expanding 

consideration of who a stakeholder can be. Earlier definitions of the stakeholder concept, as described 

in Donaldson and Preston (1995), can be understood through the ‘output-input’ model, as depicted in 

figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5. The output-input model (adapted from Donaldson & Preston 1995) 
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The output-input model is characterised by the one-way relationships that exist among the 

stakeholders and demonstrates the more traditional view of the firm as a profit-making entity. In the 

language of this thesis, the business model is set up to drive value for the customer in order to create a 

profit for the shareholder/owner. In order to better represent the competing interests of the expanding 

conceptualisation of who a stakeholder could be (as evidenced in table 12 above), Freeman presented 

his stakeholder model (1984). 

 

Freeman’s stakeholder model represents a ‘graphical framework’ (Fassin 2009:114) for understanding 

those ‘who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objective‘ (Freeman 

1984:46). Fassin (2009) argues that the prominence of Freeman’s conceptualisation of the stakeholder 

model can be attributed to the ‘cognitive power of visual representation’ (Fassin 2009:114). To this 

end, Freeman’s model allows for a visual representation of those who have a claim (Clarkson 1995) 

on an organisation, representing a ‘powerful visual synthesis’ (Fassin 2009:114) of an increasingly 

complex view of the relationships that make up the modern organisation. In the original incarnation of 

the visual model (Freeman 1984:25), the firm was represented as being at the centre of eleven 

stakeholders (Employees, Special Interest Groups, Environmentalists, Suppliers, Governments, Local 

Community Organisations, Owners, Consumer Advocates, Customers, Competitors and Media). This 

list was not intended to serve as an exhaustive list (Fassin 2009; Freeman et al. 2010) and, according 

to Fassin (2009), many of the modern incarnations of the model include seven stakeholders. The 

difference in the presentation of these lists points to the social constructionist nature of stakeholder 

theory as identified by Fassin (2009). This implies a good ideological fit between the complexity 

paradigm employed in my research and the use of stakeholder theory. 

 

 

Figure 6. Stakeholder model 
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Variations of the stakeholder lists presented in the descriptive fields of stakeholder theory have 

resulted in significant stakeholder ambiguity: a concept that considers both the confusion created by 

the range of stakeholders a manager could consider, as well as the inability of some stakeholder 

groups to form coherent claims (Hall & Vredenburg 2012). Hall & Vredenburg (2005) note that 

‘stakeholder ambiguity is difficult to manage because it is idiosyncratic and context-specific’ (p. 11) 

and with a broader definition of stakeholders applied in Freeman’s model, there is a growing need for 

authors to classify stakeholders.  

 

The classification of stakeholders has occurred through labels such as direct or indirect, generic or 

specific, primary, secondary or public, strategic and environmental stakeholders, legitimate or 

derivative, strategic and moral (for instance see Fassin 2009; Frooman 1999; Mitchell et al. 1997; 

Pesquex et al. 2005; Philips 2003; Winn 2001). As a result, one of the major criticisms of stakeholder 

theory is its rather elusive approach in documenting who stakeholders could be (Fassin 2009; Jones & 

Wicks 1999). For instance, the literature is somewhat plagued by reference to the ‘narrow or broad’ 

views of stakeholder identification (for example, see Donaldson & Preston 1995; Fassin 2009; 

Mitchell et al. 1997). A broad view considers that stakeholders are any group or individual that can 

affect or be affected. In the more narrow view, which Fassin (2009:117) conceptualises as a ‘legal 

interpretation’, stakeholders are largely identified through ‘contractual’ relationships. This largely 

relates to the ‘claimants’ definition provided in Evan and Freeman (1988). However, it is also Fassin’s 

position that these are not necessarily opposite views of stakeholder identification, but rather ‘two 

dimensions of the same reality’ (Fassin 2009:118). To this end, stakeholder theory, and in particular, 

stakeholder identification, is seen as a process of social constructionism (Fassin 2009). Managers (and 

academics) move between these two dimensions based on the contextual objectives of the 

identification process.  

 

It should be noted that since Freeman’s stakeholder model, there have been numerous attempts to 

reinvent the ‘spoke and wheel’ nature of the diagrammatic representation. For instance, developments 

have been discussed by Post, Preston and Stacks (2002) in the inclusion of ‘resource base’, ‘industry 

structure’ and ‘social political arena’ stakeholders; and by Fassin (2009) through the ‘stake model’. 

One other key development that is particularly important given the complexity approach taken in my 

work is the consideration of stakeholder networks. As Page (2002:77) succinctly surmises, ‘each 

organization at the centre of one wheel is a spoke in another organizations stakeholder wheel’. The 

emergence, description and utility of these models are outside the scope of this review and are not 

necessary for the aims of my research. What is important in the context of my thesis, given that I am 

seeking to understand the salient stakeholders in the evolution of club models, is the broad, inclusive 

definition of stakeholders given by Freeman and others. Given the complexity paradigm, it will also 
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be important to consider the development of stakeholder multiplicity (Neville & Mengue 2006; Oliver 

1991) and the formation of alliances within stakeholder networks (Frooman 1999). These will be 

revisited after discussing stakeholder salience in section 4.4 below. 

 

Reflecting on the evolution from what Donaldson and Preston (1995) labelled as the output-input 

model and the expansion of Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder model to include the idea of a stakeholder 

network (Frooman 1999; Neville & Mengue 2006; Oliver 1991), the reviewed literature demonstrates 

that stakeholders have always been part of the strategic planning and decision-making process. For 

instance, Freeman (2008) suggested that the traditional view of the firm (as a profit-making entity 

represented in the output-input model) has its roots as rudimentary stakeholder theory. However, what 

has changed as the literature evolved is the notion of which stakeholders matter most. In the new 

world where any individual, group or (in some cases) organic entities such as the environment 

(Driscoll & Starik 2004) are given stakeholder status, there emerged a need to establish a way to 

identify and prioritise stakeholders and their claims. The concept of stakeholder salience will now be 

reviewed. 

 

4.4 Stakeholder salience 

One of the most cited and crucial developments in stakeholder theory (according to Neville et al. 

2011) came in the now seminal work Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: 

defining the principle of who and what really matters (Mitchell et al. 1997). In response to the 

increasingly broad definitions of stakeholders, Mitchell et al. (1997) developed a framework useful in 

the identification and prioritisation of stakeholders and their claims. Central to their framework was 

the classification of stakeholders (Latent, Expecting, Definitive and Non-stakeholder), development of 

a typology (Dormant, Discretionary, Demanding, Dominant, Dependent, Dangerous, Definitive and 

Non-stakeholder) through the distillation of stakeholder characteristics present in the literature 

available at the time. Table 13 below represents the model developed in their paper. It was their 

contention that the possession of the characteristics of Power, Legitimacy and Urgency made a 

stakeholder more salient. Salience was defined as ‘the degree to which managers give priority to 

competing stakeholder claims’ (Mitchell et al. 1997:854). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



60 
 

Table 13 - Summary of Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model of stakeholder identification and salience 

Stakeholder Class/ Stakeholder Type 
Salience characteristics 

Power Legitimacy Urgency 

Latent stakeholders 

Dormant    

Discretionary    

Demanding    

Expectant 

Stakeholders 

Dominant    

Dependent    

Dangerous    

Definitive stakeholders    

Non-stakeholder    

 

Stakeholder power was defined in accordance to Weber’s (1947) focus on the ability of ‘one actor 

within a social relationship [to be] in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance’ (in 

Mitchell et al. 1997:865). This definition was then expanded to include the sources of power 

considered as: coercive power, utilitarian power and normative power (in homage to work published 

by Etzioni 1964). A coercive power base relied on the ‘physical resources of force, violence or 

restraint’ (Mitchell et al. 1997:865). Normative power was typically based on symbolic reference to a 

person or group’s standing in society (such as knowledge and education), while utilitarian power was 

largely based on access and control of resources (Mitchell et al. 1997). Since the publication of 

Mitchell et al. (1997) power has been confirmed as a reliable mechanism for determining salience and 

is particularly important in the ranking of stakeholder interests (Agle et al. 1999; Neville et al. 2011; 

Parent & Deephouse 2007). Parent & Deephouse (2007) established through a series of quantitative 

surveys that as a stakeholder increased and expanded their power base, they became more salient to 

managers. In particular, they argued that their results demonstrated a hierarchy within the power 

bases, suggesting that utilitarian power has a greater influence on the perception of salience than that 

of normative power. Coercive power was not a key consideration in their work. 

 

Stakeholder legitimacy was included as the primary characteristic driving ‘the principle of who or 

what really counts’ (Mitchell et al. 2007:866). Legitimacy was originally defined in a very broad 

sense, focusing on the appropriateness of a stakeholder and their claims. Subsequent developments in 

stakeholder theory (particularly those written from the normative perspective) have sought to build 

upon this definition and strengthen the importance of legitimacy in stakeholder identification salience. 

For instance, Neville et al. (2011) have argued that the initial definition of legitimacy was too broad 

and focus should be brought through the application of moral legitimacy. Many papers have centred 

on creating the moral arguments, arguing for the inclusion of a number of ethical frameworks 
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developed outside stakeholder theory (for instance, see Attas 2004; Donaldson 2008; Driscoll & 

Starik 2004; Jensen 2008; Jones et al.  2007; Neville et al. 2011). However, the literature’s focus on 

legitimacy seems to stem from the divergence of the stakeholder as a strategic concept, as originally 

postulated by Freeman (1984), to the focus on corporate social responsibility. In my reading of the 

stakeholder literature, I have come to understand stakeholder legitimacy as important in understanding 

who should matter rather than who ‘really counts’ as first asserted in Mitchell et al. (1997). It may be 

a matter of semantics, but as discussed above, the few empirical studies conducted into these salience 

characteristics (for example, Agle et al. 1999; Neville et al. 2011; Parent & Deephouse 2007) have 

suggested that in managerial practice, power has been demonstrated as the most important 

characteristic in determining salience. Therefore, it could be said that current evidence suggests that 

those who really count are those with the power to impose their will. Legitimacy, and its relationship 

to who really counts, appears to be exclusive to the domain of normative theorists who seek to 

influence future stakeholder management based on moral principles, rather than in observed, 

documented phenomenon indicating who has really mattered. I therefore suggest that in Clubland, 

legitimacy may not be a factor in who really counts in the evolution of the club’s business model, but 

may be important in identifying who the managers espouse to be driving value for. That is to say, 

legitimacy is important in stakeholder identification but not in determining salience. Based on my 

review of the literature, who really counts is likely to be rooted in power.  

 

The final characteristic, urgency, refers to a stakeholder’s ability to call immediate attention to their 

claims (Mitchell et al. 1997). It was argued that urgency is facilitated through both time sensitivity 

(immediacy) and criticality (importance). Mitchell et al. (1997:867) acknowledge urgency as one of 

their more original contributions to the field, suggesting that while power and legitimacy had been 

overtly discussed prior to the introduction of their model, urgency had only been implied. They go on 

to argue that critical claims (as part of building urgency) are facilitated through ownership, sentiment, 

expectation and exposure. At the time, urgency was seen as a key factor in determining the 

stakeholder’s status and the prioritising of stakeholder claims, although future authors would question 

this claim (in particular Driscoll & Starik 2004; Neville et al. 2011). 

 

Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model has been criticised along two lines; firstly, for the lack of clarity 

regarding whether salience is built around stakeholders or stakeholder claims (Eesly & Lennox 2006; 

Neville et al. 2011); and secondly, for the apparent focus on stakeholders as single, independent 

entities (Eesly & Lennox 2006; Frooman 1999; Neville & Mengue 2006; Neville et al. 2011; Oliver 

1991). Literature published since Mitchell et al. (1997) has largely agreed that salience is determined 

through a stakeholder claim and as such salience is an extremely dynamic concept (Eesly & Lennox 

2006; Neville et al. 2011). Furthermore, Eesley & Lenox (2006) have gone on to suggest that rather 

than managers’ perception being the driving force of salience (as argued by Mitchell et al. 1997), it is 
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largely the social perception of a group’s tactics that creates salience. This was particularly important 

in the determination of legitimacy as demonstrated through their given example of popular 

environmental groups (that have a legitimate moral claim regarding the protection of the environment) 

who engage in rather illegitimate (and ineffective) tactics such as violent protests. According to 

Eesley & Lennox the apparent disconnect between claim and legitimacy allows managers to disregard 

stakeholders’ claims.  

 

The concept of stakeholder multiplicity has evolved out of the criticism of Mitchell et al.’s model in 

relation to its ability to capture multiple and interconnected stakeholders. For instance, Frooman 

(1999) introduced the idea of stakeholder networks, and in particular, how stakeholders of lesser 

salience (according to Mitchell et al.’s model) could create alliances with other stakeholders. For 

example, a demanding stakeholder may be deeply passionate about an issue but without power and/or 

legitimacy has little influence over an organisation’s behaviour. As such they are forced to network 

with other stakeholders who possess power and/or legitimacy and as such become part of a salient 

network. Ideas around stakeholder networks (Frooman 1999; Rowley 1997) emerged in response to 

Oliver’s (1991:162) identification of stakeholder multiplicity defined as ‘the degree of multiple, 

conflicting, constituent expectations exerted on an organization’. The concept of stakeholder 

multiplicity suggests that the firm may not be at the centre of the network (Rowley 1997) as implied 

by the ‘spoke and wheel’ representations developed by Freeman (Neville & Mengue 2006). It also 

suggests the potential existence of multiple definitive stakeholders, raising the question: who would 

be most definitive? Attempts to answer this question empirically are scarce; rather focus has been 

placed on principles informed by moral legitimacy (Neville et al. 2011). One way for my research to 

add to the field of stakeholder theory is in exploring how managers prioritise the interests of multiple 

definitive stakeholders, in particular, looking at which of the three characteristics club managers 

consider important in attributing stakeholder status. Currently, stakeholder theory offers little insight 

into the ranking of definitive stakeholders, almost assuming that after a stakeholder audit is conducted 

only one individual, group or network will hold a definitive claim over the organisation. Through my 

research, Clubland allows for the exploration of how club managers have ranked multiple 

stakeholders and, in particular, what characteristics of salience are important when responding to the 

claims of multiple stakeholders who hold definitive status.  

 

Although Mitchell et al. (1997) is largely taken as the seminal work in stakeholder identification and 

salience, there have been a number of attempts to extend these salience characteristics. For instance, 

Phillips and Reichart (2000) argued for the use of fairness criteria in lieu of legitimacy, urgency and 

power (in an argument to see the natural environment recognised as a stakeholder); Driscoll & Starik 

(2004) argued for the inclusion of proximity (defined both as ‘spatial nearness’ (p. 63) and similarities 

in ‘ideas, approaches and actions’ (p. 64); and Attas (2004) suggested that we look for ‘external 
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signals of commitment’ (p. 315) through past behaviour of steadiness, risk or cost incursion, or 

current restraints. In their review of the position of stakeholder salience in the modern literature, 

Neville et al. (2011) have suggested that the application of Michtell et al.’s model of salience has been 

largely adopted as originally published with some alterations to the definition of key concepts. 

 

Working within Mitchell et al.’s (1997) framework, Kipley and Lewis (2008) called for a shift from a 

‘single optic perspective’ (p. 107) in stakeholder identification and salience through use of the multi-

rater methodology (as developed for use in network theory). Page (2002:79–81) also offers a useful 

process for the ‘determination of organization stakeholder salience (DOSS)’. Drawing on the 

language and these presented in Mitchell et al. (1997), Page (2002) suggests the use of a table through 

which managers identify the potential stakeholders, the possible type of stake (investment or activity), 

the presence of salience characteristics (legitimacy, power and urgency) and the ‘salience priority 

level’ (p. 79). Table 14 below offers a visual representation of the DOSS method which will be used 

as a basis for discussion during the second round of data collection which specifically focused on 

stakeholders: 

 

Table 14 - Adaptation of Page's (2002) DOSS method 

Stakeholder Stake 

 

Legitimacy Power Urgency Salience 

Priority Level 

Stakeholder      

Stakeholder      

Stakeholder      

 

However the potential impact of the constructivist nature of stakeholder identification is not apparent 

in Page’s (2002) account of the DOSS process. Consistent with the view of Fassin (2009) and the 

complexity paradigm applied in my research, the identification and classification of stakeholders 

through the characteristics of salience identified by Mitchell et al. (1997) is seen as a process of social 

construction. This suggests that the completion of the DOSS table above is highly sensitive to the 

sociopolitical and operational context in which the stakeholder analysis is taking place. Recognising 

the completion of the DOSS table as a process of social constructions requires me to again identify the 

significant contextual boundaries (and limitations) of any knowledge created by its use. For instance, 

Jones et al. (2007) have suggested that the identification of stakeholders will be largely driven by a 

firm’s ‘stakeholder culture’ (p. 140). The culture typology offered in Jones et al. (2007) (summarised 
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below in Table 15) may be useful in terms of identifying the range of stakeholder cultures present in 

Clubland and understanding how this culture may influence the evolution of club business models. 

 

Table 15 - Stakeholder Culture 

Based on Jones, Felps and Bigley 

(2007) 

Summary and relationship with Mitchell et al. (1997) 

stakeholder types 

Culture  Sub-Culture 

Amoral culture 

Agency culture ‘the pursuit of self-interest at the individual level, even if the 

interests of the corporation and its shareholders, for whom 

managers nominally work, must be sacrificed’ (p. 144) 

Limited 

morality:  

Moral 

stewardship 

Corporate egoist ‘short-term profit maximization or its more recent manifestation, 

shareholder wealth maximization’ (p. 147). Considers ‘Definitive’ 

and ‘Dangerous’ stakeholders as having high salience; ‘Dominant’ 

and ‘Dormant’ as having moderate salience; and attributes no 

salience to all other stakeholder types 

Instrumentalist ‘enlightened self-interest’, a voluntarily adopted ‘morality’ that 

extends to those stakeholders who can enhance the firm’s 

financial well-being (p.147). Considers ‘Definitive’ and 

‘Dangerous’ stakeholders as having high salience; ‘Dominant’, 

‘Dependent’ and ‘Dormant’ as having moderate salience; low 

salience is awarded to ‘Discretionary’ stakeholders; and attributes 

no salience to all other stakeholder types 

Broadly moral 

Moralist ‘concern for all stakeholders and adherence to principles 

regardless of economic temptations to discard them. They will 

violate their moral standards only when it is necessary to ensure 

firm survival’ (p. 149, emphasis in the original). Considers 

‘Definitive’ and ‘Dependent’ stakeholders as having high 

salience; ‘Dominant’, ‘Dangerous’ and ‘Discretionary’ as having 

moderate salience; low salience is awarded to ‘Dormant’ 

stakeholders; and attributes no salience to all other stakeholder 

types 

Activist ‘other-regarding concerns are dominant. Moral principles trump 

all other decision-making criteria even when firm survival is at 

stake’ (p. 149). Considered too extreme to have any relevance to 

Mitchell et al.’s model. 
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What becomes clear from a reading of Jones et al. (2007), and in particular the comparison of their 

stakeholder cultures with Mitchell et al.’s (1997) typology, is that urgency as a stakeholder 

characteristic is not considered as important in the determination of stakeholder status. However, the 

importance and relevance of stakeholder urgency was considered and tested in Agle et al. (1999). 

Indeed, the exclusion (or at least mitigation of the importance) of urgency seems to be common 

among authors within the normative community of stakeholder theory. For instance, Driscoll and 

Starik (2004) and Neville et al. (2011) argue urgency is only considered relevant in the prioritising of 

stakeholder claims. Neville et al. (2011) have gone further and have argued against the inclusion of 

demanding stakeholders, removing demanding stakeholders from their revisited version of Mitchell et 

al.’s original model of identification and salience. Normative approaches in the literature appear to 

have a greater interest in the characteristic of legitimacy and its relationship to ethics (for example, 

Attas 2004; Donaldson 2008; Driscoll and Starik 2004; Jensen 2008; Jones et al. 2007;Neville et al. 

2011), which has been somewhat to the detriment of the development of the field (Freeman 2008).  

 

Thus far, this review of the stakeholder literature has discussed the evolution of stakeholder theory, 

paying specific attention to the development and adaptations of Freeman’s stakeholder view of the 

firm. As Freeman’s model has been expanded to include stakeholder networks (Frooman 1990), there 

is a greater need to identify which stakeholders have the greatest influence over a manager’s decision. 

Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model of stakeholder identification and salience has been adopted by 

stakeholder theorists as a useful framework in identifying stakeholders and how their interests can be 

prioritised by managers. While existing stakeholder theory may be useful in understanding how 

managers understand the relationship between the firm and its stakeholders, there is opportunity for 

further theoretical development. Largely this is in the area of salience, where currently the literature 

does not explain how a manager may prioritise claims in the instance of multiple definitive 

stakeholders. With this discussion in mind, it is now possible to create the links between the reviewed 

body of stakeholder theory and how this can help explore the evolution of business models in 

Clubland.  

 

4.5 Gaps in stakeholder theory and potential lessons in Clubland 

As alluded to earlier, I consider my engagement with stakeholder theory to exist in the intersection of 

the descriptive and instrumentalist fields. By this, I contest that my findings regarding the salient 

stakeholders in the evolution of club models will provide a discrete list of stakeholders relevant to 

strategic decisions in Clubland; and by focusing on salience, provides insight as to how the 

relationship between the club and its stakeholders has impacted the strategic design (business model) 

of the organisation. To achieve this, my research takes a broad view of stakeholders allowing club 

managers an opportunity to define stakeholders in their own terms. The broad view of stakeholders 
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taken in this thesis extends to include the possibility of stakeholder networks as discussed in Oliver 

(1991); Frooman (1999); Page 2002; and Neville & Mengue (2006). My primary interest in 

stakeholder theory is in its usefulness in determining who and what has mattered in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland. From this it is possible to theorise, but I hasten to stress, with no degree 

of certainty, those who may matter in the future. As such, the salience model developed by Mitchell et 

al. (1997) will be a central feature of data analysis, with the language of salience characteristics 

(power, legitimacy and urgency) driving the initial coding process. The reviewed literature points to 

legitimacy as key in identifying potential Clubland stakeholders while power may be the most 

significant stakeholder characteristic (Agle et al. 1999; Neville et al. 2011; Parent & Deephouse 2007) 

in determining who matters.  

 

Owing to the social constructionist nature of stakeholder theory (Fassin 2009), definition of the 

salience characteristics will be left to the individual managers. This provides a potential opportunity to 

extend or refine the definitions currently provided in the literature. For instance, power is defined by 

Mitchell et al. (1997) in the limited Weberian sense of the ability of A to exert their will over B. The 

definition of power (in the stakeholder context) has not seen any revision since the publication of 

Mitchell et al.’s original model, while legitimacy has been subject to significant review (as seen in 

Attas 2004; Donaldson 2008; Driscoll & Starik 2004; Jensen 2008;  Jones et al. 2007; Neville et al. 

2011). Outside of a brief mention of Weberian authority in Mitchell et al. (1997) the reviewed 

literature has not explored the potentially mutually informative and co-evolutionary nature of power, 

legitimacy and urgency. For instance, power theorists often make mention of the relationship between 

those with power and the process of legitimisation; as one may see in the definitions of power given 

in Foucault’s (1980) power knowledge nexus, Mill’s (1970) power elite theory and/or Bachrach & 

Baratz’s (1963) notion of power as it relates to agenda setting.  

 

Another key gap in the area of stakeholder theory is in the ranking of definitive stakeholders. It is here 

where my research into business models in Clubland will be able to make a contribution to 

stakeholder theory. My research creates an opportunity to further the understanding of stakeholder 

salience and in particular, the important characteristics in ranking definitive stakeholders in the 

context of Clubland. That is to say, explore what determines who matters most when multiple 

stakeholders are classified as definitive. By exploring the strategic decisions of club managers, in 

particular around the diversification trend identified by IPART (2008), my research gives greater 

insight into the way managers have prioritised the claims made on their organisation.  
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4.6 Chapter summary  

This purpose of this chapter was to review the literature surrounding stakeholder theory in order to 

identify a suitable framework to facilitate an explanation of who is driving the change in club models. 

To explore these changes, this chapter has demonstrated two key relevant concepts: the stakeholder 

network model (Frooman 1999; Neville & Mengue 2006; Oliver 1991) and Mitchell et al.’s (1997) 

model of stakeholder identification and salience. The stakeholder network model can be summarised 

as possessing a broad and inclusive definition of stakeholders, which recognises the potential for 

strategic alliances among stakeholders. This model was considered as the most appropriate given the 

complexity paradigm through which my research is conducted. In this broad view, the characteristics 

of stakeholder salience have been identified as central to prioritising the claims of multiple 

stakeholders. While the literature points to a wide acceptance of power and legitimacy as appropriate 

characteristics in the ranking of stakeholder claims, there have been some calls from normative 

stakeholder theorists to discount the importance of urgency. There is also significant disagreement as 

to which of these characteristics is the most important in determining salience; and there is an absence 

of discussion relating to the ranking of multiple definitive stakeholders. It is here that my research has 

an opportunity to make a contribution. Club managers were asked to provide their own definition of 

salience characteristics, the results of which will be presented in chapter 8.   
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5. Integrating the literature toward a complex 

model of business model evolution 
 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 2 outlined the research paradigm and in doing so has offered a language for exploring the 

dynamic self-organisation of complex systems. Chapter 3 outlined the evolution of the business model 

concept; and chapter 4 identified the potential utility of stakeholder salience in addressing the 

question of who matters in strategic decisions pertaining to the business model. This chapter offers an 

opportunity to integrate these three literatures in order to develop a more comprehensive framework 

for understanding business model evolution in NSW clubs.  

 

This chapter begins by identifying the traditional approach to business model change, creating a visual 

representation of business model change as it is currently discussed in the literature (see Cavalcante et 

al. 2011; Osterwalder & Pigneu  2010; Sosna et al. 2010; Wirtz et al. 2010). This traditional and linear 

process of business model change is then extended through insights from complexity theory and 

stakeholder theory. The inclusion of complexity principles and stakeholder salience begins the 

development of a complex model of business model change, thereby addressing the call from Sosna et 

al. (2010) for further research on the dynamic processes through which business models have 

changed. 

5.2 The traditional approach to business model change 

From the definition presented it chapter 2, a business model, as it is presented in this thesis, represents 

a mechanism through which the firm delivers its strategy. A business model is therefore the subset of 

strategy (Osterwalder et al. 2005). While there is some acknowledgement that strategy could be 

presented as a subset of a business model, this is generally seen as a practitioner’s assumption (Zott et 

al. 2011). In developing this thesis, I have taken the view of Teece (2010) and Thompson & 

McMilland (2011) that business models represent a framework for the implementation of strategy, 

particularly demonstrating how an organisation creates value for its stakeholders. Therefore, as figure 

7 depicts, business models represent strategic choices about how the delivery of goods and services 

drives value, and for whom. The business model also sets out how the organisation will create and 

deliver value. The business model represents decisions regarding the organisational design elements 

identified by Zott & Amit (2010): content: the activities of the organisation; structure: how the 

organisation delivers the content; and governance: who is responsible for each of the activities.  
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Figure 7 - Creating the business model 

As discussed in chapter 3, in delivering the goods and services, managers may encounter one of five 

previously identified drivers for business model change: resources, offers, customers, finance and 

multiple-epicentre (Osterwalder & Pigneu  2010). Resource-driven business model changes are linked 

to changes in a firm’s resource needs. New or adapted business models that are driven by offers occur 

in response to new value propositions a firm may define as part of their strategy. Customer-driven 

change is in response to decisions to attract new market segments, while firms reacting to a financial 

driver make changes in response to changes in the firm’s revenue streams or cost centres. The 

multiple-epicentre driver offers an opportunity to identify changes in a business model driven by any 

combination of the other four identified drivers.  In response to these drivers, a manager may consider 

a need to change the business model by seeking input from various stakeholders leading to the 

extension, revision or termination of a business model (Cavalcante et al. 2011). As discussed in 

chapter 3, business model change in response to these drivers is currently discussed in the literature as 

a planned process of controlled experimentation (see Chesbrough 2010; Sosna et al. 2010). Others 

write about business model change within the paradigm of open innovation (see Markides 2006; 

Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). Bringing the business model literature together 

with the stakeholder literature, the simplistic business model as depicted in figure 7 can be extended. 

Figure 8 shows that if there is no need for change, status quo is enacted. However, if the business 

model needs to be adapted as a result of change, stakeholder input, as is critical in open innovation, is 

paramount in all three areas of organisational content, structure and governance. To manage these 

processes understanding stakeholder salience is critical. 
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Figure 8 - Business model change 

 

The current limitations of the traditional, linear process of business model change are twofold. First, 

in acknowledging that business model change represents a process of open innovation, questions have 

been raised as to how managers may negotiate the competing interests of stakeholders (Gould 2012). 

As such, the theory of stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al. 1997) has been identified as a potential 

framework for understanding whose voices matter in negotiating changes to a business model. 

Second, the static approach to experimentation described above fails to consider how business model 

change may be “grounded in some day-to-day realities” (Sosna et al. 2010: 403). While it is true that 

the drivers of business model change identified by Osterwalder & Pigneu (2010) may emerge from 

the landscape, the current literature represents that reactions to such drivers are linear and rational. 

Therefore, the principles and language of complexity theory may be useful in explaining the non-

linear interplay between environment and changes to the business model. In this sense, the integration 

of complexity theory and stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al. 1997) with the business model concept 

offers an opportunity to extend our understanding of business model change in search of a more 

dynamic theory of business model evolution.  
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5.3 From a dynamic to a complex view of business model evolution 

In conceptualising a more dynamic view of business model evolution, business models would still 

begin with a consideration of how business models can effectively deliver the organisations strategy. 

Therefore, the business model is still created (Cavalcante et al. 2011) and expressed through the 

business model design elements (content, structure and governance) (Zott & Amit 2010). However, in 

a more dynamic view, it is the mechanisms and processes of change that would be altered. For 

instance, Sosna et al (2010: 384) characterised business models as evolving through “constant 

revision, adaptation and fine tuning based on trial-and-error learning”. Such constant reflection and 

adaptive change are the foundations of the dynamic perspective and are represented in figure 10 

below as a “spiral” of service delivery and daily decision making leading to adaptions to the business 

model.  

 

 

Figure 9 - Dynamic business model change (adapted from Sosna et al. 2010) 
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Sosna et al. (2010: 402) characterised their case study of Naturehouse as “the embryonic work 

focusing on a dynamic perspective”. In this early development of a dynamic perspective, it was 

identified that business model change was somewhat ‘grounded in … [the] day-to-day 

realities…fuelled by using imagination and experimentation’ (Sosna et al 2010: 403). In the language 

of this thesis, business models, while initially designed, will emerge from the chaos as managers 

engage with their daily challenges (Holbrook 2003).  

 

5.3.1 Incorporating complexity  

From the review of complexity principles presented in chapter 2, the complexity paradigm holds that 

complex systems dynamically self-organise in response to attractors resulting in emergent 

organisational forms (Kuhn 2007; Goldstein 2012). The relationship between attractors and business 

model evolution is important in further understanding how daily interactions shape the business 

model. For instance, a strategic decision by a manager sets a firm on a path of progressively 

increasing their fitness on the landscape (Anderson 1999; Caldar & Ricart 2003). The business model 

outlines how the resources of the organisation have been calibrated in order to achieve the fitness on 

this landscape. However, as explained in chapter 2, when the firm reaches the peak of its performance 

it is able to look out across the landscape;  possible revealing higher peaks that may be attainable with 

a different strategy which has been adopted by a competitor (Gould & Arndt 2010). Such a scenario 

describes the commonly described lock-in scenario widely accepted as a limitation to the resource 

based view of the firm. The diversification trend identified by IPART (2008) may provide some 

insight into the search for fitness by managers within Clubland. As identified in the introduction 

chapter, IPART (2008) postulated that diversification began as a reaction to increased social pressure 

regarding gaming revenues. In light of this, it may be argued that the landscape has changed in regard 

to social acceptance of gaming revenue, and as such clubs have achieved a less than ideal peak of 

fitness, and must now move to landscapes where gaming plays a diminished role in the revenue of 

clubs. 

 

In a complex view of business model evolution, strategic decisions are reconceptualised into the 

domain of ‘fastsight’ (McKelvey & Boisot 2009:16) where managers decisions are made within a 

“distributed intelligence from networked employees” (McKelvey & Boisot 2009:44). In this sense, 

managers draw insights from their social networks in order to make decisions to make fast decisions 

that they hope will improve fitness on their landscape. Business model changes therefore represent 

‘human problem solving [as moving] purposefully toward the highest level of performance’ 

(Holbrook 2003:21). This purposeful movement is informed by attractors.  

 



73 
 

As introduced in chapter 2, attractors are those forces that inform the self-organisation of complex 

systems (see Bloch 2005; Goldstein 2012; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007). There may be limiting 

attractors, which hold organisations to a particular form; or strange attractors which inform new and 

emergent patterns of behaviour (Bloch 2005). For example, the sun serves as a limiting attractor for 

the solar system, heavily influencing the orbiting patterns of the planets. Continuing the metaphor, 

solar flares represent potential strange attractors that emerge as unpredictable by-products of the suns 

chemistry which have resulting implications for the way we communicate on earth, largely by 

interrupting satellites and short-wave radio frequencies. In an organisational context, profit may 

represent a limiting attractor responsible for most organisational forms in capitalist societies. 

However, the collapse of Lehman Brothers and the emerging global financial crisis has served as a 

strange attractor, forcing the worlds organisations to reconsider some taken for granted assumptions 

about how capitalism works. Attractors are therefore best understood in the context of their results. 

They are identified as the cause of changes in human behaviour and are generally only understandable 

in hindsight. To incorporate the potential influence of attractors,  figure 10 below extends the dynamic 

view of business model change by signifying the importance of attractors (depicted as magnets) in 

shaping the “day-to-day realities” (Sosna et al 2010: 403) as managers seek to improve their fitness. 
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Figure 10 - Integrating Sonsna et al. (2010) dynamic business model change with complexity principles 

 

The emergent nature of business model change reflects a key distinction between the dynamic view 

identified by Sosna et al (2010) and the complex business model evolution this chapter seeks to 

define. The dynamic process depicted in figure 9 represent rational responses to daily changes. 

Indeed, in the case of Naturehouse developed by Sosna et al. (2010), it was argued that changes in the 

business model were directed toward future possible issues in the external environment identified in 

daily operations. However, with complex business model evolution, managers may be reacting to 

attractors rather than proactively seeking to change the landscape through disruptive innovation (such 

as argued by Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002). In this sense, the organisational forms are emergent; 

unknowable with foresight, but understandable in hindsight (Kuhn 2007).  The conceptualisation of 

emergence as part of business model change suggests a fundamental difference in how we understand 

business model change. Currently, business model change is represented as a strategic choice (Sosna 

et al. 2010; Teece 2010), however from a complexity perspective, business models emerge as the 

organisation engages with its environment.  

 

Define strategy  

Expression of a 
Business Model through 

Content, Structure, Governance 

Emergent  
Content, Structure, Governance 



75 
 

The dynamic approach conceived by Sosna et al. (2010) begins to recognise the informal role that 

stakeholders play in the evolution of business models, highlighting that “’who’ was as important as 

the ‘how’ in Naturhouse’s business model development process”. However, Sosna et al. (2010) have 

limited their consideration of stakeholders typically to customers. As such, the current version of a 

dynamic model for business model change fundamentally fails to engage with a broader stakeholder 

base now recognised as part of the strategic conversation (Freeman 1984; Freeman et al. 2010; Walsh 

2005). Therefore, an opportunity exists to incorporate lessons from stakeholder theory, specifically 

stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al. 1997) in order to identify who and what matters as managers 

engage with stakeholders in re-designing the business model. 

 

5.3.2 Incorporating stakeholder salience 

Stakeholder salience, as argued in chapter 4, offers an opportunity to explore not only who matters in 

the context of business model evolution, but also explore the characteristics of salience informing why 

the stakeholder matter. It was also identified in chapter 4 that salience is socially constructed (Fassin 

2009) and may be informed by a stakeholder culture (Jones et al. 2007). As such, a complex view of 

business model evolution offers stakeholder culture as a mediator for the day-today negotiations with 

an increasing number of stakeholders (see figure 11). 

 

Figure 11 - Complex business model evolution 
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In the traditional, linear approach to business model change, managers actively seek the contributions 

through a process of open innovation (Chesbrough 2010). However, in the process of complex 

business model evolution, stakeholders are likely engaged in the delivery of services and, potentially, 

in daily decision making.  

5.4 Exploring complex business model evolution through Clubland 

As identified in the introduction chapter, to address calls from industry (ClubsNSW 2008), 

government (IPART 2008) and academia (Hing et al. 2002), this thesis focuses on capturing 

conversations around who and what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland. In doing 

so, it builds upon the dynamic understanding of business model evolution identified by Sosna et al. 

(2010) by incorporating complexity principles and stakeholder salience. This section will now explore 

how each of the research questions may illuminate the development of complex business model 

evolution. 

 

The first research question, how do club managers perceive the evolution of club business models, 

offers an opportunity to inductively develop a process of business model evolution. Zott and Amit’s 

(2010) business model design elements and themes summarised below in table XX, offers an 

analytical frame to better understand how club managers understand the club and its relationship with 

the community. 

 

Table 16 - Business model design elements and themes 

 Term Descriptor 

Design 

elements 

Content ‘What activities should be performed?’ (p.222) 

Structure ‘How should they be linked and sequenced?’ (p.222) 

Governance ‘Who should perform them, and Where?’ (p.222) 

NICE Design 

Themes 

Novelty ‘Adopt innovative content, structure or governance’ 

(p.222) 

Lock-In ‘Build in elements to retain business model stakeholders’ 

(p.222) 

Complementarities ‘Bundle activities to generate more value’ (p.222) 

Efficiency ‘Reorganise activities to reduce transaction costs’ (p.222) 
 

Using the framework outlined by Zott & Amit (2010), a narrative constructed around research 

question one will offer a descriptive account of how business models in Clubland have changed. Such 

an account will be useful in illuminating how changes in the business model may be constructed in the 

daily realities (Sosna et al. 2010) of club managers.  
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Following on from this descriptive account, research question 2, what, according to club managers, 

are the key attractors in Clubland and how have these influenced the evolution of business models, 

offers an opportunity to explore the role of attractors in the evolution of business models. As theorised 

above, attractors are assumed to inform self-organisation (Kuhn 2007; Goldstein 2012) as club 

managers seek fitness on their landscapes.  

 

A third narrative constructed around research question 3, according to club managers, how does 

stakeholder salience affect the evolution of business models in Clubland, offers an opportunity to 

identify which stakeholders matter in business model evolution, thereby addressing how managers 

prioritise stakeholder claims in open innovation, addressing the gap identified by Gould (2012). 

 

5.5 Chapter summary 

This chapter has sought to integrate three bodies of literature in order to develop a more complete 

understanding of business model evolution. In its most simple definition, complex business model 

evolution suggests that business models emerge through the daily interactions with stakeholders, 

mediated through a managers stakeholder culture. In the following chapter I describe and justify the 

research design that will serve as a framework for creating a narrative of business model evolution in 

Clubland. 
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6. Research design 

 

6.1 Introduction 

As indicated in chapter 1, this project was initially driven by the calls from industry (ClubsNSW 

2008), government (IPART 2008) and academia (Hing et al. 2002) to develop a better understanding 

of the managerial practices in Clubland. Furthermore, through the exploration of evolving business 

models in Clubland, this thesis begins the transition of business models from the paradigm of strategic 

choice into a complexity paradigm following an emerging trend in strategic management (Anderson 

1999; Burgelman 1991; Davies, et al. 2007; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Meyer et al.1998; Sanchez 1997; 

Stacey 2000). In doing so, this research is able to respond to the call for a more dynamic 

understanding of business model change (Sosna Trevinyo-Rodríguez & Velamuri 2010), including the 

critical consideration of who and what matters (Gould 2012). 

 

This chapter describes and justifies the employed research design, labeled as a complexity-informed 

qualitative inquiry from an appreciative stance. The chapter begins by outlining the philosophical and 

methodological influences on the research design. In particular, section 6.2 revisits the ontological 

and epistemological position of complexity theory and argues for the appropriateness of a qualitative 

design in exploring the evolution of business models in Clubland. Section 6.3 will outline the research 

protocol, describing and justifying the methods of data collection and analysis. 

 

6.2 Designing the methodological framework 

This section explores the philosophical and methodological influences on the research design: 

complexity as a research paradigm, narrative inquiry and appreciative inquiry. By way of 

introduction, figure 7 below has been constructed to facilitate a discussion of how each of these 

influences are related and applied in my research. 
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Figure 12. Methodological framework 

 

The sclera, or white of the eye, serves as a metaphor for the broader structure of the research design, 

which is identified as a qualitative inquiry. Within this broader structure sits narrative inquiry, 

represented above in figure 7 as the iris of the eye. The iris gives the eye its distinguishing 

characteristics while also shaping and controlling the pupils of the eyes. The pupil serves as a 

metaphor for how data will be filtered through an appreciative stance informed by appreciative 

inquiry. The purpose of this section is therefore to describe and justify the utility of the 

methodological framework pictured in figure 7 above; arguing why it is the most appropriate way to 

explore who and what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland. 

 

6.2.1 Complexity thinking: implications for ontology and epistemology 

Occurring in ‘human experiential space’ (Kuhn & Woog 2007), the ontological assumptions held in 

this study are such that the research process is not about the discovery of a physical reality, but rather 

an investigation into the intellectual construction of human relationships. Such space is characterised 

as chaotic (unpredictable but understandable with hindsight), multidimensional (constructed through 

multiple and interrelated connections), nonlinear (experience interacts with time) and is organised 

around attractors (Kuhn & Woog 2007). Kuhn (2007) has argued that complexity theory offers a 

paradigmatic framework useful in such space. 
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As a paradigm complexity offers a way of understanding human behaviour within a relational world, 

shaping analysis through the assumption that individuals (and organisations) are self-organising, 

dynamic and emergent (Kuhn 2007; Kuhn, Woog & Hodgson 2003). For Kuhn (2007), complexity is 

offered as an extension of the constructivist paradigm, and therefore some of the relationships 

presented here will resonate with those adhering to a constructivist paradigm. To help highlight and 

introduce the similarities between the two paradigms, table 17 summarises the constructivist paradigm 

and compares it to complexity theory as applied in this thesis. 

 

Table 17 - Comparison of the Constructivist and Complexity Theory paradigms (adapted from Lincoln & Guba 

(2003):256–7 

Item 
Constructivism 

(Lincoln & Guba 2003:256–7) 

Complexity Theory 

(as applied in this thesis) 

B
as

ic
 B

el
ie

fs
 

Ontology 

Relativism; local and specific 

constructed realities 

‘Reality is dynamic, self-organizing, and 

emergent… both singular and multiple at the 

same time and although ‘it’ [reality] may be 

studied from various perspectives the act of 

study will affect the ‘reality’ observed’ (Kuhn 

2007: 172). 

Epistemology 

Transactional/subjectivist; created 

findings 

‘Not only are the knower and the known 

dynamic, self-organising and emerging, the 

relationship of the knower to the known is 

likewise dynamic, self-organising, and 

emerging’ (Kuhn 2007:173). 

Methodology 

Hermeneutical/dialectical Hermeneutical (Maguire & McKelvey 1999) 

Narrative (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & 

Hatch 2001) 

P
o

si
ti

o
n

 o
n

 s
el

ec
te

d
 p

ra
ct

ic
al

 i
ss

u
es

 

Inquiry aim 
Understanding; reconstruction Critical reflection on the set of initial 

conditions created through the research process 

Nature of 

Knowledge 

Individual reconstructions 

coalescing around consensus 

Sensitive to initial conditions (Kuhn 2007) 

Knowledge 

accumulation 

More informed and sophisticated 

reconstructions; various 

experiences 

Occurs within human experiential space (Kuhn 

& Woog 2007) 

Goodness or 

quality criteria 

Trustworthiness and authenticity Authenticity, transferability and fractality 

Values 

Included; informative ‘Values are inherently implicated in the inquiry 

process. Often it will be focus on values that 

will guide the process toward a satisfying 

outcome’ (Kuhn 2007:174). 

Ethics 
Intrinsic: process tilt towards 

revelations; special problems 

Allowing for self-organisation within the 

research design and an understanding of the 

potential criticality of the research process; this 

extends to the shared control over the research 

design and aims. 

Control 

Shared between inquirer and 

participants 

Voice of the 

researcher 

‘passionate participant’ (Lincoln & Guba 2003:257) as facilitator of multi-voice 

reconstruction 
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As a paradigm, complexity assumes that the relationship between the knower and the known exists in 

a complex, mutually informed relationship Kuhn 2007; Richardson & Cilliers 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 

2001). Furthermore, the axiological foundations and prior experiences of the knower have significant 

influences on the research process. The complex relationship between ontology, epistemology and 

axiology are further demonstrated in figure 8 below: 

 

 

Figure 13. Relationships between ‘knower’ and the ‘known’ 

 

Figure 8 was originally created by Abraham Bosse (1647) to demonstrate the impact of the eye’s lens 

on the image of a landscape. However, this engraving may also serve as a metaphor for the research 

process (Chambers 1984), allowing for a visual representation of the ethical dimension of Complexity 

Theory (first highlighted in chapter 2). As a reminder, the ethical dimension to Complexity Theory 

requires a consideration of the impact of choice upon the research findings, and the subsequent need 

to make modest claims (Cillers 2000).  

 

Each researcher in figure 8 is examining a different part of the landscape; each from a different 

perspective informed by a different method of viewing (standing, sitting and observing from a raised 

platform). In helping describe the complex role of epistemology and ontology employed in this study, 

figure 8 demonstrates how the selection of method and sample and the subsequent ontological 

discovery are subject to the choices made by the researcher. Therefore, any new knowledge created by 

this choice is inherently bound to the chosen method. In this study there were three critical choices 

made in relation to the employed research design: 
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1. to answer the call for qualitative research into the New South Wales registered clubs industry 

(ClubsNSW 2008) 

2. to employ a narrative inquiry framework to inform the data collection 

3. to take an appreciative stance throughout the data collection and analysis. 

  

The purpose of this section was to establish the epistemological and ontological relationships of the 

complexity paradigm. Complexity Theory has been described in this chapter as a continuation of the 

constructivist paradigm, representing a subjective theorising of a relativist reality. Following Kuhn 

(2007), my application of the complexity paradigm extends to the understanding that how we ‘know’ 

is mutually informed by what we have known. To this end, both ontology and epistemology are 

dynamic, emergent and self-organising.  

 

6.2.2 Justification of the qualitative approach 

From the discussion in section 6.2.1 above and the review of complexity theory presented in chapter 

2, complexity as a research paradigm suggests that research represents a dynamic, emergent and self-

organising process. In chapter 2 it was established that there are mixed approaches to the study of 

complex systems: those subscribing to hard complexity who favour a more quantitative approach 

facilitated by mathematical modelling and those who take a soft-complexity approach who favour a 

qualitative method.  

 

Qualitative research has been widely recognised for its capacity to create rich data sets that allow for a 

detailed exploration of complex social phenomenon (Babbie 2001; Berg 2007; Creswell 2007; Denzin 

& Lincoln 2003; Flick 2009; Keegan 2011; Tesch 1990) such as the evolution of business models in 

Clubland. In particular, this research has been interested in exploring how and why the models have 

changed in relation to who the club drives value for. As Creswell (2007) highlights, qualitative 

research is particularly useful when a problem or issue needs to be explored and ‘when we want to 

empower individuals to share their stories’ (p. 48).  

 

Ultimately a narrative approach was considered as the most appropriate qualitative framework as a 

result of its capacity to create detailed positive stories (Clandinin & Conelly 2000; Creswell 2007; 

Wells 2011) about the evolution of the club model through the ‘lives of a small number of 

individuals’ (Creswell 2007:74). In support of this design, Luhman and Boje (2001) and Tsoukas and 

Jo Hatch (2001) have conceptualised Complexity Theory as a narrative-generating process.  
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Broadly speaking narrative research begins with the selection of ‘one or more individuals who have 

stories or life experiences to tell’ (Creswell 2007:74). Wells (2011) suggests that data collection 

within narrative research focuses on the qualitative interview. The analysis of these interviews is to be 

supported by field notes that pay particular attention to the data collection environment as well as the 

way certain messages were conveyed (Clandinin & Conelly 2000; Creswell 2007; Wells 2011). In 

particular, notes should emphasise speech patterns or nonverbal cues in communication (Clandinin 

and Conelly 2000; Creswell 2007; Wells 2011). In applying the narrative approach, my research 

offers a co-construction of a narrative which tells the story of evolving business models in Clubland 

through the eyes of the participating club managers.  

 

In my reading of the narrative inquiry literature, I have come to consider that the established 

relationship between complexity thinking and a narrative approach should be further supported by 

hermeneutic principles. For instance, Maguire and McKelvey (1999) have likened the soft 

interpretations of complexity used in this research (as discussed in chapter 2) to hermeneutic inquiry, 

in particular the principle of charity. The principle of charity has been used to explain the role of truth 

in communication (Davidson 2001; Gadamer 1994). The charity principle holds that for meaning to 

be conveyed through communication, one must assume that the communicator is speaking the truth, 

or at least, their truth (Davidson 2001; Hendrickx 1999). For this project, I consider that the 

construction of the evolving club model narrative through my interactions with club managers has 

been managed according to White’s (1999) four laws of hermeneutic inquiry: 

 

1. Social Actors must be understood by their own terms 

2. interactions must be taken in context 

3. researchers must have an existing relationship or mutuality 

4. interpretation must conform to the intention of the actors. 

 

To ensure that my study adheres to White’s (1999) four laws, communicative validity (Kvale 2007) 

has been a key feature of the research design. In particular, it is argued that validation through regular 

engagement with a membership validation community (Kvale 2007) ensures that social actors, or club 

managers, have been understood on their own terms. In simple terms, the membership validation 

community refers to the research participants, or social actors, in White’s (1999) vernacular. 

 

In applying membership validation, club managers were asked to reflect on their contributions to this 

study. There were two key opportunities for participants to reflect on their contributions. Firstly, 

owing to the use of coherent conversations (to be discussed in section 6.3.1.1), the method of data 

collection has been specifically designed for critical self-reflection on behalf of the research 
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participants. The second opportunity was in the option for participants to review the transcript of our 

conversation. 

 

Further validation with the membership community was sought in regular communication with 

industry representatives during the analysis and write-up phase of the study. Through this regular 

contact, my research ensures that social actors have been understood in their own terms, as well as 

ensuring that my interpretation conforms to the intention of the actors. It should be noted that the 

opportunity for regular contact with the membership validation community (managers within 

Clubland) is allowed for, owing to my existing relationship and mutuality with Clubland. My existing 

relationship and mutuality has been previously identified in the prologue to this thesis. 

 

In summary, this section justified the selection of the qualitative approach in exploring the evolution 

of business models in NSW registered clubs. A qualitative framework has been justified in the 

capacity of qualitative designs to capture and explore complex social issues and institutions (Babbie 

2001; Berg 2007; Creswell 2007; Denzin & Lincoln 2003; Flick 2009; Keegan 2011; Tesch 1990). 

Furthermore, the selection of a narrative approach within a qualitative framework has been justified 

through the congruence between the principles of narrative inquiry and the complexity-thinking 

community (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001, and as argued in chapter 2). Both 

complexity thinking (as applied in this thesis) and narrative inquiry seek to understand the complex 

order of the social world through the construction of narratives. The following section will outline 

how appreciative inquiry is used to set a positive tone for the constructed narratives.  

 

6.2.3 Research from an appreciative stance 

Appreciative inquiry is an emerging discourse within organisation studies which suggests a focus on 

what is working in the organisation. Cooperrider et al. (2008:2) point to the suitability of appreciative 

inquiry as a framework for exploring a variety of workplace phenomena. In their list of potentially 

appropriate phenomenon, Cooperrider et al. (2008) specifically point to appreciative inquiry’s 

capacity to examine the processes surrounding strategic planning and organisational change. In 

particular, the discourse of appreciative inquiry points to how change can be orchestrated in complex 

environments through the recognition of successful achievements, and guiding subsequent activities 

around these successes (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005).  

 

While my research is not guided toward a specific intervention, or to promote a change in business 

models in Clubland, it will be argued in this section that the narratives constructed through my 

research will form a new set of initial conditions for Clubland. It is therefore necessary to take an 
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appreciative stance, as positive conversations about how business models have evolved will, owing to 

the principle of sensitivity to initial conditions, inform how business models evolve in the future.  

 

The processes of appreciative inquiry are somewhat similar to those seen in action research, in that 

both methodologies seek to improve organisational performance through a strategic, systematic and 

socially constructed approach to change (Boyd & Bright 2007; Mishra & Bhatnagar 2012). While 

presenting my methodology at PhD workshops and in a conference paper (Gould 2009), I have been 

asked why I did not take an action research approach. The key difference between appreciative 

inquiry and action research is the focus on the problem. Action research sees a community of inquiry 

form around addressing a specific problem (Boyd & Bright 2007) while appreciative inquiry is driven 

by a theme (Golembiewski 1998). Given that my research has not addressed a specific organisational 

problem, taking an action research approach would have been inappropriate.  

 

Appreciative inquiry is built around five abstract principles (Cooperrider & Srivatva 1987; Mishra & 

Bhatnagar 2012; Reed 2007): the constructivist principle, the principle of simultaneity, the poetic 

principle, the anticipatory principle and the positive principle. Each principle will now be discussed to 

allow for a comparison between the underlying principles of appreciative inquiry and Complexity 

Theory.  

 

The constructivist principle of appreciative inquiry points to the relationship between appreciative 

inquiry research and a constructivist ontology and epistemology (Reed 2007; Mishra & Bhatnagar 

2012). As Complexity Theory is seen as an extension of the constructivist positions (Kuhn 2007), 

similar relationships can be observed in the research design employed in the construction of this 

thesis. The paradigmatic positions of this study were introduced in section 6.2.1 above. 

 

The principle of simultaneity in appreciative inquiry ‘points to the way that inquiry and change are 

simultaneous’ (Reed 2007:26) and resonates with my understanding of Cillier’s ethical dimension of 

Complexity Theory. From both the position of appreciative inquiry and Complexity Theory, research 

is seen as an intervention in the system being researched and may have future impacts (both planned 

and unplanned).  

 

According to Reed (2007) the poetic principle of appreciative inquiry ‘emphasizes the [ways in 

which] people author their world[s]’ (p. 26). Appreciative inquiry therefore seeks to support these 

story-telling behaviours as a way of better understanding the strengths of the system. The poetic 

principle, as described in Reed (2007) therefore points to the fit between appreciative inquiry and the 

narrative approach taken in my research. In particular, appreciative inquiry suggests that the way 
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people author their worlds has a direct relationship to the future, which is captured in the anticipatory 

principle. 

 

The anticipatory principle highlights how the future is largely shaped by the way people think about 

possible futures (Reed 2007). This again suggests a fit between appreciative inquiry and Complexity 

Theory, pointing to a sensitivity to initial conditions.  

 

Finally, the positive principle is arguably the defining principle of appreciative inquiry. It is argued in 

appreciative inquiry that positivity ‘engages people more deeply’ (Reed 2007:27). This principle is 

best represented in the way data is collected, where focus is given to what is working within an 

organisation (Bushe 2011; Cooperrider 1987; Cooperrider et al. 2008; Lewis, Passmore & Cantore 

2008; Reed 2007). 

 

The principles of appreciative inquiry discussed above point to the suitable match between the 

Complexity Theory paradigm and appreciative inquiry. Both appreciative inquiry and Complexity 

Theory are concerned with identifying complex patterns, using stories to create an image of the 

organisation for the purposes of analysis. Perhaps the best way to demonstrate the similarities is to 

highlight the underlying assumption of appreciative inquiry: 

 

Appreciative inquiry is based on the premise that human systems grow and construct 

their future realities in the direction of what they most persistently, actively, and 

collectively ask questions about… Based on the topic they choose to study and the 

questions they choose to ask, organizations enact and construct worlds that determine 

their eventual destiny (Mantel & Ludemal, 2000:44). 

 

In complexity terms, organisations dynamically self-organise in response to their needs. Just as a 

complex system grows and emerges consistent with present attractors, so too will the human systems 

that appreciative inquiries are concerned with. The similarity in the guiding principles suggests that 

appreciative inquiry is an appropriate addition to the realm of complex thinking. However, the rather 

rigid ‘cycles’ and processes involved in appreciative inquiry (such as those described by Bushe 2011; 

Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Johnson & Leavitt 2001) create a complication for the fluid nature of the 

research processes used in this thesis. When applied as currently described in the literature (Bushe 

2011; Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Johnson & Leavitt 2001), appreciative inquiry limits the potential 

emergence of research themes that are of importance to the research participants. However, on 

approach, the 4D model (Bushe 2011; Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Mantel & Ludema 2000) is of 

particular relevance to my study. 
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The 4D model depicts the process of inquiry as moving between four dimensions: discovery, dream, 

design and destiny. Figure 9 below (adapted from Barros & Cooperrider 2000:23; and Mantel & 

Ludema 2000:44) depicts the four dimensions as they develop positive conversation about a chosen 

topic. 

 

 

Figure 14. The 4D model of appreciative inquiry (adapted from Barros and Cooperrider, 2000:23; Cooperrider and 

Whitney 2005; and Mantel and Ludema 2000:44) 

 

However, the 4D model has been specifically designed to aid in change management. For instance 

Barros and Cooperrider (2000) have argued that each dimension can be formulated into an inquiry 

process. Beginning with the discovery stage, the researcher begins to understand a participant’s views 

of the organisation in its current form. Individuals are asked to reflect on their individual experiences 

through questions aimed at generating positive stories. Following this, the researcher moves on to 

developing the dream. During the dream phase, participants are asked to develop and articulate a clear 

understanding of what characteristics they hope to see in the organisation’s future. Once the ideal 

future or dream is established, researchers create mechanisms for orchestrating related and necessary 

change through the design phase. However, the design of these mechanisms is informed by research 

participants. Finally, the researcher arrives at defining the destiny. In this phase focus shifts toward 

strengthening the capability of the system, building hope and support for the new design to create a 

purpose-generating momentum. 

 

For the purposes of my research, appreciative inquiry performs two key functions. Firstly, the 4D 

model, as described by Barros & Cooperrider (2000) and Bushe (2011), has influenced the design of 

the research protocol. The second key function is in the disposition carried into analysis.  

 

It is argued that, in the context of my thesis, the idea of positive reinforcement to form the inquiry is 

secondary to its importance and influence on the analysis of organisational narratives. I suggest that 

‘negative’ conversation is important in understanding the evolution of business models in Clubland. 
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However, consistent with appreciative inquiry’s approach, the value of negative conversation 

becomes significantly diminished when trying to orchestrate and motivate change. To this end, the 

role of appreciative inquiry is that of a theory-informing analysis of organisational narratives rather 

than the process of gathering information.  

 

6.3 Research protocol 

In this section I describe the research process as well as provide theoretical support for the chosen 

methods. The section will begin with the justification and description of the methods of data 

collection. This will then be followed by a discussion of the research protocol which includes the 

processes of data analysis. 

 

6.3.1 Methods of data collection 

According to Wells (2011:24) the standard practice for the narrative researcher is to 

 

obtain high-quality audio recordings of interviews; to record, upon completion of the 

interview, basic field notes regarding the conduct of the interview … and to produce a 

verbatim transcription of the interview that highlights unusual features of speech or 

nonverbal communication, such as shouting or pausing between words, that 

potentially alters the meaning of the words spoken (Wells 2011:24). 

 

The application of Well’s (2011) suggestions for the narrative research protocol in this research 

created two related data collection activities: coherent conversations and field notes. The focus of this 

section is to introduce the language and techniques of data collection, while section 6.4 will provide 

the specific details of how they were applied. 

 

6.3.1.1 Coherent conversations 

As previously discussed, appreciative inquiry seeks to create positive discussion through the four 

dimensions: discovery, destiny, design and dreaming. From an appreciative stance, these dimensions 

serve as attractors, facilitating the creation of shared organisational narratives. To be consistent with 

this approach, this research offers coherent conversations (Kuhn & Woog 2007) as a technique for the 

facilitation of positive, yet emergent, discussion.  

 

The processes of coherent conversations might be understood as an interview in which the underlying 

focus shifts from a topical discussion to a permissive process of critical self-reflection. This 

permissive and reflective environment is the distinguishing feature of coherent conversations (Kuhn 
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& Woog 2007). There were three phases of coherent conversations used in this research: 

conversations of convenience, conversations of discovery and conversations of confirmation. 

 

Conversations of convenience are similar to the informal conversational interview processes outlined 

by Patton (2002). Such an interview ‘asks questions in the course of a naturally occurring 

conversation’ (Wells 2011: 24). The purpose of the conversations of convenience was to develop the 

sensitising concepts (Morgan et al. 2008:246) around which the future research design would emerge. 

 

Conversations of discovery also followed the protocols of the informal conversational interview 

(Patton 2002), however, these conversations were largely focused on the emergent purpose of the 

study, which at this stage was more specifically focused on exploring the innovation of business 

models. Structured around conversation starters (available in the participant information sheet 

attached as appendix 1), the conversations of discovery were specifically designed to allow for an 

emergence of the research direction based on what the participants saw as important in understanding 

business models in Clubland. Coherent conversations foster a new research community within an 

organisation (Kuhn & Woog 2007). Through the process of conversation, the conversations of 

discovery encouraged the participating managers to reflect on their personal experiences which 

allowed for the emergence of new perspectives on business models in Clubland and how they have 

evolved.  

 

Conversations of confirmation took a more structured form, with the topic for conversation informed 

by the analysis of data created in the conversations of discovery. Of particular interest here was the 

relationship between club and stakeholder, and specifically how the interactions between club and 

stakeholder have shaped the evolution of business models. 

 

While the specific details of how these techniques were used is available in the description of the 

research protocol (see section 6.4 below), table 18 offers a summary of the sample size and strategy of 

each of the conversation types. 
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Table 18 - Sample strategy 

 Sample strategy Justification and application 

Convenience 

with 17 

industry 

representatives 

Random 

convenience 

Allows for the emergence of sensitising concepts (Morgan 2008) 

Discovery with 

4 club 

managers 

 

Purposive and 

Convenience  

According to Wells (2011), narrative research generally draws on 

a small sample as a result of the rich data created through the 

interview process. She goes on to highlight that much ‘widely 

cited’ (Wells 2011:20) research from a narrative approach 

‘involve an n of one’ (Wells, 2011:20). Creswell (2007) suggests 

that sampling in narrative research be targeted toward a single 

individual or small group of individuals ‘who have stories or life 

experiences to share’ (p. 74). When combined with the 

appreciative stance (a need to focus on those things that work 

well), participants were purposively selected based on the shared 

perception of being an industry leader and having innovative 

business models. 

Confirmation 

with 6 club 

managers 

Purposive, 

Convenience and 

Snowball  

According to Morgan (2008), theoretical sampling is particularly 

relevant in emergent designs. Participants in this round were 

selected based on a perceived capacity to contribute to an 

understanding of business models and stakeholders in Clubland. 

Participation in key industry events and a professional history 

and family connection to the industry assisted in identifying a 

potential participant pool. During the conversations of 

confirmation managers would also supplement this pool with 

suggestions for other participants.  

 

A process of reflexivity has been introduced as a feature of the coherent conversation sessions. This 

reflexivity has been important in managing the impact of researcher bias throughout the research 

process. During our conversations I was able to test the suitability of my interpretation of managers’ 

contributions within the current conversation and test (similar to what Kvale (2007:125) would label 

the creation of ‘member validation’) this in the search for communicative validation (Kvale 2007:125) 

in subsequent conversations with other club managers. Furthermore, the discussion with a peer 

evaluation community (Kvale 2007), which in this study is defined as my supervisory panel, was used 

as a strategy for minimising personal bias in the analysis of conversational data. 

 

6.3.1.2 Field notes 

In this study, the exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of business models occurs 

through an analysis of the personal narratives of the participating club managers. With the coherent 

conversations forming the basis of the data collection, field notes offer an opportunity to supplement 

the conversational data offering further illumination on the themes discussed by the club managers. 

Data collection through field notes is a common feature of narrative research (Clandinin & Conelly 

2000; Creswell 2007; Tracy 2013; Wells 2011). In particular, field notes in narrative research are 



91 
 

essential in the construction of the research narrative, offering an opportunity to capture the subtle, 

nonverbal communication during the coherent conversations (Wells 2011). Furthermore, with the 

inclusion of naturally occurring data (Silverman 2006), it is possible to explore some of the external 

influences on the personal narratives of club managers as well as create a contrast between the public 

and private stories. Field notes were constructed in this study through three core activities: 

1. participant observation 

2. collection of naturally occurring data (Silverman 2006), and 

3. reflective audio journal. 

 

There were two periods of observation carried out as part of the data collection. Initially; observations 

were made during key industry events and were helpful for initial scoping of the research aims (the 

conversations of convenience). In these early phases field notes took the form of scratch notes 

(Sanjeck 1990); jotted in the margin of conference programs highlighting the key industry contacts 

and some of their initial thoughts around the business model of clubs. During the conversations of 

discovery and conversations of confirmation, observations were more intently focused on the 

nonverbal communication and interesting features of the research context (Clandinin & Conelly 2000; 

Creswell 2007; Tracy 2013; Wells 2011). In both periods, observations were carried out from the 

standpoint of a participant observer (DeWalt, DeWalt & Wayland 1998; Marshall & Rossman 1995; 

Park 1999; Tracy 2013). 

 

Jackson (1983) and Park (1999) suggest that participant observation refers to a broad research strategy 

rather than a consolidated and prescriptive method (such as purported by Merriam, 1994; and Yin, 

2003). For the purposes of this research, it is the role of participant observer that is of interest rather 

than the technique. The standpoint of a participant observer was necessary owing to my personal 

history with Clubland. As a participant observer, particularly in the initial design phase of the 

research, I was able to participate in industry conferences, trade shows and training seminars while 

also acknowledging my position as a researcher. This was particularly important in building trust and 

‘endear[ing] [myself] to the group’ (Tracy 2013:110).  

 

Naturally occurring data (Silverman 2006) is data created by the organisation through the course of its 

daily activities. This type of data was particularly important in the initial scoping of the research topic 

and in the recruitment for conversations of discovery. Naturally occurring data collected during this 

phase is summarised below in table 19. 
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Table 19 - Summary of naturally occurring data 

Source of data Purpose 

Conference programs and seminar 

material 

Initially these were collected to provide a better understanding of the 

training and information needs of club managers. In this sense, this 

data allowed for the initial scoping of the research theme. However, 

these programs also became important in the recruitment of 

participants for the conversations of confirmation as they indicated 

who were the key individuals in the industry 

The 2008 IPART Inquiry 

(including submissions from clubs 

and industry bodies)  

Submissions to the 2008 IPART inquiry offered an opportunity to 

explore 

ClubsNSW Industry Award data Selection of participants for the conversations of discovery. Owing to 

the appreciative stance, it was determined that participants would need 

industry recognition for innovative business models and strong, 

positive ties with their community 

Participating club websites To understand how clubs communicate with their membership. In 

particular, what type of information was presented. Websites also 

contained the annual reports which were used to construct and present 

the revenue model of clubs (presented in chapter 7) 

 

The third core activity leading to the field notes was the reflective audio journal entries created 

following each recorded conversation with a club manager (an example is attached as appendix 2). 

These journal entries were important as they provided an opportunity to reflect upon the ‘important 

characteristics of the interviewee, the interviewer, and the interview setting and process’ (Wells 

2011:42). Furthermore, the use of the reflective journal has also been important in ensuring reflexivity 

in the research design with these journal entries allowing me to keep a record of the ‘surprises and 

undoings in the process of the research endeavour’ (Lincoln & Guba 2003:579). 

 

6.3.2 The research protocol 

So far, this chapter has identified the key philosophical (section 6.2.1) and methodological (sections 

6.2.2 and 6.2.3) influences on this thesis, while section 6.3.1 has introduced the key data-collecting 

activities. In this section, I introduce the research protocol, specifically describing how the research 

was carried out. Figure 10 below offers an opportunity to explore the research processes taken in the 

development of this thesis. 
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Figure 15. Research design phases 

 

The research protocol employed in this thesis is characterised as a four-phase iterative process. Each 

phase (define, discover, refine and destiny) informs the activities of the following phase and has been 

informed by the 4D model of appreciative inquiry. The research protocol employed in this study, and 

the influence of the 4D model, will now be introduced with greater and specific detail.  

 

6.3.2.1 Phase 1: define 

The processes in the define phase were directed at early attempts to define the issue for investigation 

and the substantive theoretical context for the thesis. A starting point for this phase of the research is 

difficult to pinpoint as included here are the years of industry participation (as discussed in the 

prologue). However, for the purposes of this dissertation, I conceptualise the ‘define’ phase as all 

events leading into the first round of formalised data collection. Figure 11 diagrammatically 

represents the key activities in the define phase. 
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Figure 16. Phase 1: define 

 

6.3.2.1.1 Step 1: finding an anchor (concurrent with step 2) 

Reflecting on the role of conversation in the research process Huff (in Kemp 2005) suggests that one 

of the key first steps in the research process is to create an anchor. This anchor is a reflection of both 

who we want to talk to and what we want to talk about (Kemp 2005). In the discourse of emergent 

design, this step could be conceptualised as the search for ‘sensitizing concepts’ (Morgan et al. 

2008:246), those ideas that will shape the future design of the research. When this project began, I had 

a clear understanding of who I wanted to talk to, but little idea of what we needed to talk about. While 

reading the limited literature available on club management it became clear that there was little 

inductive theory development from within the context; rather there was a tendency to impose pre-

existing hospitality and strategic management literature (developed in a for-profit context). In the 

course of finding my anchor, I was involved in three core activities: conversations of convenience; 

observation from a participant observer’s lens; and an analysis of the IPART review of the club 

industry (including individual and industry submissions). 

DEFINE 

Attractor Analysis 

Fractal Analysis 

Relationship club and 
community 

1 

2 

3 
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The define stage began with a conversation with an industry lobbyist (working with a poker machine 

manufacturing company at the time) where I began discussing my honours research and what the next 

step might be as I moved to the PhD. During this conversation, it was suggested that the industry 

might be interested in research that explored the potential role of New South Wales clubs in the urban 

expansion of greater south-western Sydney. Following on from this interview I met with the CEO of 

Clubs New South Wales in early 2008 to discuss what role that organisation could play in the 

research. A significant theme of this conversation was the impending release of the IPART report 

investigating the sustainability of New South Wales clubs and their reliance on gaming machine 

revenue. As espoused in the Clubs New South Wales (2007) submission to IPART, their main interest 

was in research that examined the positive role clubs played in the community. Emerging from this 

conversation was the idea of exploring those clubs whose innovative business practices diminished 

their reliance on gaming revenue, i.e. developing best practice for innovation in the club context. This 

led me to a review of the innovation and business model literature (see step 3). 

 

During the define stage, I also attended key industry events (for example, the Club Managers 

Association of Australia [CMAA] Conference 2008 and 2009, the ClubsNSW Trade Show 2008 and 

the Australasian Gaming Expo in 2008 and 2009). The purpose of attending industry events was to 

have random (and convenient) conversations with key industry participants for the purposes of honing 

in on my research topic and identifying potential participants. During this time, the key method of 

data collection was my reflective journal and collection of seminar materials and programs so as to 

document the nature of these conversations. During these events I spoke to 17 different individuals 

(club managers, poker machine salesmen, emergent technology experts and the CEO of the Gaming 

Technology Association). IPART and the impending federal intervention in poker machine operations 

were significant talking points suggesting that the industry felt a greater need to diversify their income 

streams. In particular, during CMAA 2008, I attended one of the training seminars entitled Models for 

Revenue Diversification. The participants in this panel presentation would serve as an important pool 

of participants for the conversations of discovery and confirmation. 

 

Another key activity of the define stage was the review of three highly influential government reports 

released during this phase:  

 

1. the IPART investigation into the sustainability of clubs (IPART 2008) 

2. the Productivity Commission (2009a) report exploring the prevalence of problem gambling in 

Australia, and  

3. the Productivity Commission (2009b) report exploring the Australian not-for profit sector  
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In particular, the documents listed above were reviewed in relation to what they could contribute to an 

understanding of how the club model has changed over time. 

 

6.3.2.1.2 Step 2: exploring appropriate research paradigms (concurrent with step 1) 

The outputs of step 2 are presented in chapter 2 in the review of the complexity theory literature. 

Complexity was ultimately chosen as an appropriate paradigm for the study of New South Wales 

registered clubs as a result of my previous professional and academic experiences. An important 

outcome of this step was the development of my ‘soft complexity’ lenses, through which the rest of 

the research process and outcomes would be interpreted.  

 

6.3.2.1.3 Step 3: review of the business model literature (concurrent with step 2) 

The results of step 3 are presented as chapter 3. By way of summarising that chapter, business model 

literature, while acknowledging that business models are not static, had a focus on business models as 

the output of strategic decisions. There was also a strong bias towards profit generation and value for 

a ‘customer’ (somewhat related to the very strong technology- and retail-focused contexts through 

which these papers are written). An assumption at this stage (based on definition and industry 

principle) was that a club model was designed to drive value for the members, a substantially different 

concept from ‘customer’ (customers being in a free market, members in a co-op market). There was 

also a need to reconsider the ‘profit’ bias in the non-profit sector, i.e. assuming that business models 

are useful strategic planning tools and as models for future organisations. 

 

6.3.2.2 Phase 2: discover 

Following on from the design phase, it was decided that the project would explore innovative business 

models in the club sector. The discovery phase has been largely influenced by the processes of 

narrative research as outlined in section 6.2.2 above. 
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Figure 17. Phase 2: discover 

 

6.3.2.1.1 Step 4: conversations of discovery  

A potential participant pool of 12 club managers was created by ClubsNSW. In developing the 

potential pool, the sampling method can be described using the generic label of purposive sampling 

(Flick 2009). The purpose was to develop a list of potential participants who were considered (by 

ClubsNSW) to be industry leaders and successfully diversifying their revenue away from gaming. All 

of the potential participants had previously won industry awards such as Club of the Year and 

Community Service awards. Once this list had been generated, the selection technique could be best 

described as convenience sampling. While convenience sampling may ‘come at the expense of 

information and credibility’ (Creswell 2007:158), I argue that combining the convenience technique 

with the purposeful selection of potential participants has helped maintain the credibility of the 

sample.  

 

From the list of 12 club managers, 6 managers expressed an interest in participating in the study after 

being contacted by telephone and followed up by an email including a letter of support from 

ClubsNSW (see appendix 3) and a copy of the participant information letter (see appendix 3). The 
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initial expressions of interest from club managers were then followed by an unrecorded conversation 

regarding the research aims and processes to allow the individual club managers to have some input 

into the direction of the recorded conversations. During these conversations, the reflective observation 

journal was the key source of data collection. Again, the biggest influence on the nature of the 

observations is seen from narrative analysis, in that I focused on the ‘important characteristics of the 

interviewee, the interviewer, and the interview setting and process’ (Wells 2011:42).  

 

Of these 6 expressions of interest, 3 managers were available to be involved in the initial 

conversations of discovery. In addition to the purposeful (and positive) recruitment of club managers 

for these conversations of discovery, one manager from a club not on the original list provided by 

ClubsNSW was contacted to serve as a ‘deviant case’ (Creswell 2007:158). The purpose of selecting a 

deviant case was to create a contrast between those who have had a long history with Clubland and a 

recent arrival. Full (de-identified) details about the participants in the ‘conversations of discovery’ can 

be found in chapter 7. There I go into more detail about the revenue models of the clubs they 

represent and the personal history of participants, which is an important feature of narrative research 

(Creswell 2007; Wells 2011).  

 

The sample selected is not intended to be representative of the population; rather, it was selected to 

capture the history and experiences of individuals of merit, consistent with a narrative approach 

outlined by Wells (2011). By focusing on the experiences of club managers who have been 

recognised by the industry as persons of merit, the theorising of business model evolution would 

satisfy the positive principle (Cooperrider & Srivatva 1987; Mishra & Bhatnagar 2012; Reed 2007) of 

appreciative inquiry.  

 

In preparation for the conversations, I reviewed the annual reports and website for each club to get a 

sense of how they situated themselves in the community. Conversations of discovery (held between 

February and August 2010) were loosely structured around the concept of the club model. The 

possible points of conversation were made available to the participating manager through the 

participant information sheet (see appendix 1). 

 

In total, there were four formal conversations of discovery. The audio file for each was between 75 

and 95 minutes. All conversations were followed by a tour of the club with the manager or their 

delegate. The transcription of these files formed the main source of data for analysis in step 6. These 

sessions were recorded (using a voice recorder). Immediately following the interview I would then 

record an audio journal reflecting on what I remembered as the key points from the conversation. 

These served as an early attractor analysis and allowed for the development of new areas for 
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discussion not previously considered. In particular, as the conversations progressed, three significant 

areas began to dominate the discussion: 

 

 perceptions of the role of the board of directors 

 perceptions of the changing nature of members 

 relationship to the non-profit sector. 

 

Once all the conversations were recorded, I began transcribing the discussions and the reflective audio 

journal in preparation for the first round of analysis.  

 

6.3.2.1.1  Step 5: analysis of the conversations of discovery  

During the transcription process data was coded through two main techniques: attribute coding and 

early attractor analysis. Attribute coding is particularly useful in the narrative approach as it outlines 

the ‘basic descriptive information’ (Saldana 2009:55) that helps build the context of my discussions. 

In accordance with the process set out in Saldana (2009), the results of attribute coding helped in the 

construction of chapter 7. As the transcripts were transcribed into a Microsoft Word file, annotations 

were made in the margins using the Word comments feature. At the start of each file I recorded the 

conversation duration, club type and the geographic region that the club operated in. This attribute 

coding has helped in the creation of chapter 7, in which I introduce my participants. 

 

In addition to the attribute coding, while transcribing I would also use the comments feature in Word 

to conduct an early attractor analysis. Attractor analysis refers to the search for meaning behind self-

organisation (Kuhn 2009). Attractors offer insight into the ‘long-term destination of system 

trajectories’ (Allen 2001:29). In essence, by understanding the attractors influencing the systems, I am 

better able to make inferences as to future self-organisation. In this sense, by understanding the 

attractors that have shaped the evolution of business models leading into my conversation with the 

managers, I am better able to understand what may influence the evolution of business models in the 

future. At this early stage, attractor analysis resembled the form of: ‘Ooh, this looks interesting’, I 

wonder if it pops up in the other conversations. While looking for those ooh moments, I was 

particularly interested in identifying who the club drives value for, how this value is created and how 

this process may have changed over time. Again the comments feature available in Word was used to 

capture these codes. 

 

Once all four conversations of discovery were transcribed I underwent a more detailed and structured 

approach to my analysis. Attractor analysis was again the first technique applied, searching for those 
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ideas around which the conversations were structured. Assisting in this coding were the ‘useful 

questions for complexity-informed inquiry’ presented in Kuhn (2009:89): 

 

 What indications and characteristics of self-organisation are apparent? 

 What dynamics are evident? Who relates to whom? 

 How many interactions can be characterised? 

 What indications of emergence are apparent? 

 How may its phrase space be depicted? 

 What are the characteristics of its phrase spaces? 

 What indicators of influential initial conditions can you discern? 

 What has happened in the recent history of the organisation? 

 How would you describe the organisation’s fitness landscape? What recent peaks and troughs 

are apparent? 

 How is the edge of chaos or the chaotic edge played out? 

 Who takes which perspective and in relation to what? 

 What are the major attractors around which the organisation’s evolution unfolds? 

 

In this sense, attractor analysis represents a similar process to holistic coding in that I was searching 

for the ‘basic themes or issues in the data by absorbing them as a whole rather than by analysing them 

line by line’ (Dey 1993:104). Again, specific attention was given to developing an understanding of 

the club model without specific themes from the literature. The purpose was to identify what 

managers thought, as they reflected on their experience in the industry and how the model of their 

club has emerged. The application of attractor analysis to the conversations of discovery also 

resembles narrative coding (Riesman 2008; Saldana 2009).  

 

Narrative coding focuses on the personal experiences of the research participants and how these create 

larger meta-narratives. In my research, such meta-narratives are allowed for through the process of 

fractal analysis. Fractal analysis builds on the assumption that the ‘fractal relationship selected for 

study by the researcher is not merely a part of the whole, but that it is representative of the whole’ 

(Kuhn & Woog 2007:186). In this respect, the study of one particular department of an organisation 

should provide insights into the organisation as whole (Kuhn & Woog 2007), or, in the case of my 

research, the study of the manager’s personal narrative gives insight into a collective Clubland 

narrative.  

 

Due the complex nature of our conversations, simultaneous coding (Miles & Huberman 1994) was 

also included in the analytical mix. Such coding is the identification of ‘the overlapped occurrence of 
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two or more codes applied to sequential units of qualitative data’ (Saldana 2009:62). It was a common 

occurrence for one passage of the transcript to contain a number of ideas or concepts that could be 

explained through multiple complexity metaphors.  

 

Through the blending of attractor and fractal analysis, four key attractors for our conversations about 

business models emerged, represented below in figure 13. 

 

 

Figure 18. Early conversation attractors 

 

The results of this initial analysis will not be presented separately in this thesis as the results were 

conceptualised as a necessary step in formulating the research questions, thereby shaping the data 

collection during the conversations of confirmation. In this sense, the analysis of the conversations of 

discovery formed the initial conditions on which the conversations of confirmation could be built. 

However, a brief explanation of the attractors presented above in figure 14 is important in 

understanding the more targeted (structural) coding that occurred in the second phase of analysis and, 

as such, it is included in this chapter rather than the findings and discussion chapter (chapter 8). 

 

From my analysis of the conversations of discovery, it was becoming apparent that Clubland was 

suffering from an identity crisis. Managers appeared unsure as to who their club drives value for, the 

members for which the club was formed or their local demographics. This confusion was linked to 

key moments in Clubland history and in particular the changing attitudes of key Clubland 

stakeholders (at this stage limited to members, government, directors and the local community). A 
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potential relationship between the diversification trend identified by IPART (2008) and the identity 

crisis was also postulated as a result of this analysis. 

 

Following the manual coding of the conversations of discovery and the formation of these early 

observations, transcripts were analysed through Leximancer 2.25 to create support for the identified 

themes. Leximancer 2.25 provides 

 

a data-mining tool that can be used to analyse the content of collections of textual 

documents and to visually display the extracted information. The information is 

displayed by means of a conceptual map that provides a bird’s eye view of the 

material, representing the main concepts contained within the text and how they are 

related (Leximancer 2007:4). 

 

As attractor analysis is highly intuitive it would therefore be reasonable to expect it is susceptible to 

researcher bias. Scott and Smith (2005) have argued that Leximancer, as part of the process of 

analysis offers “improved reliability and validity in coding” (p.290). As such, I argue that congruence 

between the themes and concepts identified by Leximancer and the manual process of attractor 

analysis, has offered some validation of the coding processes used in this study (similar conclusions 

can be found in Penn-Edwards 2010; Rooney 2005; Smith & Humphreys 2006; Scott & Smith 2005). 

 

Following the process outlined by Penn-Edwards (2010), who validated Leximancer’s discovery of 

themes and concepts through a parallel manual coding, data from the conversations of discovery was 

analysed using the default settings in Leximancer 2.25. Figure 14 below presents the resulting concept 

map and highlights those concepts that are related to discussions around the business model. 
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Figure 19. Concept map for the conversations of discovery 

 

As documented by Penn-Edwards (2010), subtle differences in the language identified through 

manual coding and content analysis through Leximancer can be explained through the role of tone,  as 

Leximancer’s analysis is bound by the syntactic properties of the textual data. As such, the sentient 

researcher is able to make links that Leximancer is not. For instance, as a participant in the creation of 

the data, I was able to identify that discussions linking business models to the community and the 

manager were often in relation to a question of who a club model drives value for. In the manual 

coding, this was referenced as an identity issue (figure 13, p. 91) as club managers were uncertain 

about whom a club drives value for. Leximancer, placed model at the intersection of the community, 

club and manager clusters. The manually identified history attractor encapsulates the years cluster 

identified by Leximancer, but better encapsulates the past tense used by managers in discussing the 

business model.  

 

Despite an apparent usefulness of Leximancer as an opportunity to validate the coding process, 

validity in the coding process was primarily established through discussing the analysis with my 

supervisory panel and presenting my findings at research student colloquiums. Kvale (2007:125) 

refers to such discussions as validation through a ‘peer evaluation community’, and they have been 

useful in minimising the impact of bias in my findings.  
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To summarise the analysis of activities thus far, attractor and fractal analysis have served as an 

umbrella for a number of different coding techniques (attribute coding for context, holistic coding for 

themes, simultaneous coding to capture the complexity of our conversations and narrative coding for 

understanding the progression of club models). Leximancer 2.25 was then used as a process of 

validation by comparing my themes to its discovery of ranked concepts. While coding in this first 

phase was driven by the data, the developments in business model literature and the inclusion of 

stakeholder theory into the theoretical framework facilitated a significant change in approach in the 

coding and analysis of the conversations of confirmation which will now be explored. 

 

6.3.2.3 Phase 3: refine 

The conversations of discovery created broad narratives around the nature of business model change. 

In particular they pointed to significant changes in the relationship between the club and its 

stakeholders but what was not clear at this point was what was driving these changes. Therefore, the 

third research phase was designed to facilitate a more-structured round of data collection through the 

conversation of confirmation.  

 

 

Figure 20. Phase 3: refine 

 

REFINE 
6 

7 
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6.3.2.3.1 Step 6: review of stakeholder salience: who matters? 

My analysis of the conversations of discovery revealed a problem with my assumption that members 

would be at the end of the business model (who the model drives value for) and therefore the most 

salient in the decision-making process. At this stage of the research I had conceptualised a shift from 

that of a member (an individual identifying with the principles of the club) to a geo-member (where a 

local geographically defined community has become the focus of the model). These shifts in the 

model appear to be a by-product of planned revenue diversification but also represent a more organic 

(reactive) approach to business model change not currently recognised in the literature. This was first 

identified in the first conversation of discovery and had a mixed reception in subsequent 

conversations. Identifying this change (and the potential implications) is perhaps the most significant 

contribution to the context. In essence, we now have some understanding of the club model driven by 

the industry. The unanswered question (for theory development) is now: who is the most salient 

stakeholder in business model evolution? This led me to a review of the concept of stakeholder 

salience, largely influenced by the model developed by Mitchell et al. (1997). The results of this 

review have been presented as chapter 4. This review was supported by a return to business model 

literature in an attempt to identify a potential link between the two bodies of work. Thus I established 

the ultimate goal of my research: understanding what makes stakeholders matter in regard to business 

model change. 

 

6.3.2.3.2 Step 7: review of stakeholder salience: who matters? 

The key data collection activity during the refine phase is the conversations of confirmation. This was 

an opportunity to test my initial observations about the nature of club models created throughout the 

conversations of discovery, as well as allowing an exploration of the salient stakeholders. The 

conversations of confirmation were conducted with a significantly more developed structure than 

previous conversations, however the process of critical self-reflection (as central to the coherent 

conversation method) did allow for some emergent conversation. 

 

Seven conversations were held with club managers selected through a combination of a convenience 

and purposeful sampling strategy. Although not originally conceived as part of the design, snowball 

sampling also emerged as participating managers began offering suggestions as to whom I should be 

speaking with next. Club managers who were initially invited to participate in the conversations of 

discovery were contacted with regard to their potential participation in the final round of data 

collection. However, the majority of participants were recruited directly through pre-established 

professional relationships. Decisions as to who would be contacted were structured around creating a 

theoretical sample, ensuring that there was a mix of club types and geographic regions. Chapter 7 will 

present biographical information about the club managers (important in establishing their credibility 



106 
 

as participants in the narrative approach) as well as descriptive information regarding the clubs they 

represent. 

 

The conversations of confirmation were structured around four core phases:  

1. contributing to the club model 

2. mapping club stakeholders 

3. ranking club stakeholders 

4. discussion of the geo-member phenomenon 

 

The protocol for these conversations is available as appendix 4. Again consistent with a narrative 

approach these conversations were transcribed along with detailed observations about the nature of 

the communication (speech patterns, tone and nonverbal communication). However, during the 

conversations of confirmation, there was less of a focus on naturally occurring data. Naturally 

occurring data in the form of annual reports was not a key feature of the refine phase as there was a 

change in focus for our conversations. The conversations of discovery were centred on the club 

model, and as such, annual reports were used to help map the revenue activities that form part of the 

business model content. The conversations of confirmation however, were more intently focused on 

how club managers attribute salience to stakeholders when making decisions regarding the club’s 

business model.  

 

6.3.2.4 Phase 4: destiny 

The final stage of the research process was the analysis of the entire data set; however, greater 

attention was given to the transcripts of the conversations of discovery, confirmation and reflective 

audio journal entries rather than the naturally occurring data sets. The focus on these data types is 

explained in the focus on stakeholder salience, which is not a strong theme in the naturally occurring 

data sets. The final phase, destiny, is characterised by analysis of the final data set and the formulation 

of findings and conclusions. 
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Figure 21. Phase 4: destiny 

 

Once the conversations of confirmation were transcribed and initial attribute coding completed, all 

conversations were coded using a structural process (MacQueen, McLellan-Lemal, Bartholow & 

Milstein 2008). In this structural approach, codes were developed from the literature and guided 

toward answering the research questions developed in response to a revisitation of the literature based 

on the analysis of the conversations of discovery. The predetermined codes (and overarching themes) 

are represented below in figure 17. 

 

DESTINY 
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Figure 22. Data codes 

 

Figure 18 offers a screen shot demonstrating how the coding took place. On the right hand side is the 

colour-coded structured coding (blue representing codes related to business models, yellow 

representing codes related to stakeholders and green representing emergent, uncharacterised quotes) 

while on the left is an example of the initial attractor analysis and memo writing (identification of the 

ooh moments).  

 

 

Figure 23. Sample of the coding process 

 

Each transcript was reviewed individually and coded using this method. Once each transcript had 

been reviewed, passages were transferred to a Word document where they could be storyboarded. In 

R1: How do club managers perceive the 
evolution of club business models? 

R2: What, according to club managers, are the 
key attractors in Clubland and how have these 

R3. According to club managers, how does 
stakeholder salience affect the evolution of 
business models in Clubland? 
 

R2: What, according to club managers, are the key 
attractors in Clubland and how have these 
influenced the evolution of business models? 
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this sense, after the structured coding, the process then reverted to one of narrative creation. This 

narrative was again constructed using the complexity metaphors as descriptors of complex behaviour. 

 

The final stage of analysis once again involved use of the Leximancer software. When reviewing the 

entire data set for the final time, Leximancer was used to identify the relationship between the 

concepts, specifically paying attention to discussions around the business model. In this sense, 

Leximancer was used as a tool for general content analysis to support observations made during the 

coding process.  

 

6.4 Limitations 

Given that this research has been constructed from a complexity perspective, perhaps the most 

significant limitations of the findings here come from sensitivity to the initial conditions. This is 

similar to the generally accepted limitation of qualitative research, in that findings are limited by time 

and context (Creswell 2007, Flick 2009). Forming a key part of the initial conditions for this study 

was my position as Gouldie’s son. Throughout the research process I found club managers to be 

highly sceptical of academic investigation into their industry, making it difficult for outsiders to gain 

access. This reflects my early conversations with academics in the field who warned me against the 

‘jaded’ opinions of club managers. All the findings presented are filtered through my relationship to 

the industry, and as such, the inclusion of reflexivity and the pursuit of communicative validation 

through peer (supervisors) and member (club managers) communities (Kvale 2007) are an essential 

aspect of the research design. 

 

Given the small sample size of this research, the generalisability of the findings is a significant 

limitation of the research. Flick (2009) highlights that one potential way to deal with generalisability 

in a qualitative study is to delineate it from the numeric number of cases and focus on finding the 

qualities of the case. This approach to generalisability is particularly relevant to a narrative design 

where small sample sizes are the norm (Wells 2011). The purpose of the sample here was not to 

represent the club industry, but rather to create an exemplary narrative from which the industry could 

learn. 

 

The limitation upon generalisability is alleviated in this study through transferability. Through 

transferability, the researcher’s responsibility shifts to ‘providing sufficient description of the 

particular context of studies so that others may adequately judge the applicability or fit of the inquiry 

findings to their own context’ (Crandall 1990:236). This equates to the rich discussion of the research 

protocol (Kvale 2007) as provided in section 6.3 above.  
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Following on from the issue of generalisability, there is one potential barrier to the transferability of 

my findings created through the sampling technique. Formally recorded and transcribed conversations 

regarding the evolution of club models were largely conducted with male managers (only one female 

was interviewed). Gender was not considered as a factor in sample selection, rather it was the nature 

of the club itself (its location and perceived innovativeness of the business model).  

 

6.5 Ethical considerations 

My understanding and application of the ethical dimension of complexity carried with it a 

responsibility to uphold high ethical and professional standards; extending respect and courtesy to 

research participants who are seen as self-organising adaptive entities with emotional, spiritual and 

physical concerns (Cilliers 2000, 2007). 

 

Before contacting research participants, approval to conduct research involving humans was sought 

from the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Sydney (approval number 

H7089). As part of this process, information letters and consent forms were developed (see appendix 

1) and provided to potential participants. All participation was voluntary in the project. Participants 

were advised of their right to withdraw themselves and their contributions (the recorded coherent 

conversations) from the project at any time. All data and copies of the consent forms will be held for 

three years after the publication of the thesis. Rights to use the data for future project were also 

obtained under the provision that no identifiable information be used to link any future publication 

back to the individual club managers or the clubs they represent. 

 

6.6 Chapter summary  

This chapter has highlighted the influences from complexity theory (Cillers 2000; Goldstein 2013; 

Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn 2007; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Richardson & Cilliers 2001; 

Stevenson 2012), appreciative inquiry (Barros & Cooperrider 2000; Bushe 2011; Cooperrider & 

Whitney 2005) and narrative inquiry (Luhman & Boje 2001; Tsoukas & Hatch 2001) on the research 

design. To allow for emergence in the research themes (Keegan 2011; Morgan 2008), the research 

protocol has been designed in four phases: define, discover, refine and destiny.  

 

The define phase of the research protocol is characterised as two years of participant observation 

coupled with a series of conversations of convenience. The purpose of the define phase was to 

identify research themes relevant to the context and to identify potential research participants for the 

discovery phase.  
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The discovery phase of the project is characterised as a series of conversations of discovery in which 

managers were asked to reflect on how business models have evolved. Conversational data collected 

during the discovery phase was supported through the use of field notes. Four conversations of 

discovery were held with club managers representing clubs that had received industry recognition for 

their innovative business practices and the contributions their club has made to the community. 

 

During the refine phase, conversations of confirmation were conducted with seven additional club 

managers. In this second round of data collection, conversations were more intently focused on the 

identification of business model stakeholders and discussion about how they have influenced the 

evolution of business models. 

 

The final phase of the research design, destiny, is characterised as the analysis of the conversational 

data collected in the refine phase. Data was analysed through a framework of complexity-informed 

narrative analysis. In particular, the narratives presented in chapter 8 have been constructed through 

attractor and fractal analysis (Kuhn & Woog 2007). The analytical process within the destiny phase 

included manual simultaneous coding (Miles & Huberman 1994) through attribute coding (Saldana 

2009), holistic coding (Dey 1993) and narrative coding (Riesman 2008; Saldana 2009). Following the 

manual coding of data, Leximancer 2.25 was used as source of validation, demonstrating congruence 

between the manually identified attractors and the concepts identified by Leximancer 2.25. Further 

validation was sought through peer evaluation communities (Kvale 2007). 

 

The following chapter provides more specific details regarding the sampling strategy and sample 

selection. In particular, chapter 6 presents the results of the attribute coding described in this chapter 

above, the purpose of which is to establish the context in which the narratives presented in chapter 8 

have been constructed.  
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7. Introducing the research participants 

7.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter introduced the research design, focusing on the theoretical influences on the 

research process, and the research protocol. In this chapter I introduce the club managers who served 

as my tour guides through Clubland. I begin by discussing the broad principles through which my 

sample was selected. Focus will then shift to the specific details around why the individual clubs and 

club managers were selected to participate in my research. The key distinctions between the 

conversations of discovery and conversations of confirmation are in the sampling method and the 

structure around the conversation starters. For the conversations of discovery, the first round of 

formalised data collection, participants were chosen on the basis that they represented clubs that were 

recognised in the industry for having innovative business models. In this sense, the manager was seen 

as a fractal of their club, with sample selection driven at the level of the club. In contrast, sample 

selection for the conversations of confirmation was driven by the characteristics of the individual 

manager who is conceptualised as a fractal of not only their club but also the broader industry. Here 

reputation and service were the key factors of sample selection. 

 

7.2 How fractals have informed my sampling 

Establishing a fractal sample is important as fractals allow for the theorising of macro structures from 

interactions at the micro scale (Kuhn & Wook 2007; Levick & Kuhn 2007). Fractality, therefore, is 

proposed in this thesis as the complexity paradigm’s position on the generalisability of research 

findings from small samples. 

 

As introduced in chapter 2, fractals represent similar patterns of organisation across the different 

scales of organisation (Bak 1996; Bloch 2005; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 1995; 

Kuhn 2009; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Levick & Kuhn 2007; Luhman & Boje 2001; Stacey 2000; Stacey 

et al. 2000). In particular, the identification of fractal patterns relates to the influence of attractors 

(Kuhn & Woog 2007). This section introduces club type and geography as attractors in Clubland that 

have been used in creating a fractal sample.  

 

The prevailing club types in Clubland at the conception of this research project, as presented in the 

introduction, were: bowling clubs (30.42% of New South Wales clubs), Returned and Services 

League (RSL) clubs (19.42%), Golf clubs (15.6%), Sports and Recreation clubs (13.2%), Leagues 

clubs (5.37%), Religious and Cultural clubs (4.21%); Community and Workers clubs (3.43%), and 

other minority club types (collectively representing 8.35%). This suggests that sport exists as a key 
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attractor for 64.59% of clubs, while 19.42% have self-organised around the ex-servicemen’s 

community (RSL clubs), leaving 15.99% of clubs to represent other social interests that have been 

attractive to the community. In developing my sample, I wanted my participants to generally represent 

this pattern, ensuring that I included more sporting clubs than RSL clubs, and more RSL clubs than 

those representing other community interests. In this sense, my sample is conceptualised as a fractal 

scale of the broader industry using club type as an attractor. 

 

Figure 19 below demonstrates the fractal nature of my sample across both the conversations of 

discovery and the conversations of confirmation: 

 

 

Figure 24. Sample at a glance: club type as attractor 
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The other important attractor in creating a fractal sample was geographic regions and how they would 

be represented in my study. For instance, IPART (2008) identified that 61% of clubs were in 

metropolitan areas, with 39% of clubs located in regional areas, with the majority of metropolitan 

clubs centred in the western suburbs of Sydney. Figure 20 demonstrates how geography has been a 

feature in creating a fractal sample. 

 

 

Figure 25. Sample at a glance: region as an attractor 

 

It should be noted at this point that a difference between club types and geography was not considered 

as one of the key points of analysis for my research. A complexity paradigm assumes that all clubs (as 

complex organisms) are sensitive to their initial conditions (Bak 1996; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 

2003; Kauffman 1995; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Nunn 2007; Stacey et al. 2000), and therefore it has been 

assumed in this study that each club type and geographic region should exhibit significant differences. 

What my research is more interested in is an understanding of the meta-model of clubs and how that 

may have changed. In this sense, the fractality of the sample is important because it allows me to rise 

above the local conditions of each club and thereby focus on the general organising principles of the 

club model (the attractors that govern the evolution of the business model). Future research may wish 

to investigate and contrast the impact of geography and club type on club models. 

 

With the fractality of the sample guiding the general process of sample selection, it is now possible to 

speak to the critical theoretical aims driving sample selection. This discussion will be segregated into 

each phase of the data collection: conversations of discovery (section 7.3) and conversations of 

confirmation (section 7.4) 
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7.3 Conversations of discovery 

Conversations of discovery began in November 2009 with a series of meetings with managers on a 

list provided by ClubsNSW. Broadly speaking the sample selection for the conversations of discovery 

could be categorised as purposive sampling. The CEO of ClubsNSW was asked to identify a number 

of clubs that he considered as having innovative business models. At the time of that meeting 

innovative business models were defined as those clubs that were successfully diversifying their 

revenue away from gaming, as informed by the conclusions of IPART (2008). The focus on 

successful innovation as a criterion reflects the appreciative stance taken in my research. Through the 

appreciative stance, theorising about how business models change would come from a strengths focus. 

That is to say, theory would be developed based on the activities of those the industry considered 

successful. Table 20 below offers a summary of the clubs represented in the conversations of 

discovery: 

 

Table 20 - Conversations of discovery: participating clubs at a glance 

Code Club 

Type 

Foundation 

Year 

Geographical 

Location 

Approx. 

Club 

Members 

ClubsNSW Awards 

RSL-1 RSL 1937 North Sydney 40 000 Best Casual Dining Menu 

Best Club Bistro 

Best Club Development  

Best Club Gaming Venue 

Human Resource Management Award 

Outstanding Community Service 

Outstanding Corporate Governance 

Outstanding Financial Management 

SPRT-1 Sporting 

Club 

1958 Western 

Sydney 

60 000 Outstanding contribution to the Club 

Movement 

BC-1 Bowling 

Club 

1928 Regional (New 

South 

Wales/Victoria 

border) 

23 000 Best Club Development Award 

RL-1 Sporting 

Club 

1956 Outer Western 

Sydney 

67 000 Best ClubTAB 

Club of the Year 

Community Service Award 

 

Given the narrative approach described in chapter 6, it is also necessary to identify some of the key 

biographical details of the individual club managers who represent the clubs represented in table 20 

above. Again, it is important to note that the research design during the conversations of discovery 

focused on the club itself rather than the manager for selection. The details presented in table 21 

below represent the context in which our discussions took place and give some insight into the initial 

conditions that have formed the managers’ approach in working with their community. 
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Table 21 - Conversations of discovery: participating managers at a glance 

Code Years in 

Clubland 

Previous experience Other notable characteristics 

RSL-1 29 Career clubbie but tertiary-trained as an 

accountant 

Father was a club manager for ‘30 odd 

years’ also in an RSL; employed at RSL-1 

since 1994 

SPRT-1 38 Career clubbie Awarded an AOM in 2012 

BC-1 26 Career clubbie Son of a bowling club manager 

RL-1 < 12 

months 

Originally trained as a chef, has 

extensive experience in running hotels 

(resorts) and casinos 

Selected as a deviant case (an outsider’s 

perspective) 

 

With these general characteristics in mind, it is now possible to say why each club was selected for 

participation. This section draws on data available in the public domain (naturally occurring data), 

however, steps have been taken to censor any information that may make the club or the participating 

manager identifiable. 

 

7.3.1 RSL-1 

RSL-1 was identified by ClubsNSW as a club with an innovative business model. David Costello, the 

former CEO of ClubsNSW and key industry contact for this thesis, has commented on RSL-1’s 

position as an industry innovator: 

 

[RSL-1] has led the transformation of the Clubs on the northern side of the bridge. 

With its focus on families, [this club] has led the club industry’s push to higher quality 

restaurants and entertainment. 

 

Clubs have always seen themselves as family friendly venues. However, as the 

definition and expectations of a family have changed, the club industry has needed to 

change with it. [This club] recognised this early on and wonderful projects such as 

their ten pin bowling alley and the child care centre are testament to their visionary 

planning and willingness to listen to their members. 

 

In the 2009/2010 financial year RSL-1 had 40 368 members and recorded a net profit of $4 428 441. 

Table 22 below outlines the revenue model for 2009/2010: 

 

 

 

 

 



117 
 

Table 22 - Revenue model for RSL-1 (2009/2010) 

Revenues                                        $  

Membership:  118 996 

 

Poker machines: 32 699 358 

Beverage: 5 052 306 

TAB and Keno: 143 385 

Catering: 6 075 876 

Functions and 

entertainment: 

938 606 

Ten-pin bowling (lease): 822 394 

Child care centre (lease): 259 163 

Other: 233 088 

Total: $46 968 343 

 

One defining characteristic of this club is the open communication of their social contributions in the 

annual report and on the club’s website. Of all the annual reports reviewed during the discovery 

phase, RSL-1 had the most prominent representation of their community-based expenditures. 

However, it is interesting to note that the designated community of purpose (RSL Sub-branch) central 

to RSL-1’s legal structure as a mutual organisation, receives the smallest part of the communal pie 

(see table 23).  

 

Table 23 - RSL-1 community support 

Community support 

Donations and cash support: $386 454 

Support to RSL-1 Sub-branch: $145 930 

Free room hire to community groups:  $204 352 

Subsidies to community groups: $216 395 

RSL-1 sporting and cultural clubs (including cash donations): $241 122 

Total $1 194 253 
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The notion that the RSL Sub-branch receives the smallest percentage of the community funds is 

striking, as this was one of the early indications that who clubs drive value for may be changing. In 

particular, table 21 above demonstrates that 78% of the community funds generated through RSL-1’s 

business model are distributed to a broad community base rather than the returned services 

community. 

 

7.3.2 SPRT-1 

According to their website, SPRT-1 was founded in the ambitions of the SPRT-1’s District Cricket 

Association to form a district sporting club to provide off-field amenities and support for local sport. 

The acquisition of land and licence took place in 1958. 

 

The qualities leading to SPRT-1’s inclusion as a research participant are best expressed by the 

industry partner: 

 

[SPRT-1] has right from the early days worked tirelessly to establish itself as a vital 

part of the [local] community. Whether it be supporting the [local National Rugby 

League team] or the under 15 netball team, [this club] is always lending a hand. It’s a 

mutually beneficial relationship where both club and community work together, 

thereby ensuring no one gets left behind…. SPRT-1 is fortunate to have two superb 

leaders in Chief Executive Officer [name removed] and President [name removed] 

and ably supported by Assistant CEO [name removed]. Knowing these men well, I am 

continually impressed by their commitment to excellence as well as their innovative 

business practices… [SPRT-1] is the prototype for income diversification, providing a 

range of services and facilities for members which have been outstanding successes 

based on detailed research and a willingness to listen to their members. 

 

As indicated by the industry partner in the passage above, SPRT-1was selected as a participant in this 

study owing to their innovative business model. In particular, SPRT-1 is widely recognised in 

Clubland for creative diversification into food and beverage service. Table 24 below highlights the 

revenue model for SPRT-1 in the 2009/2010 financial year: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



119 
 

 

Table 24 - Revenue model for SPRT-1 

Revenue  
 

Revenue from sale of goods  $20 348 184 

 

Poker machine net revenue  $63 584 676 

Subscriptions  $488 313 

Bank interest received  $40 169 

Rent Received  $1 344 195 

Other Revenue  $1 130 409 

Disposal of Real Estate $110 604 

Total Revenue  $87 046 550 

 

In the annual report of SPRT-1 we see a slight change in terminology. While RSL-1 referred to their 

Community Support, the Annual report of SPRT-1 makes reference to “Expenses in Furtherance to 

the Club’s Objectives” which are presented in Table 25 below: 

 

Table 25 – SPRT-1 Community support 

Expenditure in furtherance of the Club's Objectives 

Sports Expenses $850 649 

Welfare Expenses $1 037 886 

Youth Club Net Expenses $147 609 

Total $2 036 144 

 

 



120 
 

The use of the term ‘expenditure in furtherance of the club’s objectives’ by SPRT-1 is interesting in 

the exploration of who and what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland as it strongly 

indicates that the business model of SPRT-1 is designed to create value to a broader community. 

However, as a sporting club, broader sense of community SPRT-1 considers in its objectives may be 

attributable to a more inclusive definition around who is a member. 

 

7.3.3 BC-1 

BC-1 is a rural bowling club on the New South Wales/Victoria boarder. During the first round of data 

collection, BC-1 was rebuilding their club following sever fire damage. As such, in addition to being 

recognised for the clubs development and community service, BC-1 offered an opportunity to discuss 

the business model of clubs as management were making decisions about which activities would be 

re-built. Furthermore, during the industry events BC-1 was identified by a number of club managers 

as an example of a successful and innovative regional club that had strong ties to its community.  

 

Table 26 (below) offers an opportunity to review the revenue generating activities of BC-1. 

Interestingly, of the annual reports reviewed, BC01 was the only organisation that has reported a 

significant amount of their revenue coming from a member service (Bowls Revenue). However, it is 

also noted that gaming is again the most substantial source of revenue. 

 

Table 26 - BC-1 Revenue model 

Revenue Model 

Gaming Revenue $15,317,462.00 

Bowls Revenue $124,480.00 

Membership $76,147.00 

Other $137,278.00 

Interest Received $209,026.00 

Insurance recoveries $3,070,119.00 

disposal of non-current assets $1,600.00 

Total $18,936,112.00 
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Although BC-1 was identified by other club managers as having strong ties to the community, it is 

interesting to note that the annual report of BC-1 does not include information regarding their 

community expenditure other than in the CEO’s report. In 2010 this was stated as: 

 

Government at all levels has received $4.6 million in various taxation payments. 

Donations and community support this year has exceeded $260,000 and of course 

the sport of bows has been supported to the tune of approximately $600,000 

 

This was the only annual report highlighting government as a specific stakeholder to whom the club 

gives financial support. In all other reviews this was only acknowledged in the revenue statements as 

taxation. Given that this comes from the CEO’s introduction, it is possible to suggest that BC-2 may 

consider that the group that receives most financial benefit from the Club is the government followed 

by the bowling members. It is also possible, and perhaps more likely, that this is a political phrasing 

given the political climate the report was produced in. If the explicit identification of government 

receiving club funds is factored out as political posturing, then this would mean that BC-1 would be 

the only participating club where the core membership has received the largest financial support. In 

either case, political posturing or otherwise, the annual report from BC-1 points to a significant 

relationship between club and government. 

 

7.3.4 RL-2 

The RL-2 Group is well represented in the Club Management literature (what little there is). It was a 

common case study used in the Gaming Management course (Hing et al. 2002). However, in most of 

the conversations I’ve had with club managers in the course of this thesis, the ‘amalgamation’ model 

of RL-2 was not something that the industry saw as representative of itself – nor desirable. For this 

reason, the RL-2 was ruled out as a participant early on in the design of this research. However, as the 

study progressed there was a significant change in the management of RL-2 – the flagship and 

original venue of the group. The new manager was not a club industry veteran and therefore not of 

typical experience. This provided a unique opportunity to include a different, and outsider’s, 

perspective on the evolution of club models. 

 

The annual report for RL-2 was the most complex of all participants owing to the large numbers of 

amalgamations RL-2 has been involved with. It is important to note that the information presented 

below in table 27 presents data only from the sporting club contacted in this thesis and not the larger 

group to which it belongs. 
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Table 27 - RL-2 revenue model 

Revenues  
 

Catering and 

beverages 

$33 091 000 

 

Gaming $91 703 000 

Raffles/bingo $1 409 ,000 

Accommodation $1,134,000 

Gate receipts $1,764,000 

Functions and 

banquets 

$5,720,000 

Merchandising $1,400,000 

Show tickets $1,284,000 

Rental income $2,879,000 

NRL Grant $3,533,000 

Sponsorship $3,837,000 

Subscriptions $963,000 

Other $4,605,000 

 $153,322,00

0 

 

The expenditure of RL-2 on community programs was not reported separately within the annual 

report as was the case for RSL-1 and SPRT-1. Rather, such expenditure was reported as part of the 

revenue statement and has not been publically communicated. Table 28 below summaries the key 

‘expenses’ related to RL-2 community support in 2010. 
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Table 28 - RL-2 Community expenses 

Community expenses  

Donations $1 423 000 

Sponsorship $698 000 

Junior development $617 000 

Member promotions and membership expense $2 992 000 

Total $5 730 000 

 

 

In summary, the four participants from the conversations of discovery were selected on 

recommendations from the CEO of ClubsNSW. Participants represented clubs that had received 

industry recognition for innovative business models. As such, the sampling strategy employed during 

the conversations of discovery is described as purposive sampling adhering to the positivity principle 

of appreciative inquiry (Cooperrider & Srivatva 1987; Mishra & Bhatnagar 2012; Reed 2007). 

 

The dominant assumption in business model literature (as reviewed in chapter 3) is that business 

models drive value for the customer (Magretta 2002; Markides 2006; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Teece 

2010). The definition of business model employed in this thesis was extended to include the 

stakeholder as the object of value (in line with Thompson & MacMillan 2011); however, the 

assumption was that business models in Clubland would primarily drive value for the member (argued 

in chapter 3, section 3.2). From the financial data presented above, there appears to be some 

discrepancy in how clubs report their financial engagement with the community. In cases where 

community expenditure has been clearly reported (RSL-1 and RL-2) there is evidence to suggest that 

the core membership group does not receive the largest share of such expenditure suggesting that 

there may be a change in who clubs drive value for. It was therefore necessary to revisit Clubland 

through the conversations of confirmation to better understand who and what matters in the evolution 

of business models in Clubland.  
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7.4 Conversations of confirmation 

While participants for the conversations of discovery were selected on the basis of the club they 

represented, recruitment for the conversations of confirmation was greatly driven more by the 

characteristics of the participating manager. In line with the tradition of narrative inquiry, participants 

for the conversations of confirmation were chosen for the stories they could contribute (Creswell 

2007). Owing to the positive principle (Cooperrider & Srivatva 1987; Mishra & Bhatnagar 2012; 

Reed 2007) of the appreciative stance, it was important that the participants in the conversations of 

confirmation offered positive stories regarding the evolution of business models in Clubland. 

Therefore, managers who had been actively involved in industry seminars and workshops were 

approached to participate. In total, seven conversations of confirmation were held with participants 

selected through a combination of purposive (positive) and snowball sampling.  

 

Initially participants were recruited from those managers who were approached but unable to 

participate in the conversations of discovery. Further participants were identified through snowball 

sampling following recommendations from participants and industry partners. To maintain the fractal 

nature of the sample it was also necessary to ensure a mix of geographic regions and club types in the 

conversations of confirmation. Table 29 offers an introduction to the key characteristics of the 

managers participating in the conversations of confirmation. 

 

Table 29 - Participants in the conversations of confirmation 

Code Years in 

Clubland 

Geographic region Previous experience 

RL-2 36 Outer Western Sydney Career clubbie 

RSL-2 23 Outer Western Sydney Third sector organisations, disability care 

CC-1 38 Western Sydney Education sector 

RSL-3 35 Western Sydney Education sector (qualified teacher) 

CC-2 18  Regional club Government department (Office of Gaming and Liquor 

Administration) 

BC-2 13  Regional club Hospitality (Casinos) 

RSL-4 41  Regional club Career clubbie  

 

RL-2 is the manager of a large rugby league club in Western Sydney. He has been involved with 

Clubland since he was a teenager, which amounted to 36 years in the industry at the time of our 

conversation. While RL-2 was not a participant in the ‘models of diversification’ seminar I attended at 

the 2009 Club Managers Association of Australia (CMAA) Conference, he has been invited to deliver 

similar presentations at other key industry events. The decision to approach RL-1 was also supported 

by his extensive service record on the board of ClubsNSW. 
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RSL-2, the only female participant in this study, has worked in Clubland for the past 23 years. 

Previously, RSL-2 was actively involved in Australia’s third sector, specifically in the area of 

disability care. RSL-2 was originally approached to participate in the conversations of discovery as a 

result of her participation in the ‘models of diversification’ seminar at the 2009 CMAA Conference. 

Unfortunately at the time her schedule conflicted with the discovery phase of the research protocol. 

RSL-2 is widely recognised in Clubland for her efforts in improving her local area through the 

activities in her club’s business model. According to local media and discussions with industry 

contacts, RSL-2 has made significant contributions in the area of tourism and aged care, with the club 

being the first within Clubland to fully operate nursing care facilities. 

 

CC-1 represents a large Catholic club in Western Sydney. CC-1 migrated to Clubland 38 years ago as 

‘an ex-schoolie [looking] to increase [his] income’. During his career, which included a two-year stint 

as a publican in inner Sydney, CC-1 has worked at four different clubs: two rowing clubs, one rugby 

union club and the Catholic club where he has now been employed since the late 1970s. While not 

initially approached for the conversations of confirmation, CC-1 was, along with RSL-2, a panel 

member for the ‘models of diversification’ seminar at the 2009 CMAA conference. 

 

As presented in table 29 above, RSL-3 has been involved with Clubland for 35 years. He began 

working in Clubland as a casual bar attendant while studying to become a teacher. Once he had 

earned his teaching diploma, RSL-3 turned down an offer of full-time teaching as he thought ‘maybe 

the club industry is the way to go … getting involved in the industry and maybe looking at training 

people at the same time based on my background’. During his career, RSL-3 has worked in eight 

different clubs: three RSL clubs, three sporting clubs, a Catholic club and a workers club. During his 

time in Clubland, there was a period of two years when RSL-3 was not employed directly as a club 

employee, instead offering his services as a training consultant. His selection as a participant is 

supported by his significant industry experience and work with the Central Coast zone of the Club 

Managers Association. 

 

CC-2 came to Clubland following a career in the public sector. During his time in the public sector 

CC-2 worked closed with club managers ensuring compliance with government regulation in the areas 

of alcohol and gaming. CC-2 was suggested as a participant by RL-2 because the club is an example 

of a regional club that ‘stands out’ for its creative business model. CC-2’s selection as a participant in 

the conversations of confirmation is further supported by his long involvement with the board of 

ClubsNSW and participation in training seminars organised by the CMAA. 
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BC-2’s 13 years with Clubland began in 1996 following 27 years of experience in a Victorian casino. 

At the time of the interview, BC-2 had recently relocated to the small bowling club on the New South 

Wales/Queensland border having previously been employed at BC-1 as the assistant general manager. 

Holding a conversation with BC-2 offered an opportunity to discuss who and what matters in the 

evolution of business models at an early stage of BC-2 strategic thinking.  

 

RSL-4 has been a part of Clubland for 41 years, making him the longest serving ‘career clubbie’ 

involved with this project. Of the 41 years RSL-4 has been involved with Clubland, 32 years have 

been with a large RSL club on the border of New South Wales and Queensland where he is now the 

CEO. During his tenure, RSL-4 has contended with a number of crucial challenges to the club model, 

in particular the introduction of poker machines to Queensland in 1992. RSL-4 was thus selected as a 

research participant owing to the unique history of his club in responding to the opening of the 

Queensland gaming market. 

 

7.5 Chapter summary 

This chapter has detailed the sampling strategy giving specific details on who was selected and why. 

There have been three mutually informed methodological considerations informing the sampling 

strategy: Complexity Theory, appreciative inquiry and narrative inquiry.  

 

The influence of Complexity Theory on the sampling strategy is seen in the creation of a fractal 

sample. Underpinning the sample selection was a desire to ensure that the sample exhibited a fractal 

relationship with the attractors in Clubland. For the purposes of sample selection, the attractors were 

considered as club type and geographic region. The importance of creating a fractal sample is in 

allowing for the transference of themes discovered at the micro level (the individual manager) to be 

relevant at the macro level (the industry) (Kuhn & Woog 2007). 

 

As argued in the previous chapter, appreciative inquiry is a strengths-focused research frame and, as 

such, recruitment of research participants requires a discussion with industry leaders. These leaders 

were identified through conversations with the industry partners, industry recognition through 

industry awards and observations made during the define phase of the research plan. In particular the 

principle of positivity has informed the purposeful sample selection employed in this study. 

 

In total, seven club managers have participated in formal data collection through coherent 

conversations. Conversations were held in two rounds: conversations of discovery and conversations 

of confirmation. Four conversations of discovery were held with club managers representing clubs 

that had received industry recognition for their innovative business practices and the contributions 
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their club has made to the community. Conversations of confirmation were then conducted with seven 

additional club managers following a complexity-informed narrative analysis of the conversations of 

discovery. In this second round of data collection, conversations were more intensely focused on the 

identification of business model stakeholders and discussion about how they have influenced the 

evolution of business models.  
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8. Findings and discussion 

8.1 Introduction 

The discussion presented in this chapter aims to facilitate consideration of the overarching research 

question: How are business models evolving in Clubland – who and what matters most? The previous 

chapter introduced the research participants, pointing to the fractal nature of the sample. This chapter 

presents a series of narratives constructed through the analysis procedure described in chapter 6. 

These narratives have been structured through the research questions. Those questions are: 

 

 R1: How do club managers perceive the evolution of club business models? 

 R2: What, according to club managers, are the key attractors in Clubland, and how have these 

influenced the evolution of business models? 

 R3: According to club managers, how does stakeholder salience affect the evolution of 

business models in Clubland? 

 

Section 8.2 will address research question one, examining how club managers have defined the 

current club model and the identification of what managers saw as the most significant changes in this 

club model. The discussion around the club model presented in section 8.2 forms the basis for the 

remainder of the chapter in which I explore the key attractors influencing the evolution of business 

models (section 8.3) and the characteristics of salience that matter to club managers (section 8.4). 

 

8.2 How do club managers perceive the evolution of club business models? 

My first research question has been constructed to facilitate an exploration of the current club model 

and how this model may be different from those in the past. In essence, an answer to R1 represents a 

description of the club model and what club managers identify as the key changes to the club model 

over time. The narrative presented here will then facilitate an answer to research questions two and 

three which offer an analysis of why, according to the research participants, these changes have 

occurred. In order to better understand and articulate the club model, I draw on the framework offered 

by Amit & Zott (2010), specifically their characterisation of business model design elements. These 

are summarised below in table 30. 
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Table 30 - Business model design elements and themes. SOURCE: Zott & Amit (2010:222) 

 Term Descriptor 

Design 

elements 

Content ‘What activities should be performed?’  

Structure ‘How should they be linked and sequenced?’  

Governance ‘Who should perform them, and where?’  

 

It is important to note that while I have found the language of content, structure and governance 

useful in constructing a narrative around club models, this is not indicative of the language used by 

club managers. Creating this distinction between my imposed framework and the language of my 

participants is important as it highlights the gap between the academic language of business models 

and the practical reality of club managers. The elements of a business model identified by Zott & 

Amit (2010): content, structure and governance, therefore serve as attractors around which I have 

structured the narrative of evolving business models, rather than the elements that club managers 

consider as comprising a business model.  

 

8.2.1 Design elements in Clubland 

Clubs are a widely used source of leisure, with 5.7 million financial members in New South Wales 

serviced in a ratio of 2.2 clubs available to every 10 000 people (KPMG 2012b). While much research 

has been conducted into the industry, such research has largely focused on the socioeconomic impact 

of the industry with a large focus on the impact of gaming-related activities (Drabsch 2003, 

Henthorne & Williams 1995; Hing 2001; Hing & McMillen 2002; Smith 2000; Stefano & Younes 

2001; Walker 1998; Zheng 2006; Zheng & Zhicheng 2006). As discussed in the introduction to this 

thesis, such research offers a quantification of the social benefits of clubs in fiscal terms. However 

current literature fails, at least in the eyes of club managers, to adequately capture the processes by 

which clubs generate their social value. In this sense, the complex nature of business models in 

Clubland is often defined in broad but simple statements such as: 

 

[Clubs] are voluntary, non-profit organisations that have been established by groups of 

people sharing a common interest who have bonded together to pursue or promote that 

interest (Hing et al. 2003:3). 

 

[Clubs] provide lifestyle and community-focused goods and services to their members 

and the community at large. These are provided through a democratic, not-for-profit 

business model where gaming machine revenue typically cross-subsidises other club 

activities (IPART 2008:1). 

 

Clubs share a common not-for-profit, members’ led business model (KPMG 2012b:1). 
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From the definitions presented above, we know clubs to be non-profit organisations created by a 

membership of likeminded people to pursue a common cause. In an appreciative worldview, that is a 

worldview that focuses on positive aspects, a club exists to serve its membership (Hing 2001; Hing & 

McMillen 2002; Hing et al. 2002, KPMG 2012b; Productivity Commission 2010a, 2010b), and indeed 

definitions such as those presented above reinforced a member-focused view of the club in the early 

stages of my research. However, in my conversations with club managers, they all, in one way or 

another, expressed their frustrations about a fundamental lack of understanding of the finer points of 

the club model: 

 

We want the whole community to understand and perceive what the club does … (RC-1). 

 

We are struggling against our reputation as smoke-filled pokie dens with people wearing 

hushpuppies (RSL-1). 

 

You try and get the message across that we’re not-for-profit and they go … ‘bullshit, you’re 

making 2 or 3 million dollars’ (RL-2). 

 

For most of the managers, as suggested in the excerpts above, this perceived lack of understanding 

referred to society’s (assumed) misconceptions about the industry as a whole and the challenges that 

exist in communicating the club model.  

 

However, for some managers, an understanding of the club model was more important in 

understanding how their club was unique within Clubland. This was particularly evident when 

managers were asked to reflect on the not-for-profit status of clubs. For instance, BC-2, the manager 

of a smaller bowling club on the north coast of New South Wales, has identified two different types of 

clubs: the tax exempt business and the mutual organisation:  

 

We are governed as an income tax exempt business because we can articulate that we are 

truly a community business giving back to the community through the sport of bowls and 

the cost associated with running bowls here is far higher than our bottom-line profits. 

Whereas if you look at someone like [de-identified], now they will be governed by 

mutuality because they can’t say that they are community based (BC-2). 

 

The governance identified by BC-2 above relates to Zott & Amit’s (2010) structural elements of the 

business model reviewed in chapter 3. The structural element highlights how the activities that 

represent the business model content (the stuff the business does) work together to create the broader 

value and deliver profit. In the case of clubs, it seems that the structure of the business model also 
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needs to explicitly identify for whom their business model seeks to create value in order to get a better 

understanding of the stakeholder relationships that form the governance element. As a tax exempt 

club, that is, a business model structure where the money raised by the club is distributed through 

community infrastructure (in this case bowling greens), BC-2 perceives his relationship with the tax 

office as being different to that of clubs structured around mutuality. The mutual club, which most 

managers used to define their business model, appears to give a more targeted definition of who the 

model drives value for: a group of people within the broader community who share a common 

characteristic, otherwise known as the membership. Perhaps the best way to understand the difference 

between these two structures is in the way revenue is created and taxes are paid. Both structures (the 

tax exempt and the mutual organisation) create revenue in the provision of tourism and hospitality 

services to the community. However, as explained to me by RSL-3, the mutual organisation must pay 

taxes on any non-member generated revenue: 

 

If the club was all members, like one club that I know not too far from here, then there is no 

income tax (RSL-3). 

 

BC-2’s use of the word governed as it relates to the relationship between his club and the Australian 

Tax Office (ATO) blurs the line between the structural and governance elements of the business 

model as defined by Zott & Amit (2010). The way the activities should work together in creating a 

positive social outcome for a wider community relates to the structure of the club model, but these 

activities also require a different relationship with the club’s stakeholders (business model 

governance). BC-1 also identified his club as being a tax-exempt business (as opposed to a mutual 

one), and in his explanation he identifies that this distinction is assessed by the ATO: 

 

We’re in a situation at the moment where we are tax exempt with a sporting club tax 

exemption … That gets reviewed every few years [and] we’re coming to the end of our 

approval with the ATO … We reckon the hotel will push us over the edge (BC-1). 

 

BC-1’s reference to the hotel pushing his club ‘over the edge’ implies that changes to the content of 

his business model, the inclusion of the hotel, fundamentally changes the structure of his club as a tax-

exempt organisation. This change in structure points to a potential mutually informative relationship 

between the business model elements identified by Zott & Amit (2010) which will underpin the 

discussion of how business models have evolved in Clubland. For instance, Johnson (2010) suggested 

that a change in the business model can only be considered an innovation if a change in one element 

requires a change in another; the emphasis being on the rational and controlled response from the 

manager. From a complexity perspective, as informed largely by BC-1’s comments about the ‘hotel’ 

pushing his club ‘over the edge’, it seems that a change in the content of the business model will 
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ultimately force changes in the other elements, despite the wishes of the manager. In this sense, a 

change in business model content, such as the diversification trend identified by IPART (2008), is 

representative of, or at least a precursor to, a change in the structural elements of the business model. 

That is, a change in the revenue stream of a club may start to change who that club creates value for.  

 

BC-1’s comments have led me to consider that the tax exempt and the mutual club represent different 

fitness landscapes on which clubs operate. As explained in the literature review, fitness landscapes 

offer a metaphor for understanding how organisations evolved in response to emergent challenges in 

their environment. Representing the tax exempt and mutual clubs as different landscapes points to the 

different rules regarding how revenue will be treated based on the content of the club’s model. In this 

metaphor, the selection of model content represents a search for fitness on the manager’s chosen 

landscape. Here choice refers to the manager’s conceptualisation of the structure of their club. A 

manager who considerers their club to be driving a community benefit through sport seeks to create a 

business model structured around the conditions imposed by the ATO that constitute tax exempt club 

status. Using BC-1 as an example, if he wanted to remain a tax exempt club he could leave the 

planned hotel out of his business model. In the case of the tax exempt club, no tax would need to be 

paid as a result of the activities of the club driving a direct and observable benefit to the community 

through sport (ATO 2011). However, as demonstrated in BC-1’s excerpt above, there are limitations 

on what activities are in keeping with the tax exempt landscape. From the perspective of the ATO, a 

club changes landscapes when the content of the club model includes ‘extensive non-sporting 

activities in addition to its sporting activities’ (ATO 2011). However, in building an understanding of 

the club model, what is not clear is if business model content drives business model structure, or if the 

structural element of the business model drives content. It does appear that for managers of tax-

exempt clubs (BC-1 and BC-2), this structural design has driven choices about what activities their 

club will or will not engage with. However, complicating this assertion is that it is clear from BC-1 

that despite the structure of the club as a tax-exempt club, there is consideration of activities that 

belong on a different landscape.  

 

Both clubs who have identified themselves as tax-exempt businesses are small regional bowling clubs 

located close to the New South Wales border. These shared characteristics may be an indication that 

the geographic location of the club has some bearing on the structural elements of the business model. 

From speaking with club managers, it seems that the more rural the club is, the stronger the focus on 

community as opposed to the membership. For instance, RSL-2 considers her club as being rural. 

While discussing her diversification strategies, RSL-2 identified that she placed greater importance on 

the community than notions of membership: 
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In the boardroom it’s not defined as a member versus a non-member. It’s never discussed in 

that manner … [We look at] how will it benefit the whole of the Hawkesbury? I guess 

that’s a different mindset from a lot of other clubs. They really do just look at, just their 

membership (RSL-2). 

 

While RSL-2 never specifically used the term tax exempt, she did suggest that her club was ‘still 

under the not-for-profit, the real true not-for-profit banner’ (RSL-2). The implication being that RSL-

2 considered that the not-for-profit label was seen by some managers as a source of competitive 

advantage. This was most evident when she compared her engagement with the aged care sector with 

that of another club: 

 

[De-identified] has done a development and got a 40% profit on an aged care development 

… We are looking after dying members. Tomorrow we’ve got three wakes, and two of 

them died in the nursing home; that is looking after aged care … See[ing] them [at the club] 

for fourteen years and then see them die over there [in the nursing home] (RSL-2). 

 

RSL-2’s comparison of her engagement with the aged care sector to that of another club offers an 

example of a significant tension that informs club managers’ decisions regarding the content of their 

business models, the profit-service tension. This label points to the way in which profit and service 

serve as attractors for the club business model, often pulling the club in different directions. The 

nature of the tension between profit and service will be key in answering my second research question 

where I explore what attractors have influenced the evolution of business models in Clubland. As 

such I will discuss the impact of the tension between profit and service as an attractor set in greater 

detail in section 8.3. Here, in working towards an answer to research question 1, I use profit-service 

tension as a way of describing the content of business models. In this sense, the content of club 

models is structured around a mix of profit- and service-based activities.  

 

8.2.1.1 Profit-service tensions 

In describing his business model, BC-2 highlighted how the service-based activities (or events as he 

called them) represented in his business model are reliant upon the profit activities (which he called 

centres):  

 

We really only run one or two profit centres and those profit centres fund all the calculated 

loss centres, the running of community-based events (BC-2). 

 

Indeed the use of profit centres to subsidise service-based activities has been the defining 

characteristic of the club model as explained by RC-1: 
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Clubs were, in a large number of cases, set up to provide for their members access to 

cheaper food and cheaper beer, primarily, um, by way of being subsidised by gaming (RC-

1). 

 

However, the age of subsidised entertainment and service being the dominant feature of the business 

model structure may be coming to an end in Clubland. In relation to the content of business models, 

the tension between profit and service has played out in two models of diversification. The first model 

is conceptualised as subject to a pendulum attractor. In this sense it is argued that club managers and 

their decisions regarding the diversification of revenues are pulled between a state of decreasing their 

reliance on gaming machine revenues while, paradoxically, seeking to protect this income stream. The 

second model for diversification is that of amalgamations. 

 

The IPART inquiry into the sustainability of the club sector concluded that diversification was not a 

proven or viable platform through which clubs could improve their financial viability (IPART, 2008). 

This suggests that IPART considered that diversification was driven by a need to reduce reliance on 

gaming revenues. By extension this could suggest that the model for diversification explored by 

IPART was one that could be described as a move away from gaming. Hing (1996) had earlier 

identified a need for clubs to find alternative revenue streams when she explored the lifecycle of 

clubs. She argued that Clubland was fast approaching maturity with the incursion of competing 

business models (for example, casinos and pubs) and the subsequent erosion of the competitive 

advantage created through the exclusive access to poker machine revenues. Both IPART (2008) and 

Hing (1996) are therefore suggesting that there would be a decreased presence of gaming-related 

activities in the content of club business models.  

 

It should be noted here that in her research, Hing (1996) classifies clubs (along with casinos) as a 

participant in a gambling industry. This is somewhat at odds with the construction of the business 

model presented in this chapter. For instance, RL-1, who was ‘never a club guy’ was specifically 

asked to participate in this research owing to his recent arrival in Clubland. When asked how he 

would describe the club model, RL-1 immediately began to reflect on his ‘reading back through the 

old reports and old files’ when he first arrived at the club. RL-1 identified what he saw as a difference 

between the revenue and the business of clubs as informed by his review: 

 

… although gaming was a major part of our revenue stream, I don't think anyone ever said, 

that’s our core business … The difference in this club is that we are creating this [de-

identified] World of Entertainment (RL-1). 
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RL-1’s distinction between ‘revenue stream’ and ‘core business’ suggests a need to distinguish 

between what club managers saw as revenue streams (business model content) and the broader 

business model. While for Hing (1996) a focus on gaming equated to the club as being a venue for 

gambling, the approach taken here is not to define the club by its individual activities but rather in 

how those activities are related. The key difference here, in the language of business models, is that 

Hing (1996) has chosen to define the club based on the content of their business models; while in 

contrast club managers define the club within the structure of how these activities create the broader 

value. For instance, RL-1 went on to acknowledge that some in the industry did operate with a 

specific focus on gaming:  

 

[That other large western Sydney club] was always termed ‘Las Vegas of the west’, um, 

then that was very much gaming (RL-1). 

 

In both the ‘world of entertainment’ and ‘Las Vegas’ models discussed by RL-1, it is clear that 

gaming is a significant attractor, either as a source of revenue or in the club’s broader identity. The 

strength of gaming as an attractor perhaps rests in its foundation as part of the initial conditions of the 

club movement. While authors such as Hing et al. (2002) have pointed to the exclusive gentlemen’s 

clubs of England as the birth of the movement, in my conversations with club managers, clubs, or at 

least the modern business of clubs, that my research seeks to understand, began in the 50s when 

 

clubs were given poker machines by the Labor government, and the purpose was you would 

therefore provide affordable leisure time (RSL-1). [As a result] clubs became a keg in the 

middle and ruled by the poker machines (CC-1). 

  

Presenting gaming as an attractor allows me to discuss how managers have sought to move toward or 

away from gaming as part of their diversification strategies. This goes beyond current assumptions 

that profit-driven diversification is solely about reducing reliance on gaming revenue, as is argued in 

IPART (2008). Broadly speaking, the gaming attractor exists as a binomial tension between the need 

to reduce the clubs’ reliance on gaming, and a need to support a club’s core objectives. This suggests 

that when considering changes to the content of club models, managers are either seeking to reduce or 

support gaming activities. 

 

In support of moves away from gaming, participating managers pointed to a reliance on gaming 

revenue as a significant weak point of the club model. A significant part of our conversations was the 

level of uncertainty regarding poker machines as part of the content of the business model. As one 

manager explained: 
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We probably need to diversify and I’m a little worried about my club that’s about 80% 

reliant on gaming, I think that’s a bit high, the clubs that are smart are getting into the 

accommodation, the function centres, you know we’re really pushing that barrow (BC-1). 

 

Some club managers expressed pride in their success in the diversification away from gaming: 

 

The gaming’s sliding as I’ve already said but the food and beverage is going through the 

roof (SPRT-1). 

 

SPRT-1’s reference to his gaming ‘sliding’ was his way of suggesting that his gaming revenue has 

diminished. This reduction was attributed to the increased focus on food and beverage activities as an 

alternative source of revenue. However, other managers were somewhat critical of the away from 

gaming model for diversification of revenue, suggesting that such an approach threatens the capacity 

of the club to continue to diversify its service-based activities: 

 

I hear a lot of people talk about ‘you’ve got to diversify away from gaming’. Well that’s 

just stupid. That’s the cash cow. Yes, you’ve got to do other things but you’ve got to drive 

that just as hard. Some clubs say gaming’s not the answer so forget it, well that’s just 

suicide (RSL-1). 

 

The assumption of IPART (2008) that the diversification of revenue seen in clubs can be linked to a 

desire to decrease their reliance on gaming may be true of diversification of revenue, however this 

accounts for only one part of the story. Clubs, somewhat driven by their identity as not-for-profits, are 

also significantly involved in a diversification of service. To carry on from RSL-2’s example of aged 

care services presented earlier, it is clear that RSL-2 considers her engagement with the aged care 

sector part of the service she provides. It is also her claim that other clubs who are currently engaging 

with the aged care sector do so in order to supplement the clubs’ revenue streams. However, the line 

between profit and service becomes somewhat blurred in the eyes of club managers. For instance, 

RSL-1, who is also currently involved in the aged care sector, reflected on the thought processes of 

introducing new activities to the content of his business model: 

 

You’ve got to do something that satisfies some community need – which is why we did 

retirement and why we do child care. We’ve been criticised in some quarters for making 

money out of those but if you don’t make money out of something, you can’t sustain it and 

then it falls over and then nobody’s got it (RSL-1). 

 

As indicated above, the content of business models has changed in satisfying the tension between 

profit and service. In working toward an understanding how the club models have changed, it has 
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been argued that the changes in business model content, represented as a process of diversification 

identified by IPART (2008), has occurred not only in profit-creating activities, but also in the way 

clubs service their community. The discussion above points to a model of diversification informed by 

a historical reliance upon gaming; specifically how club managers have sought to decrease their 

club’s reliance on gaming revenue. However, as discussed above, while gaming is a significant 

attractor for the diversification of business model content, it is not yet clear if club managers are 

seeking to reduce their reliance or protect their margins. It has also been argued that changes in the 

content such as those discussed above may cause changes in the structural element of clubs. This 

suggests a conceptualisation of the business model as the output of a complex adaptive system rather 

than a strategic choice. Furthermore, discussion thus far has pointed to an existence of multiple 

models in Clubland, each dependent on the initial conditions of the club. This was argued by BC-2, 

who identified that 

 

… excluding the compliance requirements, there is no one model. Every single model is 

unique and different. You can go to fifty clubs and they will each feel different … you 

can’t’ take the [other club’s] model and drop it into [this club]. It doesn’t work … It’s 

horses for courses … (BC-2). 

 

In the excerpt above, BC-2 identifies the fractal challenge of compliance. In this sense, all clubs in 

New South Wales exist on the same compliance landscape. Club models evolve in relation to a 

universal set of rules that exist in compliance, particularly in being compliant with emergent gaming 

legislation. However, as BC-2 highlighted, this evolution needs to be ‘horses for courses’, which 

highlights a business model’s sensitivity to initial conditions. The transplanting of one perceived 

successful business model from one part of Clubland to another does not guarantee success in 

Clubland. Considering business models as horses for courses demonstrates the importance of local 

conditions such as geography and the demographics within the club’s local area.  

 

The second model for diversification of club model content comes in the form of amalgamations. 

Again, this method of diversification is complicated by the profit-service tension. Amalgamations 

were a feature of my conversations with all the participating managers, with many expressing concern 

about how some of the larger clubs (all managers pointed to the same club as an example) are 

approaching amalgamation. CC-1, who had been involved in the amalgamation with a small rural golf 

club, offers a useful summary of these concerns: 

 

… what’s happening out there, um, they’re amalgamating with the clubs, they’re going into 

an agreement for a period of time, knowing full well that they are going to sell it, or 

develop the land (CC-1). 
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For CC-1, the process of amalgamation was governed by both the profit and the service attractor. On 

one hand, he expressed that his desire to amalgamate was driven by the need to protect community 

sport out in the rural areas of New South Wales: 

 

Now all these small clubs which have gone broke are the soul of the club industry and the 

heart of the sporting community. You won’t find anyone out there now building a bowling 

green, so if you lose it, you’re never going to get it back. There’s no one building new golf 

courses, well not in the country. So, if you lose them, you’ll never get them back. So the 

club industry [through amalgamations] is hanging on to what they can (CC-1). 

 

However, in coming to a decision about which club he would amalgamate with, CC-1 expressed the 

need to balance his ambition to save community sport with the financial burden of taking on a club in 

significant financial stress: 

 

The cost could wound the mother club to a point where it would be at jeopardy. So you 

don’t go there (CC-1). 

 

In this case, it was not about making a profit, but rather reducing the losses associated with the 

amalgamation. The risk of loss was the only consideration of the mother club’s members. As CC-1 

explained, amalgamation was a good idea only if:  

 

… it’s not a devalue to this [the mother] club. We have no great benefit out of [our 

amalgamation], but it’s something I think we are very proud of, and it’s a bloody nice club 

(CC-1). 

 

However, RC-1’s approach to diversification was not so much about protecting rural sport or service 

for the industry, but rather as a way of minimising the risk associated with a mutual market. RC-1 

pointed to the low socioeconomic status of his local area as a significant risk to his business model in 

times of an economic downturn. In this case, diversification was an opportunity ‘to put eggs in a 

couple of different baskets … [bringing in revenue] from multiple sources’ (RC-1). 

 

Amalgamations as a strategy of diversification could be seen to represent what Cavalcante et al. 

(2011) explain as the extension of business model content. For instance, while CC-1 expresses that his 

members get no significant value out of the amalgamation with the rural golf club, reciprocal 

member’s rights mean that members of CC-1 now have access to the golf course and resort hotel 

managed by the smaller rural club. This is an extension of the activities available to the member. This 
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extension has been seen as an opportunity to protect the smaller players in Clubland, however, the 

profit attractor has had a significant influence on most amalgamation decisions.  

 

In chapter 3 I identified a significant profit bias in the business model literature and suggested that 

such a bias could perhaps limit the utility of the business model concept in explaining not-for-profit 

organisations such as clubs. However, as suggested by RSL-1, it is clear that profit is still a very 

important part of the business model in clubs. Indeed through our conversations all the managers 

expressed the need for clubs to engage in some profit-making activities in the content of their business 

models while balancing these with service-based activities: 

 

A club needs to be a business and make business decisions, to generate profits to be able to 

reinvest into the business and to continue to be able to meet the needs of the members and 

the community (RL-2). 

 

… you’ve got to get the balance right, because we’re not for loss as well (RSL-2). 

 

In our conversations managers had a number of labels for the output of their revenue-generating 

activities, such as ‘available community funds’ (RSL-1), ‘financial sustainability’ (BC-1, SPRT-1), 

‘surpluses’ (RC-1) and ‘member’s equity’ (BC-2). These different labels pointed to the different role 

money plays in the club model. The fundamental difference is explained by RC-1 in his explanation 

of the club model:  

 

… if we [clubs] were a privately owned hospitality venue, and owned by an owner or 

shareholders, [our surplus profits would go into] paying dividends or being drawn out as 

earnings which might go into updating somebody’s house at Vaucluse on the waterfront … 

our surplus profit, which is being generated back through our venue, [goes] to our members 

and the broader community through the different welfare sporting groups (RC-1). 

 

In the for-profit world from which current understandings of business models have emerged, 

decisions around the business model consider the creation of value in order to drive profit (Abraham 

2013; Amit & Zott 2001; Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; 

Magretta 2002; Johnson 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). However, in Clubland it appears 

that decisions about the content of the business model seek to create profits in order to drive value. 

Profit is therefore seen as a means to an end, rather than the end itself. Value rests in the servicing of a 

community need.  
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For instance, when reflecting on the different role profit plays in the club model when compared to 

that of a casino, RL-2 expressed how that in Clubland, community need was as much as a 

consideration as return on investment: 

 

We are still about, as I said making a profit, but a community side to it [pause]. If that was 

the sole purpose for doing it, you know maximising your profits, um, wouldn’t have built it 

[a day-care facility]; would have done a thousand other things first. But the board and I 

identified that it wasn’t needed just for our members but it was needed for the whole of the 

community as well (RL-2). 

 

RC-1 made a similar observation about the importance of social outcomes as a defining characteristic 

of business models in Clubland: 

 

I always say that we are a not-for-profit mutual organisation, so that doesn’t mean that we 

are for loss. What it means is that any surpluses that we generate get reinvested back into 

our facilities for our members, and/or utilised to provide funding for charitable, welfare and 

sporting organisations, and all that community (RC-1). 

 

However, the influence of a profit attractor on the business model does appear to have wider 

implications than decisions regarding the extension of activities that represent a change in the content 

of club models. Satisfaction of the profit attractor appears to have had a significant impact upon the 

complex structure and governance of club models, particularly those in a mutual structure. As RSL-2 

pointed out: 

 

[Some clubs are not] behaving like a not-for-profit, and haven’t done forever, and that’s 

why they risk mutuality taxation issues (RSL-2). 

 

Issues around the mutuality of clubs have been raised regarding the introduction of business model 

content that is not directly targeted towards generating revenue from the clubs’ membership 

(Productivity Commission 2010). In our conversations, managers consistently pointed to the need for 

activities in the business model content that drive some sort of financial profit in order to subsidise or 

support the service activities. However, as highlighted by RSL-2 above, this pursuit of profit has 

called into question the suitability of the not-for-profit status of those clubs operating in a mutual 

capacity. However, as RSL-3 has pointed out, the modernisation of the club movement, the shift from 

‘a back yard chook raffle kind of enterprise’ (RSL-3) to clubs becoming a ‘key player in the 

hospitality industry’ has required a change in who clubs provide their revenue generating services to: 
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The harsh reality though is that some clubs which have got specific objectives, say bowls or 

golf … there is not enough patronage from those particular types of memberships to 

support the business model of the typical club, which is why they then need to reach out to 

non-members (RSL-3). 

 

The reaching out to non-members is characteristic of a significant change in the model of clubs. This 

became apparent to me in my first conversation of discovery with the manager of RSL-1, a large club 

on the north shore of Sydney. When asked about the possible future of the club model, RSL-1 

suggested that:  

 

This isn’t a club anymore, it’s got 40 000 members. I would know 500 of them if I was 

lucky. They join up, I call them subscribers; they’re not members (RSL-1). 

 

RSL-1’s questioning of the role of the member was echoed in a number of my conversations with club 

managers. While many were uncomfortable with the use of the word subscribers, they did 

acknowledge that clubs were now broadening their definitions of who a member is. For instance, 

when I asked RL-2 about whom the content of his business model is driving value for he gave a very 

broad answer: 

 

RL-2:  Everyone. 

Ryan:  Everyone? Ok.  

RL-2:  Members. 

Ryan:  So who could be a member then? How are you defining that?  

RL-2: … For us, a potential member is [pause] anyone who is between sort of, 

between, Blacktown and Penrith is a potential member for us.  

 

I have come to call this change in characteristic membership the rise of the geo-member. This label is 

intended to identify geography, the physical location of the club, as a strong attractor for decisions 

regarding the content of club models (what we should do) and the structure of the model (who we 

should do these things for). This geography dictates to the manager who may use the services of the 

club: 

 

You’re not going to get someone, you’re not going to get someone to drive 30 k’s to come 

here (RL-2). 

 

In describing the rise of the geo-member, I consider that this constitutes the most significant change 

that has occurred in the club model. While club managers still consider that their organisation drives 
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value for their membership, there has been a steady shift from the personal and social distinctions 

about who are members (members bowl or members belong to the RSL community) to geographic 

definitions (members defined by their postcode). The discussion about geography and the business 

model of clubs also extended to the concept of demographics. For instance, CC-1, the manager of a 

members only Catholic club in the south-western suburbs of Sydney, reflected on the challenge of 

focusing his business model content on a clearly defined membership in a local community whose 

demographics were changing significantly: 

 

By having members only, and having an intake demographically of Muslims who, basically 

don't drink, and some of them don't even gamble, um, which could be reflecting on our 

membership dropping slightly (CC-1). 

 

The members only approach offers a unique representation of the structure of business models within 

Clubland, an embodiment of the mutual club. However, while CC-1 is a members only club, the 

inclusion of a social membership somewhat hampers the arguments around Catholicism being the 

defining characteristic of membership. For instance, when discussing the contribution he makes to the 

community, CC-1 highlighted that some of the content of his business model was not expressly 

targeted toward his Catholic membership. This was largely in relation to the inclusion of an ice rink as 

part of the content of his club’s business model. This was not a particularly profitable exercise, but as 

he explained: 

 

That’s what we do; what we are a non-profit organisation for. We now have ice skating in 

every school in [our area]: private, public, Catholic, all of them, as a sport, in their schools. 

Um, it is a community area, you do not have to be a member to go ice skating … so that’s 

one of the benefits that the community, outside [CC-1] have got from the [club] (CC-1). 

 

My questioning of the position of the member in relation to the business model here does not seek to 

diminish the role of the member in the mutual clubs. Rather I point to an expansion of the criteria 

around which membership has formed. While CC-1 exists as a club which seeks primarily to service 

the Catholic community, there is no doubt that a broader sense of community influences the decisions 

of the club’s manager regarding the content of his model. Hence I have considered the rise of the geo-

member, where the mutuality of clubs has shifted from personal characteristics to one of co-location. 

The position of the community as being more central to the business model of clubs is also supported 

in the ranked concepts identified in my transcripts by Leximancer 2.25. Table 31 represents the 

identified ranked concepts and demonstrates that our conversations about business models were 

ranked more closely with the concept of community rather than membership.  
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Table 31 - Ranked concepts 

Concept  Absolute Count  Relative Count  

community  18    22.2%    

members  9    11.1%    

people  9    11.1%    

government  8    9.8%    

directors  5    6.1%    

local [community] 4    4.9%    

board  4    4.9%    

member  2    2.4%    

couple  1    1.2%    

bowling  1    1.2%    

group  1    1.2%    

 

In presenting table 31, which has been edited to show only stakeholder groups, I believe that it is 

necessary to acknowledge the potential argument that community and membership could be 

synonyms mixed in the milieu of our conversations. In this sense, the relationship between the 

concepts of community and membership may be too difficult to distinguish to allow me to present 

table 31 as evidence of my thesis that the community has surpassed the member as the stakeholder for 

whom the club drives value. However, when specifically asked who their club drives value for, most 

managers made reference to the community as a separate entity to their membership: 

 

I often say to people that my three important things that I do at the club are keep employing 

as many people as I possibly can; keep supporting our community through donations, 

sponsorship, CDSE; and looking after bowls (BC-1). 

 

[Our] responsibility isn’t just to make bricks and mortar for the club, [… our] responsibility 

is to look after the community and be part of that community (RSL-2). 

 

The club is about the community. It’s not just about their members (RSL-4). 

 

There is perhaps one exception to the community-first model observable in my sample. The first is in 

my deviant sample case, RL-1, chosen for his recent arrival in Clubland. His background in the for-

profit resort hotel market had influenced his approach to the member-community tension: 

 

I don’t use member. Um, it’s just not a word that sits in my vocabulary … [I think of it] in 

terms of customer, everyone is a customer and that is a focus that I bring in (RL-1). 
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To me, RL-1’s use of the word customer represents how the business model of a club is dependent on 

the initial conditions of the manager. For instance, while RL-1’s history in the for-profit sector had 

him talking about the club as a ‘house of brands [contributing to a] world of entertainment’, seeking 

to establish his club as the social entertainment hub of his area, RSL-2, who before entering Clubland 

had significant experience in the not-for-profit sector (largely in the area of disability care) spoke 

about her club as driving ‘triple bottom line principles’ (RSL-2). These triple bottom line principles 

resulted in a business model aimed at ‘looking after the community’ through aged care and creating 

‘tourism initiatives to help the economic viability of the Hawkesbury’ (RSL-2).  Each manager has 

therefore carried with them their history and identity which have had some impact upon their 

decisions regarding the content of their business models.  

 

The club model’s sensitivity to initial conditions is not only represented in the experiences of the 

current management, but was also expressed in the role history played in the diversification strategies 

seen in Clubland. Many of the managers consistently sought to point out that the modern club still 

resembles what the original founders sought to create. 

 

Our organisation has stayed very true to the original ideals of the club when it was formed 

back when Shirley and Clive had it in their lounge room 42 years ago, we’ve stayed very 

true to that (RC-1). 

 

So far it has been highlighted that the content and structure are in a complex, mutually informative 

relationship. The content and structure of business models is not only sensitive to the initial conditions 

of the club, but also somewhat dependent on the history and experiences of club managers. The 

evolution of club models is greatly influenced by the tension between the need to be a profitable 

business, but maintain the social focus on which clubs were founded. While the discussion above 

points to a change in who clubs create value for, this does not entirely reflect the views of the 

participating managers. For them, the biggest changes in the club model have come in what the 

literature describes as the governance element of the business model. It is this element that will now 

be discussed. 

 

8.2.1.2 The governance element 

According to Zott & Amit (2010) the governance element points to who performs the activities within 

the business model. From the perspective of managers, the biggest changes in the club model are 

represented in the governance element, as they pointed to the ways in which club managers, staff and 

directors fulfil their roles in Clubland. In exploring the governance element of club models, it appears 
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that the initial conditions of the club movement were particularly important. As explained by SPRT-1, 

clubs emerged out of an ideological difference to the way hospitality services were being supplied by 

the private, for-profit sector: 

 

Clubs came into being because of the publicans’ attitudes toward their, well you couldn’t 

call them patrons, you’d have to call them customers because that’s how they were treated 

… The customers of the pub all thought that there’s a better way to do this (SPRT-1). 

 

Here SPRT-1 suggests that clubs emerged as a rejection of the publican’s customer model, opting for 

the establishment of a hospitality service that would not only change the relationship between 

provider and user but also could be used to seed development and support in an area of common 

interest. SPRT-1 went on to explain how these early founders became the directors of the club. In the 

early days these directors ‘were all hands-on in all areas’ (SPRT-1), particularly in the delivery of the 

club’s services.  

 

As time progressed, and the membership of clubs increased, these directors moved from being the 

leaders of the club to the representatives of the membership. The election of a board of directors by 

the members of the club represents the traditional governance element of the club model (based on 

Hing et al. 2002). However, when asked about the biggest changes and greatest challenges associated 

with the club model, all managers unanimously pointed to the tension between the director and the 

manager.  

 

You hear that a lot in this industry, that directors are stupid, and of course if you go and talk 

to directors, they'll say all these up-start managers are overpaid and think they know 

everything ... (RC-1). 

 

This tension was largely discussed in relation to the revision of the content of the club model: 

 

I've been in the club industry for 20 years, and this has been the biggest, hardest ride that 

I've ever had … [The board] don’t often understand why we want to do a renovation for say 

$500 000 when we can spend it on bowls. They don’t get it (BC-1). 

 

At the heart of this tension appears to be a conflict in roles: differences in the perceptions of the roles 

of directors should be doing. For instance, SPRT-1 expressed a frustration that some directors were 

still involved in service delivery: 

 

Board members going around telling staff to tuck their shirts in, or pick up a glass or 

whatever. You still get a bit of that … Let the manager manage (SPRT-1) 
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Many of the managers expressed the opinion that the role of the director needed to change from 

service delivery to overseeing the strategic direction of the club. As RSL-1 explained: 

 

[Directors] need to make sure we’re sitting in the right place within the community, that 

we’re behaving ethically, doing things responsibly and that the areas we’re diversifying into 

or interested in pursuing are consistent with what we are (RSL-1) 

 

In a similar conceptualisation of the role of the director, RC-1 suggested that one of the key reasons 

his club has been so successful has been by ensuring the Board continues to deal with the broader 

view of the club: 

  

Our board focuses very much on finance, governance and strategy, we keep our board out 

of daily management issues (RC-1). 

 

From the exploration of the tension between the role of manager and director, it can be concluded that 

one of the key elements to a successful business model in Clubland, from the perspective of 

managers, is a clear differentiation between the role of management and director. As SPRT-1 

explains, the key to a successful governance model is a having a process whereby: 

  

...the board sets the policy…well, say it’s a mission statement … and the manager puts 

that in place and reports back to the board on how that’s going… [The] board is not 

involved in day to day managerial issues. (SPRT-1) 

 

As a way of resolving the tension, or at least realising the governance model described by RSL-1, RC-

1 and SPRT-1 above, managers expressed what represents the significant change in the governance of 

club models: the way directors are recruited.  

 

Under the traditional recruitment model, a director was elected from the membership in order to 

oversee the direction of the club (Hing et al. 2002). However, as RC-1 explains: 

 

A lot of clubs these days will go out and find people. You don’t just wait for somebody to 

put their hand up, you get them to put their hand up (RC-1). 

 

One manager expressed the recruitment of directors as an opportunity not only to improve the 

strategic discussions in boardroom meetings but also as an opportunity to strengthen ties with the 

broader not-for-profit sector: 
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If we can start to align ourselves with more of the very well-credentialed not-for-profits 

such as Cancer Council, Red Cross, the really well-oiled machines that have sitting on their 

boards well-credentialed people that want to give something back to the community (RSL-

1). 

 

The notion of recruiting directors emerged as a possible theme in my first conversation of discovery. 

Following this line of inquiry, managers were asked to discuss how directors should be elected. While 

most acknowledged and supported the potential role of the manager for recruitment, largely because 

of a need to find ‘a better quality board member’ (RSL-3), one manager resisted the temptation to 

become involved. When asked specifically if he saw a role for the manager in directly recruiting 

directors, he responded: 

 

I don't. I tell them, as long as they don't come from the club … I suppose I’m successful 

because mine all come from the church, not from downstairs, the bar flies … That doesn’t 

mean that they are any more gifted as far as business, but I do have quite a few business 

people on there, and I also have a nicer type of person who is willing to learn and listen, 

and assist (CC-1). 

 

With CC-1’s use of the words ‘listen, and assist’ in the passage above comes a realisation that it is not 

only in the recruitment of directors that managers perceive their influence. While managers expressed 

their desire to have directors design the strategic direction of the club, some managers were quite open 

in discussing how they have manipulated directors in the right direction. Some methods were overt, 

such as those discussed by RL-2, who would get the directors ‘out of their own four walls’ by taking 

them on tours to Las Vegas. This practice has been criticised in the past, both outside and within my 

conversations with managers, with some questioning the ethics of using members’ equity in such a 

way: 

 

I think they [government and society] saw the money that was coming out of the industry. 

They saw the waste, they saw the overseas trips, the conferencing … you’re [club 

managers] building palaces; you’re all jaunting around the world and what’s going on 

(RSL-1)? 

 

In these overt tactics, the club manager expressed an open and public attempt at influencing the 

decisions of club directors. However, the other method of influence was more covert and resembled a 

shaping of the club’s direction in line with the manager’s vision through the use of private consultants 

to conduct strategy meetings in which: 
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the information is fed from management to the company [consultants], the company will 

then take the Board away (CC-1). 

 

Many of the managers similarly expressed their use of consultants to feed club directors ideas about 

the direction of the club. This represents a covert manipulation of directors. This second, covert tactic 

of influencing the directors in regards to strategic decisions raises an important question business 

models in Clubland: who actually makes decisions about business models in Clubland?  

 

Throughout my conversations, and thus the narrative constructed here, managers had seen themselves 

as the key decision makers and designers of club models. However, it has become apparent, and 

indeed may have always legally been the case (Hing et al. 2002), that the final decision regarding the 

content and structure of a club’s model rests with the board of directors. For instance, on reflecting on 

the expansion of his food and beverage offerings, SPRT-1 identified his idea as central to the process. 

However, this idea needed to be negotiated with the Board: 

 

I went to the Board and said I want to put an Asian restaurant in. They said you’re fucken 

mad. There’s 27 Asian restaurants within a 100 meters of here … So I got the Board to all 

go down there to [my local Thai restaurant] in their own time and expense just to give it a 

try. A couple already had but they all said, yeah, it’s not quite like what’s [around our club]. 

I said, well, I think that it will work. And of course it did, not that I’m a big head or 

anything but I just figured that that could work. (SPRT-1) 

 

When asked to reflect on the most significant change in business models of clubs, most of the 

participating managers pointed to changes in the governance element. While club managers have 

identified a gradual shift in the role of directors from service delivery to designing the strategic 

direction of the club, the most significant change was expressed in attitudes regarding the appointment 

of directors. In particular, club managers have discussed their perceived need to recruit directors to 

protect the strategic direction of the organisation. However, if the director is no longer elected from 

the membership, a question could be raised as to the capacity of the recruited director to define value 

in a way that is meaningful to the membership. The search for directors from outside the traditional 

membership of clubs could be an indication that the club model is creative value for a different 

stakeholder.  

 

8.2.2 Summary 

So far this chapter has created a narrative around the content, structure and governance of club 

models. However, the complex and therefore mutually informative relationship between these design 

elements has made it difficult to come to a concise answer to the first research question: How do club 



149 
 

managers perceive the evolution of club business models? In working toward this answer, I offer the 

following: 

 

1. The content of club models represents a mix of both profit- and service-based activities. The 

changes observed in regard to the content of club models represent business model extension 

as defined by Cavalcante et al. (2011). This extension of content has largely been driven by 

either a move toward, or away from, gaming-based revenues. Through the narrative presented 

above, it is my contention that changes in business model content may come to represent a 

change in the structure of the business model. 

2. The structure of club models points to how the activities that form the content of the model 

combine to create value. This structure is also subject to the profit-service tension. In clubs, 

which largely operate under a mutual structure, there appears to have been a significant 

change in whom a club drives value for. While it was once assumed that mutuality was built 

around membership (we are all returned servicemen, or we all enjoy lawn bowls), it is my 

contention that mutuality is now built around geography. The reasons why this shift has 

occurred will be discussed in answering R2 and R3 in sections 8.3 and 8.4 below. 

3. The governance of club models points to who does what. Traditionally, clubs were governed 

by the board of directors elected by the membership (Hing et al. 2002). In the early days of 

the club movement these directors were heavily involved in service delivery; however the 

modern director now focuses on the broader strategic direction of the club. Managers in my 

sample have expressed a desire to approach, and subsequently have appointed, directors who 

have a more professional strategic purpose.  

 

These three elements combine to create a business model aimed at providing an alternative to the 

private, for-profit hospitality and leisure market. Ultimately however, the business model of clubs is 

one of confusion. While I have omitted it from the narrative above for the sake of clarity, in 

addressing how club managers perceive the evolution of club business models (R1), the strongest 

theme coming out of my conversations with club managers is that they are not entirely sure who they 

are, or what their model is. This is best explained by BC-1when I asked him about the strategy of his 

club: 

 

Interestingly enough though we do a lot of strategic planning, we do all that sort of stuff, 

but interestingly enough Ryan I don’t know if I sit down my nine board members [and ask] 

that same question and whether we all come up with a similar answer. Are we there to 

make profits? Are we there to turn money back into the place to support the community? 

I'm not sure what they would say (BC-1). 
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Perhaps a process of business model mapping, a process of considering who does what and why, 

would help club managers resolve what one manager referred to as an ‘identity crisis’ (RSL-1). While 

my research has identified a significant change in the broader business model of clubs, future focus on 

the instance levels may be useful to the context. In coming to my understanding of the club model, I 

suggest that while clubs once provided their services to members in order to drive the goals of that 

membership, clubs now appear to sell their hospitality and leisure services in order to drive a social 

value for their local community. Traditionally, services were subsidised by gaming revenues but the 

influence of the profit attractor is seeing an increased need for each of the activities in the business 

model to derive a profit, or at the very least, be cost neutral. The attractors informing this change will 

be reviewed in section 8.3 where I present an answer to my second research question. 

 

8.3 What, according to club managers, are the key attractors in Clubland, and 

how have these influenced the evolution of business models? 

Exploring the second research question begins the process of theorising about the evolution of 

business models in Clubland. The narratives presented here in section 8.3 seek to address why 

business models have changed. The approach to theorising taken in this thesis has been largely 

informed by Sutton and Straw (1995), DiMaggio (1995) and Weick (1995), who point to the 

exploration of why things have occurred as the key activity in theorising. As discussed in chapter 2, 

the heart of why things happen in complex systems is in the identification of attractors. Therefore the 

discussion presented here has been constructed through the attractor and fractal analysis described in 

chapter 6.  

 

The current literature on business models suggests that business models change through a controlled 

planned process in order to create a competitive advantage (Abraham 2013; Amit & Zott 2001; 

Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; Magretta 2002; Johnson 

2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). However, what will become evident through the discussion 

presented here is that business models in Clubland are largely reactive to their environment, with 

change representing adaptation for survival. This section will explore the key attractors influencing 

this reactivity. This is explored in a number of different ways. Firstly, I explore the changes in club 

models through the moments of criticality as identified by the club managers. Secondly, I draw on 

Amit & Zott’s (2010) business model design themes (novelty, lock-in, complementarities and 

efficiency) to give order to the narratives as they relate specifically to how managers have directly 

influenced the evolution of club models. Finally, I identify and discuss the attractors that have 

influenced the changes in club models discussed above. These attractors, labelled in this section as the 

profit-service attractor set and gaming, have already been alluded to in the narrative constructed 

around research question one, but in reaching an answer to the second research question, I begin to 
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unpack the larger impact and fractal relationships the different attractor sets hold for the evolution of 

club models. 

 

8.3.1 Moments of criticality 

When asked about what led to the biggest changes in their business model, most of the managers 

pointed to moments in history rather than individuals and processes. In this section I explore key 

moments in Clubland’s history, highlighting how each moment represents a new set of initial 

conditions for business models in Clubland. The moments of criticality presented here each represent 

a period in time where club managers identified with operating in a chaotic environment. By referring 

to the environment as chaotic, I infer that the historical events discussed here represent moments 

when club managers experienced uncertainty regarding the future state of their business model. In 

these moments of chaos, managers reacted in ways that created changes in the content, structure and 

governance of their business models.  

 

As highlighted in section 8.1 above, club managers pointed to the legitimisation of gaming as part of 

the club’s revenue stream as the birth of the modern club movement. Here I use the word 

legitimisation, as gaming had long been part of Clubland, even before legislation was enacted in 1956 

which granted clubs exclusive (legal) rights to poker machines (Hing et al. 2002). However, in 

defining the club models, the participating club managers all gave a similar reference point for 

understanding the club model: 

 

You’ve got to remember right back to how clubs started, and it was actually the Labor 

government who gave clubs poker machines, right, so the profits that they generated could 

be reinvested into the club to have facilities and then also to have cheaper entertainment 

(RL-2). 

 

The model of subsidised hospitality through gaming became the defining feature of the club model. 

The influence of these initial conditions was clearly evident in my conversations with club managers. 

As time has progressed there have been a number of challenges to this subsidised hospitality model, 

not the least of which was the manager’s own understanding of what a club should be: 

 

There is no doubt that as managers and directors we have to sit down at some stage and say 

we deal in gambling, smoking and drinking to pursue our philanthropic pursuits (RSL-1). 

 

This subsidised hospitality model forms the chronological starting point for the narrative as I highlight 

what managers saw as the key moments in Clubland history. Those moments discussed here include 
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the introduction of random breath testing, the 2000 Sydney Olympic Games, the introduction of the 

pokies tax and the introduction of smoking bans.  

 

8.3.1.1 Introduction of random breath testing 

The first key challenge to the traditional club model was seen in the introduction of random breath 

testing in New South Wales. This occurred on 17 December 1982 (Cashmore 1985) and was 

highlighted by four managers (CC-1, RC-1, BC-2 and RSL-4) as a key driver for changes in the club 

model. The introduction of the breathalyser appears to have affected both the content and structure of 

business models. For instance, CC-1 first introduced random breath testing as a driver of change in 

response to a question about how he defines membership. For him, the introduction of random breath 

testing was the first indication that demographics would drive his future decisions about the content of 

business models. 

  

You are relying heavily on [demographics], and that has been the case for a number of 

years. I suppose things like the breathalyser brought that into line (CC-1). 

 

In my conversations with club managers, CC-1’s discussion about demographics was one of the key 

indicators that geography was becoming an important characteristic in how clubs were defining and 

attracting their potential membership. The ‘normal run of the club thing’ was, according to CC-1, the 

subsidised food and beverage that clubs were providing. This normal club activity was specifically 

challenged by the introduction of random breath testing and saw the introduction of a very typical 

club feature: the courtesy bus. As CC-1 continued to explain: 

 

If you [did not] live within a certain area you [could not] get the bus in [and] so you can’t 

come down and have a beer because you’ll get booked (CC-1). 

 

Initially, random breath testing was considered to be a significant barrier to the growth of the club 

movement, locking clubs into serving a small geographic area – their local demographics. As RC-1 

recalled: 

 

There [were] a lot of people that thought [random breath testing] was the end of the 

industry … [however] that [was] proven [not] to be the case. 

 

The introduction of random breath testing represented a new set of initial conditions from which club 

models could be understood to have evolved. Prior to the introduction of random breath testing in 

1983, the ‘normal’ (CC-1) business of clubs entailed the provision of subsidised food and beverage. 

However, with a shift in society’s attitudes towards the consumption of alcohol, as indicated by 
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government’s introduction of random breath testing, clubs were forced to find new ways to remain 

relevant to their current members as well as becoming attractive to potential members. As CC-1 

explained, managers had to discover ways to create relevance to a distant member:  

 

The sporting facilities, the function centres, that we’ve got here, it does draw from outside 

our demographics and outside our area, and these people are coming here for a specific 

activity outside the normal run of the club thing (CC-1). 

 

The impact of random breath testing on the content of club business models demonstrates two key 

mutually informed principles of business model innovation within Clubland. First, business models 

appear to evolve in response to changes in their landscapes, rather than innovate to dictate new 

landscapes. The second characteristic of business model evolution in Clubland is the power of 

external stakeholders in creating change in the club model. This appears to be fundamentally different 

to the position taken in business model literature which characterises business model innovation as a 

planned process of disruptive experimentation in order to create new competitive advantage 

(Abraham 2013; Amit & Zott 2001; Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & 

Rosenbloom 2002; Magretta 2002; Johnson 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). 

 

While the introduction of the breathalyser was attributed by some managers as the ‘birth of 

diversification’ (RSL-4) in Clubland, the need for clubs to become more professional in their business 

was attributed by others to the New South Wales Government’s bid to host the 2000 Olympic Games.  

 

8.3.1.2 The 2000 Sydney Olympic Games 

As with the introduction of random breath testing, managers discussing the impact of the Olympics 

(SPRT-1 and RSL-3) pointed to the role government has played in forcing clubs to diversify. As 

SPRT-1 recalls: 

 

So then along comes the Olympics where Bob Carr and the rest of them, the state 

governments saying the clubs need to diversify. We need to become an adult city, Sydney 

needs to have 24-hour hospitality and so on (SPRT-1). 

 

SPRT-1’s reflection on the perceived need for clubs to contribute to Sydney becoming an ‘adult city’ 

is indicative of the shift in the focus of club models. When the government gave clubs the exclusive 

licence for poker machines in New South Wales back in the 1950s, clubs were about driving cheap 

hospitality services for their members. However, with the introduction of random breath testing in 

1982, clubs were forced to think of new ways to remain relevant given that a focus on alcohol was 

becoming less acceptable. This forced clubs to look outside those who would traditionally be 
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members and focus on establishing clubs as a destination that would attract people from other areas. 

This was reinforced further in 1993, with the announcement of Sydney as the host of the Olympic 

Games. Clubs again needed to reconsider who they service and how this would occur. In appealing to 

an international market, and helping the government service the international visitors attending the 

Olympics, clubs were forced to think about the structure of their business model. In particular, and as 

explained by RSL-3, the Olympics drove the need for clubs to become professional businesses. 

 

And probably one of the things that drove the changes, probably one of the best things that 

ever happened, was … when the Olympics were granted to Sydney, that drove a big need to 

train (RSL-3). 

 

In addition to the need to train staff to serve the expectations of an international market, the inclusion 

of accommodation as part of the content of club models can be linked to the Games. The Olympic 

Games represented a new set of initial conditions where club models were structured to serve a 

sudden increase in the need for hospitality services in the greater Sydney area rather than just club 

members. As one manager pointed out, these new activities were not guided towards driving value for 

members: 

 

This club had a diversification strategy of getting into hotels. Right? So we bought a hotel 

and leased two others. If anyone can explain to me, how that’s benefiting the members of 

our club, and our local community, oh uh I don’t, I don’t see it. (RL-2) 

 

RL-2’s comment above indicates confusion on the structure of club models. Explicitly this confusion 

exists in whom the club is supposed to drive value for. While the answer to this question was rather 

simple back in the 1950s, club managers saw the governments’ push to have clubs diversify in the 

1990s in response to the Olympics as evidence that governments wanted clubs to be more than 

membership organisations. Clubs had a broader role to play in society. However, there was an 

observable conflict and confusion about this role in my conversations with club managers. For 

instance, during our conversation BC-1 posed the question: 

 

I’ve got 200 bowling members and 15 000 social members – so what are we (BC-1)? 

 

The expansion of club models in response to what managers saw as the request of government around 

the time of the Olympics again points to the reactive nature of club models. In this reactivity, it is 

possible to suggest that clubs no longer reflect the membership they were initially formed to 

represent. By responding to the call from government to diversify into new hospitality services, clubs 

had in essence changed the structure of their business model. Furthermore, the restructuring of club 
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models to serve non-members during the Olympics points to the significant role of external 

stakeholders, largely the state government, as attractors for club models. The need to satisfy 

government has changed the direction of club managers. This finding differs from the positions taken 

in current literature which place the needs of the end user at the centre of decisions regarding changes 

to the business model (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002; Teece 2010). Applying the logic of current 

business model literature, changes in the business model should reflect changes in the wants and 

desires of the membership; assuming that the member is the end user. However, it appears that the 

government, perhaps as the representative of broader community stakeholders, has forced managers to 

respond to the needs of an unknown end user. Therefore, the government has served as a significant 

attractor for the evolution of business models in Clubland. The influence of the government over the 

evolution of business models is also observable in what the participating managers characterised as 

the third key moment in Clubland’s history: the introduction of the smoking bans. 

 

8.3.1.3 The Smoke Free Environment Act (New South Wales) 2000 

Following on from the impact of the Olympics, the next big development in Clubland in the eyes of 

managers was the introduction of the smoking bans created in the Smoke Free Environment Act 2000. 

This piece of legislation effectively banned smoking in all public enclosed areas. While this law was 

publically rejected by clubs, one manager did use the smoking bans to point out the resilience and 

adaptability of the club model:  

 

When smoking bans came in, when we had to phase out smoking from a lot of the clubs, a 

lot of people thought that was going to be the end of the industry. What it means is that we 

need to think cleverer and smarter about what we do (RC-1). 

 

The smoking bans were perhaps the most effective source of inspiration for the innovation of business 

models since the introduction of random breath testing. It was in Clubland’s response to this 

legislation that we have seen the biggest investment in facilities as clubs sought to create space for 

their members to smoke while still carrying out those activities that brought them to the club. 

 

Look, without the smoking bans we probably would never have gone into the alfresco areas 

for the food and gaming (RSL-4). 

 

However, this resilience and innovation is largely built on an assumed access to capital; and herein 

lies the biggest challenge associated with the reactive adaptations of club models: changing the club 

model relies on gaming revenue. 
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The financial impact of the smoking bans on club revenues has been well reported. According to 

KPMG (2012a), electronic gaming machine (EGM) revenues in New South Wales reduced by 10.6% 

(represented in figure 21 below); a decrease of approximately $616 million, or a loss of $1.7 million a 

day (Gibson 2008). This sharp decrease in revenue occurred in 2007 when the full smoking bans took 

place. Between 2005 and 2007 clubs were able to stagger the introduction of non-smoking areas.  

 

 

Figure 26. New South Wales electronic gaming machine (EGM) revenue 2001–2011. SOURCE: KPMG 2012b:12) 

The successful adaptation to new landscapes created by actions of government has largely been built 

on the access to money afforded to clubs through poker machines. The once stable and reliable 

income stream afforded to clubs through their gaming activities allowed clubs to borrow money. As 

explained by RL-2: 

 

the club model has always been about borrowing to build better facilities … when you 

borrow money, you’ve got to give the bank a five-to-seven-year cash-flow projection. The 

bank lends you money on that. When the government goes, eh … we’re going to stop you 

having smoking, and that’s going to happen in six months’ time, well hang on, you can’t do 

that … I’ve got a seven-year plan in place based on borrowings, and if you’re going to 

change it overnight, the bank wants to start calling in its money (RL-2). 

 

The introduction of the smoking bans has an immediate effect on the cash flow of clubs and, 

according to club managers, limited the capacity of clubs to support their regime of diversification 

that began as a result of the Olympics. However, a more significant challenge to gaming revenue 

came with the introduction of the ‘pokies tax’. 
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8.3.1.4 The pokies tax 

The last moment of criticality to be discussed was perhaps the moment that featured most prevalently 

in our conversations: the introduction of the ‘pokies tax’ (a label used by all participants) in 2003. 

From the perspective of club managers,  

 

the government saw [clubs] as cash cows and our tax was doubled by the Carr government 

(CC-1). 

 

The impact of the pokies tax has already been discussed in section 8.2 in regards to the different 

diversification models and whether these represented a move toward or away from gaming. While 

diversification had, in the eyes of club managers, begun back in the early 1980s, the position taken in 

IPART (2008) was that diversification was about reducing Clubland’s reliance on gaming revenue. 

This argument was also present in conversations with club managers. For instance, RL-1 directly 

contributed changes to the content of club models, to the decreased viability of gaming as revenue 

model as a direct result of this tax: 

 

Clubs are going broke, and if you increase the taxes … it’s going to kill them. So the 

government … said, well, why don’t you diversify to support, if gaming is not going to be 

your be all and end all for the next years in the future, then you should look at other forms 

of revenue to make sure you are not reliant on gaming (RL-1). 

 

In this sense, the pokies tax reinforced the need for clubs to diversify their revenues. In doing so, 

some managers expressed the belief that the government was expressing a desire that clubs take a 

broader focus in their business model. While the previous moments of criticality alluded to a shift in 

who the club drives value for, it was perhaps with this final push towards diversification through 

taxation that clubs entered an identity crisis.  

 

The big picture is lost now … I mean I probably shouldn’t be asking you too many 

questions, but would you agree that the minister, or the people in the government, 

or in the OLGR, whoever, that they’re probably more interested in the taxes that 

they’re getting and the support of the community [than what we do for 

members](BC-1)? 

 

On one hand, club managers feel compelled to serve the community, while on the other hand they 

appeared to be mourning the loss of the old members’ organisation. 

 

Once upon a time, clubs were all about their members, right, and I’m only going back five 

or six years ago, when that attack we had from the Labor party, with the poker machine tax 
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and all that sort of thing, they made it very clear that the club is just not about their 

members, it’s about the community (RL-2). 

 

In my conversation with club managers about the impact of the pokies tax, it has emerged that the rise 

of the geo-member, the focus on the local community rather than the traditional members, could be 

directly linked to the tax introduced in 2003. Again, club managers have identified that decisions 

about their business model are strongly linked to the actions of government. In particular, club 

managers express a reluctant self-organisation around of attractors created in the actions of 

government. 

 

With the introduction of the tax on poker machine revenues, club managers reacted to a perceived 

need to change the structure of their business models. This new structure included an expansion of 

who the activities in the content of club models should drive value for. While previously club 

managers expanded their content in order to attract potential members, the introduction of the pokies 

tax created a belief that clubs should create value for the community rather than membership. In this 

sense, clubs stopped providing their hospitality services to the member and started selling hospitality 

services to the member. The profits generated here could then be used to drive outcomes for the 

community.  

 

Exploring the evolution of club models through these moments of criticality has pointed to the 

reactive nature of club models. In particular, the influence of government over the content and 

structure of business models in Clubland demonstrates the openness of club business models. 

Currently, business model literature represents the openness of business models in the strategic 

engagement of stakeholders (Chesbrough 2003, Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002, Chesbrough & 

Schwartz 2007; Gould 2012; Wirtz, et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). This places the 

manager at the centre of the stakeholder network actively engaging and discussing with key 

stakeholders (Gould 2012). However, as highlighted above, in Clubland such engagement, 

particularly with government, is often reluctant and adversarial. Clubs managers are not actively 

engaged in dialogue with government about the nature and design of club models; rather club 

managers adapt their models in response to changes governments bring to the landscape. This 

questions the current position of business models within the paradigm of strategic choice 

management. To better understand and begin to theorise the way club managers engage with their 

stakeholders, section 8.4 will discuss how club managers have attributed salience to stakeholders in 

discussions about club business models. By exploring the salience of government, my research is able 

to addresses Gould’s (2012) call for better clarification about the salience of stakeholders in the 

evolution of business models in an open innovation paradigm.  
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The discussion here has presented business model evolution as a manager’s reaction to changes in 

their environment. However, from the perspective of the participating managers, there are aspects of 

strategic planning and choice in the evolution of club models. These are explored in section 8.3.2 

below through a consideration of Zott and Amit’s (2010) NICE design themes as attractors in the 

evolution of business models in Clubland.  

 

8.3.2 NICE Design Themes as attractors for business models 

Section 8.3.1 above introduced an understanding of the club model evolving through reactions to 

moments of criticality which included the legalisation of gaming revenue, introduction of random 

breath testing, the 2000 Sydney Olympic Games, the introduction of smoking bans and gaming 

taxation reform. These moments pointed to key decisions made by external stakeholders which have 

forced clubs to change their business model. Current business model literature points to the role of 

individual champions in driving the change for business models (Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 

2010; Linder & Cantrell 2002; Tikkanen et al. 2005; Wirtz et al. 2010). The role of individuals in the 

evolution of business models in Clubland largely manifested in managers boasting about their 

proactive role in innovation. In discussing the role of club managers in the evolution of business 

models, I draw on the language of Zott and Amit’s (2010) NICE design themes (see table 7 below, 

reproduced from page 40) to better understand how club managers have responded to the challenges 

identified in section 8.3.1. 

 

Table 7. Business model design elements and themes. SOURCE: Zott & Amit (2010:222) 

 Term Descriptor 

NICE Design 

Themes 

Novelty ‘Adopt innovative content, structure or governance’  

Lock-In ‘Build in elements to retain business model stakeholders’  

Complementarities ‘Bundle activities to generate more value’  

Efficiency ‘Reorganise activities to reduce transaction costs’ 

 

8.3.2.1 Novelty 

Novel business models are those that seek to create value through innovative content, structures or 

governance (Amit & Zott 2010). The notion of novelty as a source of competitive advantage over 

other clubs was a recurrent theme in the conversations with club managers. In particular, those 

managers who considered their business model to be novel pointed to their role as a source of 

inspiration to smaller clubs: 

 

We get a lot of people coming through this club looking at things. A number of years ago 

we built a ten-pin bowling centre; it’s not particularly out there now but it was at the time 
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for Clubland. [They come here and say] ‘Oh we’ll build a bowling centre too’ – but why? 

What for? What are your demographics? What are your catchment areas? What’s your 

traffic flow? Where’s the nearest competition (RSL-1)? 

 

In the passage above, RSL-1 points to a co-evolution of business models in Clubland. This co-

evolution represents a pattern of development identified by Cavalcante et al. (2011) in business model 

extension and revision. Cavalcante et al. (2011) argued that business model change through revision 

and extension will often occur in response to strategies employed by key competitors. In Clubland, 

this co-evolution appears to be in response to perceptions about one club’s perceived fitness on the 

landscape compared to their own. Using the examples provided by RSL-1 above, the perceived 

success of RSL-1’s bowling alley has inspired other clubs to extend their business model to include 

this activity.  

 

While larger clubs seemed to revel in their position as role models for aspiring clubs, this position as 

mentor did appear to drive their interest in being seen and recognised as innovators: 

 

I want to be in front of the clubs in Sydney. So I don’t want to go and copy their idea, I 

want to … be out in front of the game (RL-2). 

 

However, in reflecting upon the moments of criticality presented in section 8.3.1 above, it has become 

apparent that the content of business models is so dependent on the industry’s historical reliance on 

gaming, that there is little extended novelty in Clubland. Indeed, many of the managers made 

reference to their respective board’s resistance to change. Pointing to his role as an innovation 

champion (a phrase borrowed from Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Linder & Cantrell 

2002; Tikkanen et al. 2005; Wirtz et al. 2010) RL-2 expressed his frustration in motivating his board 

toward attracting a different demographic: 

 

You know, heaven forbid you had some young people in there having a good time getting a 

little bit boisterous and cheering at a TV screen when the horse race is on. ‘Get out’. 

Heaven forbid they want something other than wine … they’re stuck within their own four 

walls (RL-2). 

 

While some clubs did compete on the grounds of novelty, as explained in the narrative above, most 

managers expressed the need for innovations to reflect the needs of their community. Zott and Amit’s 

(2010) NICE design themes do not currently represent the satisfaction of ‘needs’ as a design theme. In 

the future, the metaphor of fitness landscapes could build on this area, potentially creating a design 

theme around fitness. In this case, a business model would be themed on the demographics of the 
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customer. This is the design theme suggested by RSL-1 above in describing innovations in Clubland 

in the context of a club’s demographics.  

 

8.3.2.2 Lock-in and Complementarities 

Lock-in as a design theme describes the creation of business model elements that ‘retain’ (Zott & 

Amit 2010:222) stakeholders. It could be argued that ‘lock-in’ represents a significant attractor in 

Clubland as managers seek to create and maintain a membership. However, it is also apparent that in 

Clubland, the distinction between lock-in and complementarities as design themes may not be as 

easily distinguished as they are currently presented. For instance, CC-1 introduced the category of 

junior membership in order to extend the rights of membership to those children using the sporting 

facilities maintained by the club. As he explained it: 

 

you can’t just walk in and become a junior member for $2 at [CC-1]. You have to be … an 

active member of a sporting club and that gives you the right to come over and have a 

cheap meal with your mother and father, and gives you the right to come and use the 

facilities of the club [in addition the] kids come down on the bus to football training. The 

bus takes them home (CC-1). 

 

This approach to membership displays characteristics of both lock-in and complementarities. For 

instance, the bundling of benefits such as the cheap meal and the use of the courtesy bus offers an 

example of a complementarity-inspired business model. However, this bundling of activities has been 

created in order to drive the membership of CC-1 and ‘lock’ the junior member into a long-term 

relationship with the club. For CC-1, this was about creating a long-term investment which would see 

the junior member return and use the profit-generating facilities as an adult member.  

 

The use of complementarity-based activities to create new members, locking them in for the future, 

was also seen in the blurred line between profit- and service-driven diversification. For instance, part 

of RL-2’s service commitments included the building of a new football stadium: 

 

… the stadium, and we give that free of charge to, you know, we have rugby union, we 

have test matches, rugby league test matches, there; you know, Tonga vs Italy, so it’s a 

draw for people who wouldn’t normally come here (RL-2). 

 

In drawing people to the club it was hoped that visitors would enjoy the club facilities, become 

members and then become frequent users. While my research points to the expansion of for whom a 

club drives value, there is no doubt that in this expansion clubs are still trying to drive membership. 

As RSL-3 points out, there is still ‘a bit of incentive to talk about members all the time’ because of the 
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added tax incentives around member revenue. As such, complementarities are offered in order to lock 

members into the club model. 

 

8.3.2.3 Efficiency 

Within Clubland, efficiency as a design theme may go some way to explaining the economic 

rationalism that is currently occurring. According to Amit & Zott, a business model with an efficiency 

theme seeks to reconfigure the activities of the business in order to reduce costs. Efficiency in the 

business model points to the new paradigm of reinvesting in club facilities. As RL-2 explained, while 

décor was once seen as a one-off expense, décor is now about keeping the club fresh: 

 

Once upon a time you used to buy carpet, and you used to buy the best quality and you 

wanted a guarantee that it was going to last 15 years because I’m not spending money on 

carpet … Today…I buy cheap carpet and know that it is only going to last three years so I 

know I can replace it and reinvent the place … you’ve got to just keep reinventing the joint 

to make it relevant, um, to keep people coming here (RL-2). 

 

The approach to reducing costs in the logic of RL-2 is in the short-term investments. However, in the 

long term this has actually increased the cost of the club model. This approach is attributable to what 

RSL-1 identified as the ‘worst’ aspect of the club model owing to the not-for-profit status, as one 

manager explained, 

 

because nobody owns the money, then managing that money is not necessarily a priority 

(RSL-1). 

 

The irony here is that RSL-1 himself later espoused a similar focus on spending creating an attractive 

decor. This suggests that efficiency may not exist as a significant design theme in Clubland. While the 

profit attractor has meant that ‘the backbone to most of your decisions are economical’ (CC-1), it 

appears that in designing the club model, managers are more concerned with taking advantage of 

emerging opportunities rather than seeking to reduce the costs associated with the provision of club 

services. However, the lack of discussion around efficiency in club business models does not correlate 

with my previous research and professional experience in Clubland. Particularly when I reflect on the 

experience of floor staff, examined in my undergraduate honours, who consistently pointed to issues 

around their shifts being cut (Gould 2008). This implies that efficiency in service delivery does exist 

in the consideration of business models in Clubland. Therefore I suggest that the absence of efficiency 

as a design theme in this project is likely related to the way questions were asked in the coherent 

conversations. The explicit language of design themes was not presented to club managers. In the 
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future, use of these design themes could reveal better insights as to their effect on decisions about club 

models.  

 

In the language of complexity, the NICE design themes identified by Zott & Amit (2010) serve as 

attractors governing the structure and content of business models. Based on the data collected in this 

study, club managers appear to self-organise around lock-in and complementarities, rather than 

around novelty or efficiency. Therefore, in responding to the claims of external stakeholders, such as 

the government, club managers have sought to include activities that create a stronger relationship 

between the club and a potential member.  

 

8.3.3 Attractors in Clubland 

Section 8.3.1 pointed to the reactive nature of club models as they respond to opportunities created by 

external stakeholders. This was followed by a discussion constructed around NICE design themes 

(Zott & Amit 2010) as attractors governing the way managers interact with decisions regarding their 

business models. It was argued that while novelty, lock-in and complementarities did have strong 

influence on the business model of clubs, there was little support for the impact of efficiency. This 

section identifies those attractors that have emerged in the proceeding narratives. Identifying these 

attractors begins the process of theorising around why business models have evolved. The 

identification of why things occur is considered central to the process of theorising employed in this 

thesis (DiMaggio 1995; Sutton and Straw 1995; Weick 1995).  

 

8.3.3.1 Profit-Service Attractor Set 

Throughout the previously presented narratives there has been reference to the mix of profit- and 

service-based activities that represent the content of club business model. In addressing research 

question one (section 8.2), this was first identified as the tension between profit and service. The 

reason I refer to profit and service as a tension is because that label best explains how managers are 

pulled between the states of creating profit while maintaining the club’s position as a not-for-profit, 

member-service organisation. It was resolved in section 8.2 that in building an understanding of the 

club model, profit was conceptualised by club managers as the means through which clubs create their 

value. This is different from previous interpretations of business models which have value as the 

means through which a business creates its profit. However, what has not yet been discussed is how 

the profit-service tension plays out as an attractor. 

 

From the narratives presented, clubs are caught in a tension between wanting to be seen as a 

professional, profitable business, and being a not-for-profit organisation aimed at driving social 

outcomes. The profit-service tension is apparent at three fractal levels:  
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 The broad understanding of the club model: A club needs to be a business and make business 

decisions, to generate profits to be able to reinvest into the business and to continue to be able 

to meet the needs of the members and the community, not only now but for the next ten, 

fifteen to twenty years (RL-2). 

 

 Decisions about business model content: The backbone to most of your decisions is 

economical … So where did I get an ice rink from? Well I got that from a brainstorm, from 

all my kids … It is not necessarily a financial um, activity, but neither are my three football 

fields, my eight netball courts, my nine cricket nets, I don’t make any money out of any of 

those, they are part of what the club provides and what it is here for (CC-1). 

 

 The role of managers and directors: Do we just keep throwing money into bowls, it’s a dying 

sport. Yeah I think we do, cause we’re here; that’s what we do. That’s what the club is there 

for, but I think we’ve got to be very smart about how we do it (BC-1). 

 

From these fractal examples, it can be said that club managers are governed by profit and service, 

both as individual attractors and as a set. In decisions regarding the content of business models, the 

narrative presented in response to R1 (section 8.2) identified how managers perceive the need for a 

mix of profit- and service-based activities. However, as argued previously in this chapter, the line 

between profit and service is somewhat blurred. For instance, the conflict between profit and service 

was observable in CC-1’s discussion of amalgamations in Clubland. CC-1 began the discussion about 

diversification by pointing to diversification as a responsibility to protect the sporting assets currently 

maintained by small regional clubs: 

 

The big clubs have got a big responsibility. It is simple, the big boys have got to take over 

the little boys (CC-1). 

 

However, this responsibility, which represents the service attractor in that amalgamations are seen as 

a service to the community, became subject to the profit attractor: 

 

 You would only look at financial gains … Where it was sympathy, and, you know, oh we 

can give them a hand, well not now. We’ll look at it as a financial viability (CC-1). 

 

At this point I was convinced that it was clearly the profit attractor influencing CC-1’s decisions 

regarding amalgamations. However, once again he made reference to his duty to protect the rural club 

for its members: 
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See, what I won’t do, and this is what’s happening out there, um, they’re amalgamating 

with the clubs, they’re going into an agreement for a period of time, knowing full well that 

they are going to sell it. Or develop the land. Now I won’t do that. I genuinely, if taking 

over a club, I would want it to remain and I would keep it going. (CC-1) 

 

In a very short passage of time CC-1 has reflected on how amalgamations represent both a service to 

the industry and the rural club’s members, and how that service is subject to the impact on 

profitability of the mother club. In this sense, amalgamations are therefore neither entirely about profit 

nor are they solely an exercise in service. CC-1 is constantly pulled between these two states, never 

really satisfying either. This leads me to suggest that the profit service attractor set resembles strange 

attractors. This is more an indication of how clubs have evolved in relation to these attractors rather 

than their strange emergence. For instance, figure 22 below represents the Lorenz pattern of strange 

attractors: 

 

 

Figure 27. Profit-service attractor set 

 

In figure 22 we see two attractors (the empty spaces) creating an eternal loop through which the 

systems state never rests on either attractor, always being pulled towards the other. This pattern of 

strange attractor represents the social construction around each of the activities in the clubs’ business 

model. This is perhaps best demonstrated in Clubland engagement with the aged care sector. While 

for RSL-1, aged care offered an opportunity for a profit-making venture, RSL-2 saw this as part of the 

club’s commitment to the community. In both cases however, there is a tension between profit and 

service. For instance, while RSL-1 engages in retirement as money-making exercise, this exercise 

allows him to make his contributions to the community in other ways: 
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People say clubs shouldn’t make money but that doesn’t make sense. If you don’t make 

money, you will close, so how can you give, oh, I think it’s about $1.2 mil we give to the 

community (RSL-1). 

 

In explaining the need to be profitable, RSL-1 has pointed to one of the key implications of the profit-

service attractor set: confusion about who the club drives value for. Fundamentally, identifying for 

whom a firm seeks to create value is the first step in the construction of a business model (Hubbard 

2011). As previously highlighted in this chapter, in our conversations club managers were not able to 

clearly identify for whom the club creates value. On one level, they seek to assert the importance of 

improving ‘member’s equity’ (BC-2), while at the same time, the financial viability of the club 

appears to be linked to the satisfaction of the needs of the ‘potential member’ (BC-2). 

 

8.3.3.2 Gaming as an attractor for business model content 

So far the discussion in this chapter has presented an understanding of club models as a search for 

fitness on the landscapes created by government. This is best expressed in the discussion around the 

key moments in Clubland history in section 8.3.1. The dynamic behaviour of club managers in 

response to challenges set forth by the government represents self-organisation around emergent 

attractors. In light of this, I am able to present an understanding of business models as a complex 

adaptive system, thus continuing the extension of the complexity paradigm into strategic management 

(Anderson 1999; Burgleman 1991; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Davies et al. 2007; e Cunha & de Cunha 

2006;Meyer et al. 1998; Sanchez 1997; Stacey 2000). As discussed in chapter 2, complex systems are 

extremely sensitive to their initial conditions (Bak 1996; Goldstein 2013; Holbrook 2003; Kauffman 

1995; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Nunn 2007; Stacey et al. 2000). The review of key moments in Clubland 

history has pointed to gaming as a key characteristic of the initial conditions club managers used to 

define the origins of the club model and this goes some way in explaining the inescapable power of 

the gaming attractor. While managers participating in my research do not define their business model 

in terms of gaming in the same way that has been done by academics (such as in Hing 1998), they do 

recognise the significant influence it has on their business.  

 

Gaming as an attractor in the diversification of club model content was first identified in section 8.2, 

when discussing the different models for diversification evident in Clubland. There it was suggested 

that gaming exists as a pendulum attractor, pulling club managers toward, or dragging club managers 

away, from gaming as part of their business model content. In reflecting on his club’s history, RSL-4 

pointed to the tension created by gaming’s presence in the club model: 
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Protectionism is probably part of our ethos as well. This club became very, very big, very, 

very quickly because Queensland did not have poker machines. There is no denying that. 

People poured across the border to play those machines giving us a river of gold ... part of 

the legacy of that, is having to manage the model that was created (RSL-4). 

 

Here, RSL-4 identifies the real impact of gaming on the club model. The injection of resources into 

the club model has brought with it significant scrutiny from a number of stakeholders. As explained 

by RC-1, club managers have tried to diversify away from gaming as part of the business model, 

however such diversification is reliant on the income from gaming activities: 

 

To do diversification you do need a certain amount of revenue, and your revenue comes 

from gaming (RC-1). 

 

One manager went so far as to admit that the future of Clubland was in ‘geographically sustainable, 

community-owned casinos’ (RSL-1). The pressures to decrease the clubs’ reliance on gaming are 

largely driven by the perceived uncertainty owing to government’s ‘substantial invested interest in the 

politics of gaming’ (RSL-4).  

 

Gaming forms part of the initial conditions of Clubland. From a complexity perspective, gaming will 

therefore forms part of the fractal identity (Goldstein 1999). From the discussion presented above, 

gaming is both a limiting pendulum attractor. As highlighted in chapter 2, limiting attractors are those 

which hold a system to previously identified forms (Bloch 2005). As a limiting attractor, the fate of 

Clubland is bound to the fate of gaming. In one breath club managers espouse a need to reduce their 

reliance on gaming, while in the next they highlight how gaming revenue is central to diversification 

of business model content.  

 

8.3.3.3 Government as a moderator of the public opinion attractor 

In the discussion of the key moments in Clubland history, managers’ consistently pointed to the 

significant role government has played in the evolution of business models in Clubland. This line of 

discussion will be carried forward into section 8.4, which will explore how managers define 

stakeholder salience in regard to decisions about the business model. However, what has been omitted 

thus far for the sake of clarity is the role government plays as the representative of greater social 

change. This thesis carries with it an assumption that stakeholders exist in a network. In our 

conversations, club managers have acknowledged government’s role in this capacity, pointing to how 

government is both influenced by and represents different aspects of the community. However it 

should be noticed that this acknowledgement comes with a great deal of cynicism: 
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[Government are] driven by media, driven by public perception out of that media 

wake, and then it flows back to us (RSL-4). 

 

A representation of the club model, not previously discussed, flows from an understanding of it as 

being responsive to changes in the landscape created by government in response to public perceptions. 

In describing the broader club model, RC-1 pointed to the club as a reflection of social values: 

 

You know, the days of large consumption of alcohol are, by and large, gone; particularly in 

quality venues. And the days of sitting around in smoke-filled boozing rooms [are] also 

gone. So it’s our [society’s] culture that has changed over the years and clubs are a 

reflection of that (RC-1). 

 

The social values represented by clubs are perhaps one of the more significant changes in the structure 

of the club model. As this chapter has argued so far, the business model of clubs has transitioned from 

selective, membership-based organisations, to those that support wider social outcomes. While once 

clubs existed to represent the interests of a clearly identifiable subset of society, for instance returned 

servicemen, pressures from the government have forced clubs to reconsider who they exist to serve. 

Whether or not a club manager would have pursued the new structure or content of the business 

model without these external pressures is unknown.  

 

Thus far this chapter has pointed to the dynamic and emergent nature of club models as they respond 

to changes in their landscape created largely by external stakeholders. Gould (2012) has called for 

research exploring the salience of business model stakeholders with whom managers engage in the 

innovation process. The narratives presented thus far in this chapter demonstrate a greater emphasis 

on reaction rather than engagement. In this sense, business models in Clubland have evolved in 

reaction to, rather than consultation with, business model stakeholders. Attention will now be given to 

understanding how managers have defined salience in terms of a stakeholder’s claim in the evolution 

of club models, focusing specifically on those characteristics that have given the government so much 

influence on club models. 

 

8.4 According to club managers, how does stakeholder salience affect the 

evolution of business models in Clubland? 

When identifying who matters in regards to decisions about their business models, club managers 

largely presented a narrow view of stakeholders. In this sense, they focused on those groups who 

‘have a stake in or claim on the firm’ (Evan & Freeman 1988:46). This focus on stakes and claims 

points to what managers saw as contractual relationships as the primary consideration for stakeholder 
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status in Clubland. Managers defined these contracts in both legal and moral/emotional terms. For 

instance, when discussing the position of the member as a stakeholder, club managers typically 

pointed to the investments members have in the club: 

 

Obviously your first stakeholders are your members … they’re the people who are willing to pay 

to be a member of this place (RL-2). 

 

The member is the person who has chosen to be loyal to you; who has chosen to make that 

investment, either emotional or financial, into your model and say ‘I am going to spend my 

entertainment dollar with you’ (BC-2). 

 

In addition to these financial and emotional investments, a common characteristic in the stakeholders 

identified by club managers was to whom the club had a responsibility. In the case of members, this 

responsibility was represented in discussion about the manager’s commitments to ‘remain true to the 

club’s constitution’ (SPRT-1). This constitution represents a legal contract between the club manager, 

the board of directors and the membership of the club (Hing et al. 2002). When discussing their 

responsibilities to members, most managers appeared enthused and excited to discuss how they drive 

value for their member. However, responsibility was also expressed as an onerous obligation, which 

was particularly evident in our conversations when managers spoke about the government. Here 

responsibility was expressed as an obligation, suggesting a begrudging engagement. For instance, 

RSL-3 was one of the few managers to give strong, explicit consideration to the government as a 

stakeholder in decisions about the club model: 

 

RSL-3: … the club has a lot of stakeholders, whether you’re talking government, whether you’re 

talking local command, whether you’re talking the liquor accords, um, community funding 

organisations that are now managed by councils … 

 

Ryan: most of the ones you’ve mentioned there are government departments. I wonder, well, what 

it is that made you think of them first? 

 

RSL-3: Um, only because there are obligations. You know, legal statutory obligations, to those 

particular stakeholders. 

 

The reference to legal statutory obligations by RSL-3 brings into question what creates the salience of 

the government as a stakeholder in the eyes of club managers. Given that the government had featured 

so prominently in our discussions about the evolution of club models, it was surprising to note that a 

majority of managers did not explicitly identify the government as a stakeholder. For some, this 

exclusion was quite overt: ‘They’re not a stakeholder as such, but we do engage with politicians’ (RL-

2). For other managers, government was included as an afterthought: 
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Broadly I look at stakeholders as the community, our suppliers, our contractors, our consultants, 

our members, our visitors, our tourists, ah, they are our stakeholders. [pause] Oh and then you 

have government as well (BC-2). 

 

Government’s status as a non-stakeholder in the eyes of the majority of club managers can be 

explained in the social construction around stakeholder legitimacy (Fassin 2008). As argued in 

chapter 4, legitimacy in the context of this thesis, legitimacy considers who should matter rather than 

who really matters. The conceptualisation of legitimacy as should, as opposed to Mitchell et al.’s 

(1997) does, is supported by the literature’s development of moral legitimacy (Neville et al. 2011). 

The social construction of who should matter has been linked to a manager’s assessment of the tactics 

employed by a stakeholder group (Eesley & Lennox 2006). The more agreeable a manager finds the 

tactics employed by the stakeholder, the more favourable the manager will be in the attribution of 

legitimacy to that stakeholder group. When asked directly about the legitimacy of government as a 

stakeholder, one manager pointed to a distinction in the legitimacy of the institution of government, 

but a lack of legitimacy in activities of government: 

 

They’ve obviously got a legitimate role in terms of managing gaming, managing the alcohol and 

the licencing side of what we do. So I don’t dispute that. I do think that they are being driven by 

media, rather than being driven by good policy … So my frustration … the need for their 

intervention in the industry … is not a real need, it’s a perceived need and we’ve worn the brunt of 

that for many years (RSL-4). 

 

The focus on this moral responsibility to the members and legal obligations to government suggest 

that legitimacy is particularly important to club managers in the identification of stakeholders. This 

supports Mitchell et al.’s (1997) original model of stakeholder identification and salience as well as 

provides limited support to recent developments by authors, such as Neville et al. (2011), who have 

pointed to moral commitments as the key driver for legitimacy. However, it appears that while 

legitimacy has been important to club mangers for identifying stakeholders, it has not been important 

in terms of how managers’ attribute salience to a stakeholder’s claim. For instance, managers’ 

expressed moral commitment to the member was at times at odds with the way managers engaged 

with their membership. As RC1 explained: 

 

We obviously listen to the complaints and the wishes of the members, but if we reacted to every 

single issue, then we would never be able to move forward and make sensible and rational 

decisions in the best interest of the whole organisation (RC-1). 
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In RC-1’s explanation of his decision making he points to how legitimacy is constructed in regards to 

which members should have input into the decisions of club managers. This legitimacy is defined in 

strategy: 

 

We’ve got a very clear strategy about what our objectives are and what we want to do and we need 

to move towards that, and the board are very good and very successful at achieving that (RC-1). 

 

RC-1’s consideration of a strategy-driven legitimacy appears to reflect what Jones et al. (2007) define 

as an instrumentalist stakeholder culture. In this sense, managers’ decisions regarding the legitimacy 

of a particular group within the membership are defined in a personally constructed morality that 

extends to stakeholders who can enhance the financial well-being of the organisation (Jones et al. 

2007). In this sense, Clubland stakeholders are salient if they can be linked to the performance and 

viability of the club. In their explanation of the instrumentalist stakeholder culture, Jones et al. (2007) 

point to definitive and dangerous stakeholders having high salience. As discussed in chapter 4, 

definitive stakeholders possess the characteristics of power, legitimacy and urgency, while a 

dangerous stakeholder possesses power and urgency. This suggests that in instrumentalist cultures, it 

is the power of a stakeholder group that ultimately determines final salience. In discussing the power 

of different groups within the membership, managers pointedly identified two key sources: the size of 

the group and the expertise possessed by individuals. 

 

The amount of members in that sub-group … so the size of membership is definitively one of the 

criteria … [the other is expertise] … if we were talking about catering we would use the Board, 

management and some catering consultants to come up with some ideas that suit the business plan 

we are trying to achieve (RSL-3). 

 

Individuals drawing on these power bases were typically also seen to poses more legitimacy than 

other groups within the club’s stakeholder network. As BC-2 explained, in Clubland, every club had 

its ‘table of knowledge’: 

 

Jack, who sits down at the bar, everyone loves him, and he says you can’t do that. You know, this 

thing of, shit if we do that and Jack doesn’t like it, we’re going to get voted off the Board. So there 

was never any strong decision making. That still happens. You have this percentage of your 

membership that are quite powerful and they dominate your Board (BC-2). 

 

The power possessed by Jack, as a representative of a minority group within the membership, 

represents a combination of referent power (French & Raven 1954) and charismatic authority (Weber 

1922). The ‘table of knowledge’, is a common phrase in Clubland to describe a small group of 

foundation members who generally resisted changes in the way the club operates. However, despite 
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the perceived illegitimacy of these groups, BC-2 acknowledged that they still wield significant 

influence over the Board. However, there was an indication that perhaps legitimacy, as defined 

through a power base in expertise (French & Raven 1954) and traditional-legal Weberian authority 

(Weber 1922), was becoming more important. 

 

I think that’s gone now, you know, directors are saying no, we have this responsibility towards 

members’ equity. I think decision making at the Board level is now far more strategic and more 

corporate nowadays as opposed to being status quo driven (BC-2). 

 

We are often looking for business partners to work with in terms of our diversification. We’ve 

realised over time that we can’t be everything and we’ve realised that we need additional expertise 

if we are going to make some of those things work (RSL-4). 

 

The instrumentalist stakeholder culture in Clubland perhaps represents the ‘intensely business first’ 

(Walsh 2005:429) paradigm in which Freeman first presented stakeholder theory. In Clubland, the 

government represents a dangerous stakeholder. This points to the managers’ perceptions that the 

government has an enormous amount of power over the content of club models. This was best 

represented in the discussion of the key historical moments in section 8.3.1. The significant power of 

government creates significant urgency in the way clubs must respond to the changes made by 

government in terms of the ban on smoking in a time-critical manner.  

 

The evidence from Clubland supports normative stakeholder theory assumptions that legitimacy is 

important in the identification of stakeholders. At a superficial level it could also be said that 

legitimacy has also been important in the determination of stakeholder salience as club managers have 

often pointed to the responsibilities and obligations toward their membership and the government. 

However, on closer examination it appears that this legitimacy is constructed in an instrumentalist 

stakeholder culture. In this sense, legitimacy has been defined by club managers in reciprocity. A 

stakeholder group whose interests align with the strategic direction of management are considered 

more legitimate than the ‘vocal minority’ (RL-2) or ‘table of knowledge’ (BC-2). This alignment 

points to stakeholders’ capacity to help the club meet its objectives. 

8.5 Empirical insights of relevance informing the development of a complex 

model for business model evolution 
 

Thus far, this chapter has, through the voice of my participants, offered three narratives of business 

model change. The first narrative (section 8.2), offers understandings of how club managers perceive 

business models in Clubland have changed. Changes in the business model described here largely 

represented changes in business model content and governance. These changes therefore represent 
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changes in what the club does (content), and the changing role of internal stakeholders in delivering 

the clubs services (governance). However, it was recognised that these changes have had implications 

for the structure of the business model. The second narrative (section 8.3) explored the moments of 

criticality that have shaped Clubland’s development in an effort to identify the attractors guiding self-

organisation. The third narrative explored how the determination of a stakeholder’s salience has 

influenced the evolution of business models in Clubland. This section considers the empirical insights 

of relevance from these narratives in theorising a complex business model evolution first discussed in 

chapter 5.  

 

8.5.1 Non-linearity and emergence in the evolution of business models 

For club managers, Clubland represents an emergent business model within the hospitality sector; 

conceptualised by managers as beginning as an alternative to the pub, and ultimately serving as a 

potential rival to the casino. As explained by SPRT-1 when reflecting on the antecedents to the club 

movement in Australia: 

 

Clubs came into being … [when]… the customers of the pub all thought that there’s a 

better way to do this (SPRT-1)   

 

Clubland therefore has always been rooted in providing hospitality services through a different model 

to the private, for-profit providers available in the market. In this early incarnation of the club model, 

clubs provided subsidised hospitality services to a core membership. However, it now appears that 

clubs are structured around selling hospitality services to a broader, geographically defined 

membership in order to support investment in community infrastructure.  

 

The model going forward I believe is that you will end up with geographically sustainable 

community owned casinos … [with profits] being distributed back to the community (RSL-

1) 

 

The shift from a cheap place for members to eat and drink, to a “premier hospitality destination”  (RL-

1) for the local community was not the product of a single decision as might be the case in traditional 

business model change (see Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & Coles 2003). Rather, this transition has 

emerged in the incremental extension (Cavalcante et al. 2011) to the revenue based activities of club 

model content as managers have sought to increase their fitness in a changing landscape:  

 

Ryan : And so is this diversification is about revenue or service? 

RSL-3: It’s about survival. [Slight pause] Purely survival … sure, it’s about maintaining the 

business, and if the growth happens, that’s a bonus  
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The moments of criticality discussed in section 8.3.1 demonstrate the key changes in the landscape to 

which business models in Clubland would need to adapt to survive. These were highlighted as the 

introduction of random breath testing in 1982, recognised by the participating club managers as the 

“birth of diversification” (RSL-4) in Clubland as managers began to search for new activities to make 

clubs attractive to their members; Sydney’s hosting of the 2000 Olympic games which saw Clubland, 

for the first time seeking revenues from non-members; and the introduction of the Smoke Free 

Environment Act (New South Wales) 2000; and the ‘pokies tax’ which directly challenged the ability 

of clubs to maintain gaming revenues.  

 

The processes leading to changes in business models in Clubland somewhat reflect the observations 

made by Sosna et al. (2010) in relation to Naturehouse. In both cases, it appears that business models 

have been shaped by changes in the external environment. However, the key difference between the 

processes outlined by Sosna et al. (2010) and the account provided by club managers is in the planned 

versus emergent nature of business model change. Naturehouse made rational decisions informed by 

trial and error learning that shaped the future direction of the business model (Sosna et al. 2010).  In 

Clubland however, as explained by RSL-3, strategy during these periods of uncertainty was akin to:  

 

…running off the seat of your pants. If it was a good idea you did it and if it was a bad idea, 

well you learnt the hard way. [There was] No forward planning (RSL-3) 

 

Business models in Clubland have therefore represented a constant flux between profit generating 

activities and service delivery (depicted in figure 28 below). The latter of which being important in the 

context of providing for the community which stands as the primary point of difference between clubs 

and their for profit counterparts: pubs and casinos. The manager’s determination of what will best lead 

to the survival of the club demonstrates a key role for individuals in business model change 

demonstrating congruence between the experiences of Clubland and the arguments made by Tikkanen 

et al. (2005). 
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Figure 28 - Business models in Clubland emerge in the interplay of profit and service activities 

 

 

In beginning to theorise and develop a complex model for business model evolution, it appears that 

business model change in Clubland is subject to the inherent sensitivity to initial conditions exhibited 

by complex systems (Nun 2007). For instance, section 8.2.2 surmises how the incremental revisions 

to the content of business model in response to changes in the external environment has 

fundamentally called into question for whom Clubland is seeking to create value; resulting in an 

emerging identity crisis. This identity crisis suggests that as club managers have made revisions to 

their business model content, in response to emerging attractors, there have been emergent changes in 

the structure of their business model. 

 

8.5.2 A complex interplay of attractors 

The flux between a focus on profit generating activities and community service activities represents a 

potential strange attractor in Clubland. The profit-service attractor set was characterised as a strange 

attractor because clubs never appear to be sufficiently dominated by either profit making or service 

delivery; rather the club model emerges in the ensuring chaos of trying to simultaneously be profitable 

businesses, and providers of community services. The tension between profit and service is 

represented in figure 28 above as club models continuously move between being guided by a desire to 

make profit and a desire to contribute to the welfare of their local community. It is theorised that the 

club models proximity to either the profit or service attractor influences the strategic salience of profit 

Rejection of publicans  

Clubs emerge as cheap places to eat 
and drink 
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or service activities.  The influence of the profit-service attractor set can be seen not only in the 

decisions regarding the content of a single clubs business model, but was also evident in the 

conflicting diversification through amalgamation strategies employed by CC-1 and RC-1. 

 

As discussed in section 8.2.1.1, CC-1 offered amalgamations, the merging of one club with another, 

as a service based activity designed to protect the sporting resources of rural communities.  However, 

RC-1 discussed amalgamations as a strategy to minimise the impact of the clubs demographics on 

revenue streams suggest it was best to “put [his] eggs in a couple of different baskets” (RC-1).  In 

both strategies though, the profit attractor is of some significance, given that CC-1 readily admits that 

his decision to amalgamate with a club ends with a consideration of the potential financial 

implications for the “mother” club. 

 

In addition to the profit-service attractor set, section 8.3.3identified a number of other attractors 

influencing business model evolution in Clubland. These are again represented as magnets in figure 

29 below to demonstrate how they may support the profit-service attractor set. 

 

 

Figure 29 - The evolution of club models is informed by attractors 

Rejection of publicans  

Clubs emerge as cheap places to eat 
and drink 

Government 
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Perhaps most prominent in our conversations was the gaming attractor and its influence upon the 

decisions regarding the extension and revision of business model content in Clubland. As highlighted 

in section 8.3.1, gaming forms part of the initial conditions of Clubland and a key feature of their 

revenue models. From a complexity perspective, gaming therefore forms part of the fractal identity of 

Clubland, suggesting that even as club models emerge in relation to the challenges of the external 

environment they ‘maintain some sense of identity (Goldstein 1999:50). Gaming forms a significant 

part of this identity. As discussed in section 8.3.3.2, gaming therefore represents a limiting attractor. 

As highlighted in chapter 2, limiting attractors are those which hold a system to previously identified 

forms (Bloch 2005). As a limiting attractor, the fate of Clubland is bound to the fate of gaming. In one 

breath club managers espouse a need to reduce their reliance on gaming, while in the next they 

highlight how gaming revenue is central to diversification of business model content.  

 

Other attractors included in figure 29 represent the role of Clubland ideals; in which club managers 

expressed dismay how the industry had “lost sight of what a true club” (RSL-2); the perceived need of 

potential members as being the “future opportunities” (BC-2) for Clubland; and the current 

membership as supporting the ideals of a “true” (RSL-2) club exists to serve.   

 

8.5.3 Stakeholder culture, salience and the determination of fitness 

The appearance of government as an attractor in figure 29 above demonstrates how the determination 

of stakeholder salience in Clubland has had significant implications for the emerging business models. 

As argued by Jones et al. (2007), the determination of salience is mediated through a firm’s 

stakeholder culture. 

 

Section 8.4 identified what appears to be an instrumentalist stakeholder culture informing the 

relationship between the club managers and their stakeholders. In such stakeholder cultures, managers 

prioritise the characteristics of power and urgency (Jones et al. 2007), or dangerous stakeholders in 

the context of Mitchell et al.’s (1997) typology of stakeholders. The instrumentalist culture appears to 

inform the ad-hoc approach to business model development described by RSL-3 above. As managers 

fly by the seat of their pants (RSL-3), they make decisions based on which path they believe will 

ultimately create better fitness on the landscape. As demonstrated through the moments of criticality 

(section 8.3.1), government has been identified as a key stakeholder, largely owing to the 

“obligations” (RSL-3) a club has to the government.   
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Figure 30 - Business model evolution in Clubland 

 

The inclusion of stakeholder culture allows for a more complete consideration of how decisions 

affecting the business model are made. Figure 30 above therefore demonstrates how the daily 

activities and strategic decision making in Clubland, as informed by the profit-service attractor set, 

occur within an instrumentalist stakeholder culture that informs who and what matters as stakeholders 

make claims upon the club. 

 

Instrumentalist  
stakeholder culture 

Rejection of publicans  

Clubs emerge as cheap places to eat 
and drink 

Government 
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8.6 Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented three narratives constructed around the research questions. Firstly, the 

stories presented here offer an understanding of club models as the evolution of an alternative 

business model in hospitality. In particular, the narratives presented in this chapter suggest that 

business models in Clubland have been shaped in reaction to a series of changes in the operating 

environment (section 8.3.1). Club managers have identified that the government is perhaps the most 

salient stakeholder in Clubland owing to their legislative power. In the following chapter, the 

narratives presented here will be distilled into an answer to the broader research question: who and 

what matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland.  

  



180 
 

9. Who and what matters in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland 

9.1 Introduction 

As demonstrated and discussed in chapter 3, business models are currently presented as a series of 

choices about how a business creates value for the customer in order to drive profits for the business 

(Abraham 2013; Amit & Zott 2001; Cavalcante et al. 2011; Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough & 

Rosenbloom 2002; Johnson 2010; Magretta 2002; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). In this sense, a 

business model represents the modeling of business activities and how they relate to the broader 

strategy of the firm. However, with Complexity Theory emerging as a paradigm for the strategic 

management discipline (Anderson 1999; Caldart & Ricart 2003; Davies et al. 2007; Stacey 2000), my 

research creates an opportunity to reconceptualise how business models are constructed in response to 

the competing interests of different stakeholders. In this final chapter, I consider the implications of 

the complexity paradigm for the construction of business models. Specifically, in presenting this 

concluding chapter I address the broader research question: how are business models evolving in 

Clubland – who and what matters most.  

 

9.2 Answering the research questions 

Chapter 8 highlighted the complex relationships and adaptive behaviours through which business 

models have emerged in Clubland. It was argued that club models have not emerged as a result of 

strategic forethought, but rather a business model represents self-organisation around emerging 

attractors on the club landscape. In this section I extend the discussion presented in chapter 8, offering 

a synthesis in relation to existing literature. In this sense, this section provides an abridged answer to 

the research questions. 

 

9.2.1 How do club managers perceive the evolution of club business models? 

Broadly speaking, in our conversations club managers pointed to the emergence of the club as an 

alternative business model for the hospitality environment. The key point of differentiation between 

the club and other hospitality models at the time of creation was mutuality. In this sense, clubs began 

when a group of like-minded people, sharing a sharply defined common characteristic (such as we are 

all returned servicemen, all played rugby league or were all members of the local parish) banded 

together to create an alternative to the pub. The people sharing these defining characteristics became 

known as members. In the club model, there was no single owner and all operating surpluses were 
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reinvested back into the facility in order to improve services available to the member. Owing to their 

mutuality, clubs were considered not to be operating as part of the free market as club services were 

initially only available to club members. However, as time has progressed, clubs have been forced to 

evolve. This evolution can be understood through the framework provided by Zott & Amit (2010) and 

their elements of business model design: content, structure and governance. 

 

9.2.1.1 Club model content 

Club managers largely discussed the evolution of their business model in terms that are consistent 

with business model extension (Cavalcante et al. 2011). In this sense, business models have changed 

as new activities have been introduced. These new activities form part of what Zott & Amit (2010) 

refer to as the content element of the business model: the things the business does. In Clubland, model 

content is represented in a mix of profit-oriented and service-based activities.  

 

As discussed in chapter 8, in the club model, profit-based activities were introduced in order to 

subsidise the service-based activities. In the traditional club model, this represented a low-cost food 

and beverage service, subsidised by gaming revenue. All the managers participating in this study 

made some reference to this cheap food subsidised by gaming model, suggesting that this was a 

common characteristic among all club types. However, service was not only defined in terms of 

providing cheap food and beverage. In discussing the content of their model, managers pointed to the 

club’s constitution as a way of defining further service-based activities in response to the aims of the 

membership. For instance, in CC-1, a Catholic Club in western Sydney, the service-based activities 

were defined as funding and supporting Catholic education.  

 

As clubs have responded to a myriad of challenges in the external environment, there has been a 

fundamental shift in the mix of for-profit and service-based actives in the club model. This shift is 

represented in the diversification trend identified by IPART (2008). IPART (2008) argued that the 

diversification of club revenues emerged in response to Clubland’s perceived need to decrease its 

reliance on gaming revenues. Participants in this study have pointed to new profit-based activities, 

such as the introduction of conference and accommodation facilities, gyms, bowling alleys and new 

profitable ways of supplying food and beverages. With food and beverages evolving from the primary 

service of a club to a key component of profit-based activities, it has become increasingly difficult to 

describe the ways clubs provide non-commercial services to members. Traditionally, this service was 

seen in the provision of cheap food and beverages. However, clubs are now selling food and 

beverages to the membership in order to drive a profit. This profit is then used to subsidise broader 

social contributions. In our conversations, club managers defined new service-based activities in 

supporting the community and other charitable donations. IPART (2008) estimated the contribution of 
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clubs through their service-based activities to be $893 million in 2007. A report commissioned by 

ClubsNSW suggests that in 2011 New South Wales clubs provided a $1.2 billion social contribution 

generating an estimated $3.2 billion in flow-on economic benefits (KPMG 2012a, 2012b). This 

suggests that the focus of service-based activities has changed. While members were once the 

recipients of club service, club managers now identify broader communities as the target of their 

service activities. It is therefore possible to suggest that clubs have evolved from a model which 

subsidised member services through member-generated revenue to one that sells services to members 

in order to provide community infrastructure.  

 

9.2.1.2 Club model structure 

In identifying a move to sell services to members to eventually benefit the broader community, the 

conversations with club managers have pointed to a change in the structure of the club model. Zott & 

Amit (2010) define the structural element as the ways in which the activities of the business model 

content combine to create value. In chapter 3, it was argued that this represents a consideration of for 

whom the club drives value, as much as a consideration of how these activities create value. In 

Clubland, there is no clear answer to either of these questions, suggesting that in the future, a process 

of business model mapping may be necessary to better understand the structure of club models.  

 

As highlighted in chapter 8, when clubs were first founded, the structure of the business model was 

guided towards driving value for members. Profit-based activities offered an opportunity to provide 

subsidised hospitality services to the members. However, in responding to changes in the landscape, it 

is my contention that the structure of club models now resembles the selling of hospitality services to 

the members in order to support investments in community infrastructure and donations to charitable 

institutions. Chapter 8 also indicated that club managers consistently pointed to confusion about 

whom their club creates value for. Through the use of Leximancer, I have been able to suggest that 

the business model of clubs targets the local community, as defined by a geographic region. This was 

achieved by comparing the frequency of the ranked concepts of community and member with 

discussions about the business model (table 30, section 8.2.1.1, page 131). When asked about for 

whom the club model drives value, it was apparent that club managers discussed the concept of 

community with greater frequency than the member.  

 

In theorising about the evolution of business models in Clubland, it is possible to suggest that as club 

managers have introduced new business model content in pursuit of less contentious revenues than 

those created through gaming, they have fundamentally changed the structure of the club model. In a 

practical sense, club managers have expanded the content of their business model in order to attract 

new members, in hopes of improving the clubs’ financial viability. In doing so, club managers have 
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expressed concern that they, or at least others in the industry, have lost sight of the original aims of 

Clubland. This has been an easier transition for those clubs whose membership has traditionally been 

broad (such as the sporting clubs). However, for the more specifically defined clubs, such as the RSL 

or the Catholic Club, this tension was more apparent. Indeed, the dropping of the RSL label in favour 

of a broader community appeal was a regular point of conversation with club managers. Managers 

were able to resolve this tension through their discussion about the role of demographics. Managers 

pointed to the demographics of the local area as key in the determination of business model content 

and structure. 

 

9.2.1.3 Club model governance 

From the perspective of managers, the most significant change in club models is represented in the 

emergence of strategic management as a key governance function. Zott & Amit (2010) define the 

governance element as the consideration of who will do what, in terms of delivering the business 

model content and structure. For club managers, the governance element was highlighted in 

conversation about the changing role of club directors.  

 

The Board of Directors that once volunteered their labour in order to provide services offered by the 

club, have now been asked by management to relinquish their role in service delivery and concentrate 

on the strategic direction of the club. Furthermore, club managers have expressed that they are now 

actively seeking persons outside the traditional membership group to serve as directors. The active 

recruitment of directors was presented in chapter 8 as evidence of a fundamental change in who the 

club is driving value for. As explained by CC-1, the perceived success of his clubs business models 

attributable to his directors “com[ing] from the church, not from downstairs”. 

 

9.2.2.4 A simple answer to R1:  How do club managers perceive the evolution of club business 

models? 

In summary, the business model of clubs represents a mix of profit-orientated and service-based 

activities designed to develop and maintain community infrastructure, particularly in the area of sport. 

The changes in the content of club models represent a search for more reliable profit streams. The 

pursuit of profit was considered by managers to be the means to an end; supporting the service-based 

activities in which clubs engage.  

 

Perhaps the biggest change in club models is represented within Zott & Amit’s (2010) structural 

element, which represents how the activities representing business model content combine to create 

value. Where once clubs provided subsidised hospitality services to a core membership, it now 

appears that clubs are structured as selling hospitality services to a broader, geographically defined 
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membership in order to support investment in community infrastructure. In discussing this shift in 

focus from the member to the broader community, club managers have presented their accounts of the 

evolution of club models as the transition from ‘back yard chook raffle[s]’ (RSL-3) through to 

‘professionally, commercially run venues … [from which]… surplus profits go back to the local 

community’ (RC-1).  

 

The incremental extension (Cavalcante et al. 2011) of club model content described by club managers 

appears to be at odds with the current literature’s characterisation of business model innovation. 

Currently, literature presents business model evolution as a planned (Chesbrough 2003; Chesbrough 

2010; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 2006; Sosna et al. 2010; Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010) 

and disruptive process of innovation (Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007; Markides 2006; Mitchell & 

Coles 2003). From the perspective of club managers, the evolution of business models has occurred as 

managers respond to key challenges in their environment. The attractors influencing this evolution are 

presented in section 9.2.2 below. 

 

9.2.2 What, according to club managers, are the key attractors in Clubland and how have these 

influenced the evolution of business models? 

Attractors in Clubland are conceptualised as those things (events, people and stakeholder groups) that 

have influenced the self-organising behaviours that create the business model. There have been a 

number of attractors identified throughout chapter 8, but here I focus on those that were explicitly 

identified by the club managers. Discussed here are the profit-service attractor set, gaming and 

stakeholders. 

 

9.2.2.1 The profit-service attractor set 

Throughout our conversations club managers appear caught in a tension between profit and service. 

The profit-service attractor set highlights how clubs are currently caught between two worlds. 

Managers expressed their desire to be seen as real businesses, bounded by a neoliberal economic 

rationalism. Paradoxically, it was also clear in our conversations that managers were clinging to their 

not-for-profit label, desperately seeking legitimacy as a social provider.  

 

In satisfying the profit attractor, all the decisions a manager makes about the content of their business 

models are, in some way, driven by a need to make money; or at the very least, to not lose money. 

However, for managers, this money was also expressed as a means to an end. Curiously, while profit 

may be a significant attractor influencing decisions about the implementation and management of 

business model content, diversification appears to be largely driven by the service attractor. Club 

managers pointed to community needs driving the inclusion of new content in this business model. 
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However, the satisfaction of these needs was subject to the economic rationalism of the profit 

attractor. The tension between profit and service was perhaps most noticeable in considering the 

expansion of business model through amalgamations.  

 

Club managers largely spoke of amalgamations as a strategy for the diversification of revenue. As 

discussed in chapter 8, one manager considered amalgamations as an opportunity to, “spread the eggs 

across a couple of baskets” (RC-1). In this sense, amalgamations offered a way to increase the 

geographic area a club serviced, thereby increasing the membership and ultimately increasing 

participation in profit-driving activities. However, amalgamations were also discussed as a service to 

the industry and rural communities. In this sense, amalgamations were approached as an opportunity 

to protect the sporting facilities in rural communities currently maintained by financially non-viable 

clubs.  

 

From the conversations with club managers, it has become clear that profit has somewhat become the 

dominant attractor in Clubland. By this, I do not mean to suggest that clubs exist to create profits. 

Rather, I contend that the modern club is more strategically oriented toward their ‘profit centres’ (BC-

2). The distinction between seeking profits, and a strategic orientation toward being profitable, is 

important in Clubland, particularly in how the participating club managers have explained the 

evolution of club models. For club managers, the consideration of profit centres as part of the business 

model content is essential in achieving the social outcomes, such as the provision of sporting 

infrastructure, that clubs now consider as part of their mission statements. 

 

9.2.2.2 Gaming 

The assumption of IPART’s (2008) inquiry into the financial viability of clubs was that the 

diversification of club model content was in direct response to a perceived need to reduce Clubland’s 

reliance on gaming revenue. In our conversations, club managers did express a concern over their 

reliance on gaming revenue. However, this concern did not necessarily translate into a strategy to 

decrease gaming’s presence in the revenue model of clubs. What has emerged through my research is 

the paradoxical nature of gaming’s influence on the evolution of the business model of clubs: the 

more clubs seek to reduce their reliance on gaming, the more important gaming revenue becomes. 

Gaming was identified by club managers as important in funding diversification as gaming activities 

created the cash flow required to service the substantial loans taken out to fund new developments 

such as conference and accommodation facilities. While the long-term goal of such developments 

may have been to reduce the reliance on gaming revenue, club managers pointed to a common 

situation where clubs who successfully diversified their revenue streams actually saw significant 

increases in their gaming revenues. 



186 
 

 

9.2.2.3 Social values 

Club managers consistently pointed to the influence of government over the evolution of business 

models. However, what is not clear is if the attractor rests within the identifiable construct of 

government, or if the attractor is in the broader social interests they represent. From a pragmatic point 

of view, club managers conceptualise two attractors: the government and the social values. Each has 

their own implications for the business model, but both point to a reactive model of business model 

evolution. 

 

For instance, club managers pointed to the introduction of random breath testing (in 1983) as a 

significant turning point in the business model of clubs. While club managers pointed to the 

government as the catalysis for this change, there was an understanding that government represented 

the voice of a larger change in social values. In this case, it is therefore the change in social values 

around drinking that actually influenced the club model. Social values as an attractor therefore inform 

the evolution of business models, not only as a club manager respond to the changing needs and wants 

of the members, but also as social values influence the government.  

 

9.2.2.4 A simple answer to R2:  What, according to club managers, are the key attractors in 

Clubland and how have these influenced the evolution of business models? 

For club managers, the key attractors in business model evolution were: a need to be profitable 

(profit), the need to service the community (service) and the need to survive government intervention 

(gaming and social values). The evolution of business models in Clubland has largely been shaped by 

the paradoxes created in the profit-service attractor set. To remain relevant to the participating 

managers’ perceptions of the modern member, club managers have expressed the need to operate as 

real businesses. The need to be real businesses has been reinforced further as government, serving as a 

vehicle for changing social values, has challenged club revenues through gaming and smoking 

reforms. For club managers, this meant survival required a strategic orientation around profit, rather 

than the traditional focus on member services. However, this new profit focus does not appear to be a 

comfortable position for the club managers. Throughout our conversations, club managers expressed 

concerns that in following the profit attractor, some clubs have lost sight of the reason clubs exists. 

The implication of the attractors identified by club managers is that business model evolution within 

Clubland is largely reactive and does not therefore represent change in an open innovation paradigm 

that business model literature currently describes. 
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9.2.3 According to club managers, how does stakeholder salience affect the evolution of business 

models in Clubland? 

Stakeholder salience refers to the priority a manager gives to the claim of one stakeholder over 

another (Mitchell et al. 1997). Current literature defines this salience in the manager’s determination 

of whether or not a stakeholder possesses a combination of the three salience characteristics: power, 

legitimacy and urgency (Mitchell et al. 1997). From the discussion presented in chapter 8, which 

demonstrated the reactive nature of business model evolution in Clubland, it is apparent that 

stakeholder salience is inherently related to the evolution of business models. In particular, club 

models have emerged through the reaction of clubs to changes in the environment that club managers 

have directly attributed to the government. However, the question is how do managers determine 

salience in regards to decisions about the business model? In answering this question, I consider the 

salience of both internal and external stakeholders. 

 

9.2.3.1 Salience of the internal stakeholder 

The salience of internal stakeholders was particularly important in understanding how club managers 

decide who their service activities are directed towards. In more simple terms, the salience of a group 

within the membership affected how club managers decided who would get financial support. In 

determining this salience, club managers’ behaviour appeared to be consistent with the findings of 

Agle et al. (1999), Parent and Deephouse (2007) and Neville, Bell & Whitwell (2011), who suggested 

that as a stakeholder group added to its power base, it became more salient in the eyes of managers.  

 

In the case of clubs, internal stakeholders, such as the fishing or bowling clubs that form within the 

broader membership, became more salient as their membership increased. The more members that 

belonged to that intra-club, the more consideration the manager gave to their request for resources. 

The size of the stakeholder group has previously been identified as a key component in stakeholder 

power (Agle et al. 1999; Parent & Deephouse 2007). In addition to the size of the group, club 

managers also considered reciprocity as a key characteristic of salience in prioritising the claims of 

internal stakeholders. As explained in section 8.4, reciprocity referred to a manager’s assessment of 

how useful a stakeholder is to the club. On one level, reciprocity was defined as the capacity of a 

stakeholder group to bring new members to the club. In this sense, stakeholders who could be directly 

linked to increased revenue (through introducing new members) were considered salient. 

Furthermore, the notion of reciprocity was used by managers in order to describe those stakeholders 

who could create a positive public image for the club.  

 

In addition to power, the legitimacy of the internal stakeholder was also important to the 

determination of salience. This legitimacy was defined by the manager through a consideration of the 
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alignment of goals. In particular, managers suggested that internal stakeholders who had a stronger 

association with the broader strategic aims of the club were given priority in funding decisions.  

 

9.2.3.2 Salience of the external stakeholder 

The key external stakeholder identified in this study is the New South Wales state government. 

However, listing the government as a stakeholder appears contentious in the context of Clubland, 

given that when asked to identify their club’s stakeholders, half the managers responded by explicitly 

excluding government as a stakeholder. This exclusion is largely attributable to the issues around 

legitimacy as a stakeholder characteristic in Clubland.  

 

Club managers did not believe that government interventions in Clubland, such as the introduction of 

smoking bans and the increases in taxation, had any legitimacy. This was communicated not only in 

the slumped body language and animated and vocal frustration while discussing such interventions, 

but was often argued away by representing these interventions as introduced in response to a vocal 

minority within society. In this sense, club managers expressed a view that governments were not 

acting in the interests of a broader community, but rather intervening in Clubland for political 

advantage. To this end, club managers consider that government largely lacks moral legitimacy. It is 

not within the scope of this study to question, support or deny this construction around the 

government’s legitimacy in these matters. However, what this does identify is that within Clubland, 

there is a differentiation between a stakeholder’s legitimacy as a stakeholder, and the legitimacy of a 

stakeholder’s claim. This has previously been identified by Eesly and Lennox (2006), who argued that 

managers consider the tactics used by a stakeholder in bringing their claims to the firm to diminish the 

salience of that stakeholder through legitimacy claims. For instance, the example given by Eesly and 

Lennox (2006) pointed to environmental groups such as Sea Shepherd using violent, antisocial means 

to communicate their message around saving whales. The use of illegal (and therefore illegitimate) 

tactics such as deliberate damage to whaling vessels diminishes the salience of an otherwise 

legitimate environmental claim. A similar phenomenon is observable within Clubland.  

 

When asked specifically about the legitimacy of government, managers did recognise a legitimate role 

for government within society. That is to say, as a stakeholder group, government does possess 

legitimacy. Indeed many of the managers participating in this study pointed to a constructive and 

respectful relationship with local governments and individual politicians. While club managers did not 

use the word stakeholder to describe government, they did all indicate that government was a group 

that the club needed to engage with, as governments have the potential to significantly impact on the 

performance of the club. In this sense, the power of the government gave the government legitimacy.  
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9.2.3.3 A simple answer to R3:  According to club managers, how does stakeholder salience affect 

the evolution of business models in Clubland? 

Owing to the reactive nature of club business models, stakeholder salience is inherently related to the 

evolution of business models in Clubland. While club managers preferred the term reciprocity, this 

reciprocity translates into the power of one stakeholder group to allow the club to meet its objectives. 

In the case of both internal and external stakeholders, power was considered as the most important 

characteristic in the determination of salience. In the case of government, club managers pointed to 

the power governments possess to legislate changes to the clubs model as the key driver for the 

evolution of business models.  

 

9.3 How are business models evolving in Clubland – who and what matters most 

As highlighted above, business model evolution in Clubland is inherently linked to stakeholder 

interests. This was perhaps most evident when exploring the key historic moments in Clubland 

(section 8.3.1).  

 

The discussion presented in chapter 8, particularly that in section 8.4, points to the identification of 

Clubland stakeholders within an instrumentalist stakeholder culture. As defined by Jones et al. (2010), 

managers identifying stakeholders within an instrumentalist culture prioritise claims based on a 

consideration of the claimant’s power and the perceived urgency of the stakeholder’s claim. In this 

sense, instrumentalist cultures prioritise the claims of what Mitchell et al. (1997) define as a 

dangerous stakeholder. In our conversations, managers pointed to those stakeholders who possessed 

power and urgency as having the greatest influence. Power and urgency were directly linked by 

managers to the survival of the club. This was observable in the reactions to changes in government 

policy, which often included a time-critical element. The time-critical responses to government 

intervention, such as the short turnaround in the introduction of smoking bans, demonstrates a 

complex relationship between power and urgency.  

 

The complex nature of power and urgency was also observable in discussions about the role of the 

potential member. Club managers expressed the view that new business model content needed to 

attract new people to Clubland. This made the claims of the potential member, who wanted a better 

quality product, more urgent than that of the current membership. The urgency to attract the potential 

member therefore meant that club managers were more likely to design business model content in 

order to attract new members, rather than prioritising the claims of the current membership. While 

current stakeholder literature discredits the relevance of urgency in stakeholder identification and 

salience (for instance, see Driscoll & Starik 2004; Neville et al. 2011), the evidence from Clubland 

suggests urgency is important in both identification and salience. For club managers, the 
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government’s power gave government claims urgency. In the case of the potential member, the 

money they could potentially bring to the club served as their basis of power.  

 

9.3.1 Implications for theory 

The evolution of business models in Clubland is presented in this thesis as a series of extensions to the 

content of club business models as managers sought to create more professional organisations. 

However, through the course of our conversations, club managers have expressed this 

professionalisation may have come at the cost of the original, members-first principle on which most 

clubs were founded.  

 

Incremental changes in the content of business models in Clubland have created a significant shift in 

the structural element. In particular, there has been a significant change in who clubs create value for. 

This demonstrates the business model elements exhibit a sensitivity to initial conditions consistent 

with the principles of complexity theory (see Kauffman 1995; Bak 1996; Stacey et al. 2000; Holbrook 

2003; Kuhn & Woog 2007; Nunn 2007; Goldstein 2013). The changes in who clubs drive value for 

points to a complex, mutually informative and nonlinear relationship between Zott & Amit’s (2010) 

business model design elements. Therefore, in addressing the call from Sosna, et al. (2010) seeking 

the development of a more complete understanding of the dynamic view of business model evolution, 

I propose a perspective on complex business model evolution which extend the current theory of 

business model change by integrating principles from complexity thinking and stakeholder theory 

(represented below in figure 11 originally presented on page 75). 
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Figure 11 - Complex business model evolution 

 

The evidence from Clubland suggests that business models evolve as the firm reacts to changes in the 

environment and incremental extension to the business model content. This is similar to the 

observations made by Sosna et al. (2010), however, in Clubland these incremental changes have had 

nonlinear implications for how the business model design elements combine to create value for 

stakeholders. In particular, as managers have sought to increase their financial performance, they have 

begun to move away from serving the member, and begun to sell to the member in order to provide 

services to the wider community. Therefore, a key difference between the complex business model 

evolution and the dynamic view of business model evolution described by Sosna et al. (2010) is the 

guiding principle that small, incremental changes to business model content may cause significant 

changes for whom a business model creates value. The implication of this sensitivity to initial 

conditions is perhaps best explained in the emerging identity crisis in Clubland. As club managers 

have made changes to the content of their business model in order to survive changes in their 

landscape, they have fundamentally changed the stakeholder relationships pertaining to the business 

model. Conceptually, the point of difference between a club and a pub is the espoused importance of 

the member (Hing et al. 2002). However, as the narrative of evolving business models have 

demonstrated, club managers may now engage with members as part of the process of delivering 

value to the community, rather than driving value exclusively for the membership. Therefore, in 
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understanding complex business model evolution delivers a realisation that managers may have 

significantly less control over their business models than is currently represented in the business 

model literature. 

 

The incremental extension (Cavalcante et al. 2011) of club model content described by club managers 

is at odds with the current literature’s characterisation of business model innovation. The evolution of 

business models has been previously described in the literature as a process of co-development, 

particularly as firms open themselves to the market actively inviting input from stakeholders 

(Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007). This co-development highlights the need for constant change in a 

business model as firms try to maintain a competitive advantage (Wirtz et al. 2010). Co-development 

has previously been linked to the notion of open innovation and its role in business model change (see 

Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 2006; Wirtz, Schilke & Ullrich 2010; Zott & 

Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011). In this process of opening up the business model managers are 

exposedto a wider range of information (Chesborough 2003). However, what is not currently 

addressed in business model literature, or in open innovation literature, is how managers should 

prioritise the claims made by different stakeholders in this process of open information sharing and 

gathering (Gould 2012). Therefore, the inclusion of stakeholder culture as a filter through which 

decisions are made is an important addition to a theory of complex business model evolution. Through 

the identification of a firms stakeholder culture, we are able to get better insights into which 

characteristics of salience are important to managers when making decisions regarding their business 

model.  

 

In presenting a model for complex business model evolution, my research lends support to the 

characterisation of business model innovation occurring in a paradigm of open innovation. However, 

there is little evidence to suggest that business models in Clubland have evolved through a process of 

open innovation whereby managers actively invite stakeholders into the discussion (such as seen in 

Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 2002).  

 

During the discussion of novelty-based design themes in Clubland (chapter 7), it was highlighted that 

club managers espouse active and open dialogue about club models among themselves. In particular, 

larger clubs often ‘play host’ (RSL-1) to managers of smaller clubs looking for ideas, pointing to the 

co-evolutionary nature of club models which supports observations made by Chesbrough (2003), 

Chesbrough and Schwartz (2007) and Cavalcante et al. (2011). This co-evolution of business models 

and open-door nature of Clubland’s innovators supports the principles of the open innovation 

paradigm in recognising that no single organisation holds the smartest people and therefore must seek 

external knowledge (Chesbrough 2003). In practice however, club managers did not openly and 

actively discuss business model content with stakeholders. Rather, club managers have painted a 
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picture of business model evolution as a search for fitness on a landscape, a view that corresponds 

with strategic management literature from a complexity perspective (Sanchez 1997; Anderson 1999; 

Holbrook 2003; Tsai et al. 2007; Davies et al. 2007).  

 

Club managers have not sought to create innovative business models in order to change the market, 

rather club models have evolved in response to key changes in their operating environment 

implemented by state government. In this sense, club models are open (as would be suggested by 

Chesbrough 2003), but they have not changed through open innovation. While the business model of 

clubs remains open to external influence, managers do not actively engage with their stakeholders in a 

manner conducive to open innovation. Rather, managers have reacted to changes in the external 

environment, responding to claims from stakeholder who managers perceive as being salient. As such, 

stakeholder culture (Jones et al. 2007) represents an essential filter through which managers engage 

with the daily-decision making and “trial-and-error learning” (Sosna et al. 2010).  

 

From the evidence in Clubland, club models appear to evolve in a framework resembling Lindblom’s 

(1959) strategy of muddling through, advocating evolution rather than revolution. Recent literature 

from the sphere of non-profit management would appear to support the suitability of this approach in 

strategic management (Parvinen et al. 2011; Martens, Matthyssens & Vandenbempt 2010; Bryson, 

Ackerman & Eden 2007; Eden & Ackerman 2000). The key distinction between business model 

evolution as muddling through as opposed to open innovation lies within the interaction between 

clubs and their stakeholders. 

 

Business models in Clubland have emerged within an instrumentalist stakeholder culture (Jones et al. 

2007). Within Clubland, the characteristics of power and urgency have combined to form reciprocity. 

The implication for business model literature therefore, is that if business models are considered open, 

as suggested both in the current literature (see Chesbrough 2003; Mitchell & Coles 2003; Markides 

2006; Wirtz et al. 2010; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott et al. 2011) and the club models as discussed in this 

thesis, then stakeholder culture will have a significant impact upon business model evolution. 

Therefore, in answer to Gould’s (2012) call to better understand how managers prioritise the claims of 

stakeholders in open innovation, the determination of salience is made in line with the organisation’s 

stakeholder culture.   

 

Claims made by internal stakeholders were assessed against the stakeholder group’s capacity to 

increase the general membership of the club. With regard to external stakeholders, club managers 

pointed to the New South Wales government as the salient stakeholder driving the changes to club 

models. This salience was attributed to the possession of power, demonstrating congruence between 

my findings and those previously published in stakeholder literature (see Agle et al. 1999; Parent & 



194 
 

Deephouse 2007; Neville, Bell & Whitwell 2011). However, a novel finding has emerged in this 

thesis: how is legitimacy defined in an instrumentalist culture. While Jones et al. (2007) have 

suggested that legitimacy is not a key consideration in determining salience in an instrumentalist 

culture, my research demonstrates how legitimacy is defined in terms of a strategic legitimacy of 

stakeholders in Clubland. This strategic legitimacy is inherently linked to the survival of the club, and 

therefore, from an instrumentalist perspective, business models are shaped by those stakeholders who 

managers believe are key in ensuring the survival of the firm.  

 

9.3.1.1 Summarising the implications for a theory of business model change 

As highlighted in chapter 5, in my research I had taken a stance that a business model is a subset of an 

organisations strategy. This was in line with arguments set out by Teece (2010) and Thompson & 

McMilland (2011) that business models represent a framework for the implementation of strategy; the 

premise being that strategists devise a strategy and then develop activity systems in order to deliver 

that strategy (Zott & Amit 2010). For instance, club managers have described the antecedents to the 

club movement in customers wanting more from the pub. Through the principle of mutuality, clubs 

were then created to offer cheaper places to eat and drink. To subsidise the cost of food and 

beverages, gaming machines were introduced to the revenue stream; hence, the strategy of being 

cheaper was inherently linked to the gaming model. As club managers sought to escape their 

reputation as running “smoke filled pokie dens with people wearing hushpuppies” (RSL-1) and begin 

their strategy of being better, managers began to consider additions to the traditional gaming model, 

including revenues from bowling alleys, accommodation and conference facilities and so on.  

 

While both the traditional linear business model change and a complex business model evolution 

propose separation of design (strategy) and implementation (the business model); a model for complex 

business model evolution grounded in the narratives of Clubland begins to reveal a mutually 

informative relationship between design and delivery.  

 

The mutually informative relationship between strategy and business models is perhaps best 

demonstrated in the definition of strategy offered by Michael Porter (1996:64):  “[strategy] means 

deliberately choosing a different set of activities to deliver a unique mix of value”. When coupled 

with Zott & Amit’s (2010) conceptualisation of the business model as an activity system, it does 

appear that academic discourse seeking to delineating strategy from business model may be 

unnecessary. This observation is premised on the impact of daily decision making observed by Sosna 

et al.’s (2010) in developing the dynamic business model change; and the reflections of club managers 

leading to the development of a model for complex business model evolution.  
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In both the dynamic and the complex understandings of business model change, it is the daily 

interactions between managers and their environment that shape the design of business models. The 

fundamental difference between the two is the characterisation of purposeful change. For Sosna et al. 

(2010) change is purposefully crafted around a vision for the future. However, in the case of  complex 

business model evolution, as informed by the Clubland narrative, change is characterised as a 

purposeful negotiation of fitness. As managers respond to emerging challenges on the landscape, they 

make decisions informed by fastsight rather than foresight. In fastsight (McKelvey & Boisot 2009), 

decisions are made as managers engage in networks. For McKelvey and Boisot (2009), these 

networks largely included their employees. However in Clubland, the network refers to the broader 

stakeholder network in which the modern organisation sits (Fassin 2009) in deciding potential 

changes that they believe will increase the fitness of club models. Through the introduction of 

stakeholder culture as a filter through which managers engage with their network, a complex business 

model evolution begins to address why managers prioritise one group over another as they respond to 

emerging attractors on the landscape.  

 

9.3.2 Implications for future research 

The delimitations associated with this research are substantial and therefore create a number of 

opportunities for future research. The phenomenon of New South Wales clubs is rather unique within 

Australia (Hing et al. 2002) let alone the broader not-for-profit context. Therefore, it is difficult to 

generalise the findings presented here beyond the fractal sample of eleven participating clubs. 

However, the conclusions presented here are considered relevant to public organisations with 

similarly structured business models. Such models may include health care organisations and 

universities. These organisations are assumed to have similarly structured business models owing to 

their large revenues, complex stakeholder relationships and a purported not-for-profit structure. Future 

research could explore the transferability of the complexity-informed understanding of business 

model evolution by replicating this study in new contexts. 

 

Owing to the emergent nature of its design, this project was hijacked by the notion of discovering who 

club models drive value for, rather than focusing on the specific interventions and processes through 

which business models have changed. As such, the account of business model evolution in Clubland 

has favoured the notion of dynamic self-organisation in response to emergent attractors rather than the 

planned processes of management. Future research could more intently explore the processes through 

which managers active engage with stakeholders in extending their business model.  

 

The complexity-informed understanding of business model evolution in Clubland presented in this 

thesis has been shaped by a single stakeholder: club managers. A logical next step for future research 
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therefore would be to carry out similar investigations with different stakeholders. In particular, it 

would be important to talk with key stakeholders in club models: directors, members, local and state 

government representatives.  

 

As highlighted in chapter 8, a significant tension existed between club managers and their boards 

regarding the role of directors. Future research could further explore this tension between board and 

management, and how this affects the performance of the business model. 

 

This thesis has theorised business model evolution within a context identified as holding an 

instrumentalist stakeholder culture. Such a stakeholder culture therefore forms part of the initial 

conditions of this inquiry and future research could explore the impact of other stakeholder cultures 

on business model evolution. For instance, not-for-profit organisations with a moralist stakeholder 

culture may attribute higher salience to their traditionally legitimate stakeholders. However, 

interpreting the arguments made Jones et al. (2007), future research could also test the implications of 

Jones et al.’s (2007) stakeholder cultures. 

 

Chapter 3 originally postulated a profit bias in the definitions of business models (observable in Itami 

& Nishino 2010; Osterwalder 2005; Teece 2010) which implied that the objective of the business 

model is to drive profit through the creation of customer value. It was argued that this bias could 

potentially limit the utility of the business model concept in explaining the interactions between club 

and community. However, the strategic orientation toward being profitable in Clubland suggests that 

the consideration of profit in the content and structure of business models is extremely important in 

the way clubs create their value. Future research could explore the relationship between profit and 

value at different stages of the non-profit-life cycle (Barnet 1988). In particular, such studies could 

explore how the reliability of income may affect the goals of the organisation. 

 

While some clubs did compete on the grounds of novelty, as explained in the narrative above, most 

managers expressed the need for innovations to reflect the needs of their community. Zott & Amit’s 

(2010) NICE design themes do not currently represent the satisfaction of ‘needs’ as a design theme. In 

the future, the metaphor of fitness landscapes could investigate this area, potentially creating a design 

theme around fitness. In this case, a business model would be themed on the demographics of the 

stakeholder for whom the organisation espouses to create value.  

 

The absence of efficiency as a design theme in Clubland is in direct contrast to my experiences within 

Clubland leading me to suggest that this project is likely related to the way questions were asked in 

the coherent conversations. The explicit language of design themes was not presented to club 
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managers. In the future, use of these design themes could reveal better insights as to their effect on 

decisions about club models. 

 

9.3.3 Implications for management in Clubland 

As explained in the prologue, my interest in the business model of clubs could be traced back to the 

days at Penrith football stadium where I would regularly hear the phrase ‘they just don’t understand’ 

the club model. Throughout the coherent conversation sessions held with managers in the course of 

completing this research, similar utterances were made by the participating managers. However, the 

complexity-informed consideration of who matters in the evolution of business models in Clubland 

presented here has highlighted that it is not only the government who has trouble understanding the 

club model. The influence of the profit-service attractor set has created significant confusion about the 

club model in the minds of managers. In particular, managers appear to be uncertain for whom the 

model drives value. 

 

For club managers, a business model was largely described as a vision statement related to a 

taxonomy (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010; Osterwalder et al. 2005) of similar organisations; clubs sit 

somewhere between a ‘North American Indian casino, a hotel resort, and … a social club’ (RSL-3). 

However, the source of the confusion appears to rest in the question of for whom the activities 

associated with the manager’s vision ultimately create value. Club managers participating in this 

project appeared uncertain as to the focus of their business model structure. 

 

Are we there to make profits? Are we there to turn money back into the place to support the 

community (BC-1)? 

 

Indeed, even the word community was a source of confusion. While members may be the politically 

correct interpretation of community, many of the participating managers expressed the view that what 

it means to be a member of a club has changed. In particular, managers pointed to an increasingly 

transactional relationship with their members. 

 

People come here because of the facilities and the products, and when they don’t like them, 

they stop coming. It’s as simple as that (RSL-1). 

 

The transactional approach to membership, in conjunction with the perceived push from government 

to focus on social contribution rather than member services (as argued in chapter 8) may suggest an 

ultimate demise of the New South Wales registered club structured as a mutual organisation. 

Submissions made to the recent Productivity Commission (2010) investigation into the not-for-profit 

sector have indeed voiced public concern over the strategic advantages afforded to clubs through their 
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not-for-profit status, despite activities creating revenues from non-mutual sources such as 

accommodation facilities and bowling alleys.  

 

The challenge to mutuality created in the evolution of a business as it progresses through the business 

life-cycle does not appear to be limited to the New South Wales registered club. For instance, Capling 

and Marhoribanks (2004) wrote about the challenge of identity in AFL clubs in Victoria as they 

moved from community-owned groups to businesses. There has been limited, but informative, 

research into the demutualisation of the Australian Building Society, suggesting an inevitability of 

demutualisation of not-for-profit organisations that have achieved results (Keneley 2002; Davis 2005; 

Campbell & Slack 2007). For now, it appears that club managers wish their clubs to remain as mutual 

organisations; this is expressed in the frustrations over clubs ‘losing their way’ (RSL-1, RSL-3, RL-2, 

RSL-3, BC-2). To continue within the framework of mutuality, club managers should consider 

introducing business model mapping into their strategic management process. Doing so will allow 

managers and directors to better consider how the activities in their business model create value for 

their organisation.  

 

9.3.4 Implications for the practice of research 

In designing a research protocol to explore the evolution of who and what matters in the evolution of 

business models in Clubland, this thesis also makes a novel contribution to the practice of research. 

Specifically, my research offers a useful research framework for the study of complex systems (Gould 

2009). Furthermore, complexity-informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance may have 

specific applicability to those researchers who possess a deep, personal and/or professional connection 

with their participants. 

 

At its core, complexity-informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance seeks to create positive 

stories around which future self-organisation may occur. The four phase design allows for the 

emergence of research themes in the interactions between the researcher and participant, and 

facilitates the discovery of positive solutions to negative situations that may be missed in traditional 

appreciative inquiry. For instance, if taking a traditional appreciative inquiry approach, much of the 

conversation around the relationship between governments and clubs would have been lost, owing to 

Barros and Cooperrider’s (2000) suggestion to redirect negative conversation. However, one of the 

key challenges, and indeed one of the potential barriers to the adoption of complexity-informed 

narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance in the future is in its position on bias. 

 

Building from the ontological, epistemological and axiological positions of the complexity paradigm 

argued by Kuhn (2007) which were presented in chapters 2 and 5, I consider that bias is an 
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unavoidable, but instrumental characteristic of the research process; ‘objectivity is a chimera: a 

mythological creature that never existed, save in the imaginations of those who believe…’ (Lincoln & 

Guba 2003: 279).  Indeed, the biases I carry with me into this project have been instrumental in 

satisfying the ethical dimension to complexity theory, as argued in chapter 6, section 6.2.2, while 

highlighting the influence of White’s (1999) four laws of hermeneutic inquiry has had on the research 

design. Complexity-informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance therefore manages bias 

through the process of reflexivity (consistently acknowledging and critically reflecting upon bias), and 

communicative validation with member and peer communities (Kvale 2007).  

 

The application of complexity-informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance in the future 

could be improved further through the use of computer assisted analysis of qualitative data to assist in 

the management of the data set. During this study, Leximancer was used both as a data management 

tool and as a source of validation through objective content analysis.  

 

The research design developed for this thesis is not considered a suitable framework for studies that 

are aimed as specific research questions or deliverable outcomes. Rather, I propose that a complexity-

informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance offers an opportunity to illuminate possible 

initial conditions from which complex phenomena have emerged. The usefulness of the complexity-

informed narrative inquiry from an appreciative stance is therefore in exploratory studies which 

favour flexibility over reliability.  

 

9.5 Concluding comments 

Through a complexity-informed exploration of business model evolution in Clubland, it is concluded 

here that business models in Clubland do not necessarily reflect a planned series of controlled 

experiments within the paradigm of open innovation. Rather, business models in Clubland have 

emerged within an instrumentalist stakeholder culture (Jones et al. 2007) as club managers muddle 

through (Lindblom 1959) changes in their landscape forced upon them by external stakeholders.  

 

The process of incrementally adapting to survive emergent challenges has fundamentally altered the 

initial design of business models in Clubland. As identified in this study, the attractors governing this 

survival and the resulting evolution of business models are a need to be profitable (profit), the need to 

service the community (service) and the need to survive government intervention (gaming and social 

values). The complex interplay between these attractors has meant that while clubs were once 

organisations that provided cheap food and beverages to their members, clubs now sell food and 

beverages to provide for a wider community. As a result, the determination of ‘value’ to both 

members and the wider community has refocused stakeholder salience.  
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As club managers search for fitness on their changing landscapes, club managers prioritise the claims 

of stakeholders through reciprocity. In determining potential reciprocity, claims made by internal 

stakeholders were assessed by managers against the stakeholder group’s capacity to increase the 

general membership of the club. With regard to external stakeholders, club managers pointed to the 

New South Wales government as the salient stakeholder driving the changes to club models. 

Therefore, the answer to who and what matters in the evolution the evolution of business models in 

Clubland is indeed rather simple: those who matter are, simply, those possessing that which matters: 

reciprocity.  
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11.1 Appendix 1 - Sample participant information letter and consent form 

  

Bringing knowledge to life 

 

 

 

[Recipient Name] 

[Street Address] 

[Suburb], NSW, [Post Code] 

 

 

 

Dear [Participant] 

 
Re: Participation as a Club Manager in the project: From Bingo to Business: A complexity consideration of 

innovation in NSW Registered Clubs 

 

As a person with significant influence and experience within the industry I would like to extend to 

you this formal invitation to participate in this project. The following information sheet has been 

designed to provide you with an introduction to the project, its aims, and processes. Please read and 

consider the following carefully before deciding on whether you will participate or not. 

 

Who is carrying out the study? 
My name is Ryan Gould and I am a PhD candidate with the Centre for Industry and Innovation 

Studies (CInIS) operating out of the University of Western Sydney. The merits of this study have been 

agreed upon by David Costello, CEO of ClubsNSW. Attached to this information sheet is a letter of 

support written by David on behalf of ClubsNSW. 

 

What is the study about? 
Through your participation, this project seeks to understand and explore changing club business 

models and the impact this has in the community. In other words, I am looking to understand how a 

club serves its community and what insight you may offer as to how such services may be improved. 

Through this project it is hoped that we can create new education programs for club managers and 

increase the innovativeness and sustainability of the industry. 

 

What would my participation involve? 
Your participation in this project would see you becoming involved in a conversation about your 

experiences in the industry, and your view on clubs in the community. In particular interest to me is 

the articulation of club business models and how they provide for their members. 

 

Possible talking points for our conversations may include: 

 Your history with the industry 

 Has the club model has changed? 

o Why, or why not? 

 How do you understand innovation? 

 How do you achieve it? 

 How your does your club contribute to the community? 

 How do you know if you are doing it well? 

 In offering your services, who do you consider to be your competitors? 

 

Locked Bag 1797 
Penrith South DC NSW 1797 Australia 
http://www.uws.edu.au/cinis/Industry_and_innovation_studies 
 
Centre for Industry and Innovation Studies 
Building EHa G.01 Parramatta Campus 
Tel +61 2 9685 9191 Fax +61 2 9685 9499 
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This conversation would be held over the phone or at any location and time convenient to you. With 

your permission, sessions are to be recorded and transcribed for the purposes of analysis. Once 

transcribed, all identifying information will be removed from the transcript.  

 

How much time will the study take? 
Your participation in this project would ask for a commitment of approximately one (1) hour. 

 

Will the study benefit me? 
It is not expected that you will receive any direct benefits for your participation. However I do believe 

that this project offers a number of long term benefits through the improved information available to 

regulators and policy maker who are actively involved in our industry. Such benefits have been 

agreed upon by David Costello, CEO of Clubs NSW. 

 

You contributions to the project may (in the long term) bring bout positive change in the way clubs 

operate in the community. 

 

Will the study involve any discomfort for me? 
The relaced nature and comfortable surrounds of the interview process have been devised that we can 

limit (or potentially eliminate any discomfort that you may feel 

 

How is the study being paid for? 
Funds for this project are provided by a University of Western Sydney Post Graduate Research Award 

(UWSPRA) which is a competitive scholarship allocated according to academic merit and the 

alignment of the proposed project with the UWS Research plan. 

 

Will anyone else know the results? How will results be disseminated? 
The primary publishing point for the results of this project will be a thesis to be written to satisfy the 

passing requirements of PhD. Outside this thesis, it is expected that the results of this study will be 

published in peer reviewed journal article, conference papers and perhaps book chapters. 

 

It is important for you to know that your direct contributions to the project will not be made available 

to anyone. The publication any results will not identify you in any way. 

 

Can I withdraw from the study? 
Yes. Participation is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to be involved and – if you do participate 

– you can withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without any consequences. 

 

Can I tell other people about this study? 
Yes, you can tell other people about the study by providing them with my contact details. They can 

contact me if they wish to discuss their participation in the project and obtain an information sheet. 

 

What if I have a complaint? 
This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics 

Committee. The approval number is H7089. 

 

If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you may contact 

the Ethics Committee through the Office of Research Services on Tel 02-4736 0083, Fax: 02-4736 

0013 or email humanethics@uws.edu.au. Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and 

investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome.  

 

What if I require more information? 
When you have read this information, I will be happy to discuss it with you further and answer any 

question you may have. If you would like to know more at any stage, please feel free to contact me or 

my supervisors on: 

mailto:humanethics@uws.edu.au
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Mr Ryan Gould Chief Investigator 
Office: 02 9685 9482 

Email: r.gould@uws.edu.au 

Pro. Ross Chapman Principal Supervisor 
Office: 0246203245 

Email: r.chapman@uws.edu.au 

Dr. Lesley Kuhn Co-Supervisor 
Office: 02 9852 4172 

Email: l.kuhn@uws.edu.au  

 

 

If you would like to become involved in the project, please complete the attached consent form and 

return it to: 

 

Ryan Gould 

CInIS, University of Western Sydney 

Building EH(a) Parramatta Campus 

Locked Bag 1797 Penrith South DC NSW 1797 

 

You may also arrange for your participation via email. 

 

I would like to thank you for considering this project and hope that you share my belief in the 

importance of this issue. I look forward to future discussions with you 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Ryan Gould 

PhD Candidate 

Centre for Industry and Innovation Studies 
University of Western Sydney 

EH(a) Parramatta Campus 

Locked Bag 1797, Penrith South DC, NSW, 1797 
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Bringing knowledge to life 

 

 

 

Participant Consent Form 
 

 

Project title: From Bingo to Business: A complexity consideration of innovation in NSW Registered 

Clubs 

 

 

I ………………………………………, consent to participate in the research project titled: From 

Bingo to Business: A complexity consideration of innovation in NSW Registered Clubs  

 

With my signature I acknowledge that: 

 

I have read the participant information sheet [or where appropriate, ‘have had read to me’] and have 

been given the opportunity to discuss the information and my involvement in the project with the 

researcher/s. 

 

The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me, and any 

questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction. 

 

I consent to the recording and transcription of my interview for the purposes of qualitative analysis. I 

also consent to the use of my data in future project. 

 

I understand that m involvement is confidential and that the information gained during the study may 

be published, but no information about me will be used in any way that reveals my identity. 

 

I understand that hat I can withdraw from the study at any time, without affecting my relationship 

with the research/s now or in the future. 

 

 

Signed:    

 

 

 

Name:   

 

 

 

Date:   

 

 

 

Preferred contact (Phone number/email):       

     

  

Locked Bag 1797 
Penrith South DC NSW 1797 Australia 
http://www.uws.edu.au/cinis/Industry_and_innovation_studies 
 
Centre for Industry and Innovation Studies 
Building EHa G.01 Parramatta Campus 
Tel +61 2 9685 9191 Fax +61 2 9685 9499 
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11.2 Appendix 2 - Excerpt from the reflective audio journal 

 

I guess the most important thing coming out of that interview was the idea of trust, which has come 

up before in RSL-1 with regard to the purchase of the aged living facilities. The other key thing to 

come up at the end there was really about the way, the problem they are going to have there with 

staffing in this vicious cycle of an industry which hasn’t been served well in the past by management, 

but the economic and legislative conditions in which they are operating in challenge the ability of the 

industry to get new ideas.  

 

Diversification here was about the service and not necessarily about the income. There were a couple 

of references about ‘making money from this’, across the grand scheme of things, it became more 

about the service which is a contrast to RSL-1, but I’m not sure if this is because one understands 

more or if it was because RSL-1 was more of a chatty bloke. Something that’s come out in all the 

discussions so far is that managers are now looking for directors. These directors aren’t necessarily 

representative of the membership, but more so of the strategic direction of the organisation. Looking 

for people who are bright sparks, have initiative, um the sort of experts. Now at SPRT-1 these experts 

are  actual members, so, come up with a bright idea, go look this would work, engage through surveys 

and feedback to see if this is the way to go or not.  

 

One thing that was interesting about walking around this club [SPRT-1] was that gaming is quite 

heavily represented; quite obviously, it’s the main part of the club. [name removed] talks about how 

they’re only about 60%-70% reliant on gaming revenues and it doesn’t seem that he thinks the other 

options are viable. When I asked the question about diversification his first response was the 

velodrome which is a service based thing and they didn’t really make any money out of that.  

 

Not so responsive on the whole move from membership to the society problem aspect,  certainly 

seems open to, well open innovation um but again, this isn’t a pure opportunity that allows members 

to come forward, but if I look at the things he mentioned at the website maybe it provides a strong 

opportunity to engage. [update - it doesn’t] 

 

One of the things coming out of this, which is pretty similar to the stuff I did with [leader of a separate 

research project] is in this area of exploration rather than exploitation. The industry is largely reactive, 

rather than proactive. There are certainly indications, well [SPRT-1] was talking about some of the 

things that are happening today back in the 70s. I think that’s the case for most of them, that there was 

no impetus to move forward. So they are really looking for a catalyst before they move. They think 

about it and think about it and suddenly the government mandates it.  

 



224 
 

It was also interesting to see the difference between the explanations around CDSE. [RSL-1] was 

talking about the CDSE, oh and even [BC-1], the CDSE was the government’s way of ensuring that 

the money was actually spent on the community. That it was a good thing and that it’s really sure that 

its going out. Now [SPRT-1] understanding seemed a little bit different.  

 

Now [SPRT-1] seemed like a clubbie in the true sense, but he saw it as a real challenge to the way 

that, while the CDSE protects that 1.5% as a legislative mandate, it tends to create a conformity to the 

minimum. This he attributes to the introduction of taxation into other areas, and thought it would be 

curious to see how much of the revenue actually goes, I wonder if I could calculate how much 

actually goes into gaming taxes and then maybe calculate how much goes in terms of the CDSE, it 

might add up to the original 5%. The difference is control and the hand of bureaucracy. Now one of 

the things I think might be, well the difference in the way that the money changes hands. Now if you 

look at the CDSE scheme it goes directly to the communities who apply for it.  

 

What [SPRT-1] has indicated is that the application is done in such a way that it ensures that the 

person who is getting the money really looks at their own systems and makes sure that they are their 

own innovative, sustainable organisation in their own right, but then has the administrative and 

financial backing of the licenced club. When it moves into the gaming revenues, his position was that 

money goes into the state coffers, absorbed by the bureaucrats and then into the community via their 

political agenda. Whether that happens or not I’m not really able to make comment on, it’s something 

that is probably not appropriate for me to make comment on as this is a management thesis, but 

certainly in terms of making decisions it been there’s been a real push, certainly at SPRT-1, the 

response to legislative forces, the smoking and things like that, s to really scale back and has 

somewhat forced a greater reliance on gaming as its seen to be more stable. To consolidate their 

revenues they need to protect them, so obviously they’re not getting the people they need to manage 

the place. Those who are able to bear the risk of, and go through that genuine diversification. Again 

he made reference to the critique of diversification, um and the challenge this has towards to non-

profit model, although I can’t shake the feeling that I might have brought that up myself. Who knows, 

I’ll have to keep an eye on that.  

 

So, the main things coming out of this; there’s a challenge to find new people and this is related to the 

uncertainty about the industry. The way that he has dealt with this diversity is summed up in 

“ignorance is bliss”, um, he just really looks towards his local market, looks at where he can make 

money, but there was a strong undertone there of cutting back on gaming. We had a bit of a chat about 

that but that seems to be the main thing in terms of the non-profit side of things.  
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There is a big challenge that they face, in diversifying themselves, and making themselves financially 

sustainable they may actually lose their non-profit status and that is a very difficult thing for them to 

manage and it’s not an ideal situation. So I think that RSL-1 idea of moving from membership based 

organisations to philanthropic organisations is something of interest.  

 

Now the elephant in the room, gaming, I’ve already said it’s still a substantial part, some clubs are 

moving away but some are really grappling on. You know, I think that this could be a misconception 

about the tax and how that works.  

 

One of the key things which I would have liked to get on tape but it only came up as I was leaving the 

room when I was talking to John about the opportunity of reviewing the transcript and having an 

opportunity to make comment on it, his comment to me was “no, that’s all right. I don’t need to do 

that because I know which side of the fence you’re sitting on”.  

 

He made reference with a few ongoing problems with the media, particularly channel 7 sneaking in 

and taking photography for their news stories and sound bights. Even me as a researcher and with all 

the contacts I have, I’m still not allowed to take photos of the gaming floor. So there’s an interesting 

little battle going on here. The key thing that followed, and I think there is reference to this on tape, 

but we had a bit of a conversation afterwards, it was about finding that solid voice and that solid voice 

really needs to come from the industry association. It might be worth having another chat to David 

about, or maybe even Anthony Ball, about how they’re fighting for the image of clubs and what, well 

there is that recent add campaign with the, the bloody “your club” add. It’s obviously not working, 

they’re not really active in…Oh and the other interesting thing was that definition of the club as an 

extension of the member’s home, [Sprt-1] seemed to indicate that the legislative definition put forth in 

the early 70s back when the club act first sort of popped up, or at least during some major revisions, 

so I’ll have to have a look at that and might be able to play that angle a little bit more solid, and see 

how that wording has changed. Certainly there has been some sort of change and the opportunity for 

discourse analysis would be good. The clubs do have their own little discourse, and the industry does 

reflect that but perhaps the legislation doesn’t anymore? Maybe this departure from the old ways by 

men who don’t want to move on….Anyway, those are the things that I’m thinking of at the moment 

as I’m heading home trying to draw some relationships; what’s been said already, what’s being said 

now. It’s a wonderful little set up. He was honest about his reliance about gaming and I couldn’t 

really get out of him HOW he was diversifying out of that. He seemed to indicate that food and 

beverage was where he was moving and that it’s the best way to serve the members, his car park and 

things like that, but these weren’t really about revenue. I don’t think that that question has really been 

looked at, here the diversification is about the service to the members and what they enjoy. And that’ll 

do for now I guess better concentrate on driving. 
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11.3 Appendix 3 - Letter of support from ClubsNSW 
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11.4 Appendix 4 - Outline for the conversations of confirmation 
 

Part 1 – An opportunity for them to contribute to the club model 

Purpose: to expand the data available and give it a more targeted approach 

Mechanism: Conversation starters: 

 

 What is the model? (Broad to see what characteristics matter to them, will help in building a definition) 

 So, who are we driving value for? 

o If (when) they say the member – get them to define ‘member’ – who are they? 

o How do you define this ‘value’? 

o How do you drive this value? 

 Business model literature is about driving value to drive ‘profit’… Thoughts of the relevance of this to 

clubs? 

 Has this model changed in your time in the industry? 

o How?  

o Things you did?  

o Did managers drive it or react to it? 

 

Part 2 - Mapping club stakeholders (in terms of developing the club model) 

Purpose: to see who the managers identify as stakeholders. 

Mechanism: stakeholder mapping (using Freeman’s ‘spoke and wheel’ model 

 

 
 

 

Part 3 – Ranking the stakeholders 

Purpose: The managers ‘vision’ for the club. 

Mechanism: the language of salience 

 

Stakeholder Stake 

(Investment or 

Activity) 

Legitimacy Power Urgency Salience 

Priority Level 

Stakeholder      

Comments as to how Legitimacy, Power and Urgency were defined by managers 

 

Part 4 – The Geo-member 

Now that we’ve seen the stakeholders. Time to ‘test’ my initial observations regarding the geo-member. I 

suspect that this will not be well liked and will be somewhat of a contradiction to what emerges in Part 1. A 

move from ‘member’ to ‘customer’ in terms of serving the geo-member 

 

The club  

One way relationship  

Two way relationship  

Potential stakeholder network 

“Known” stakeholder network 


