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ABSTRACT 

The evolution of community-based movements is drawing increasing attention among 

both scholars and practitioners. In their pursuit of scale and profits, movements tend to face the 

dual goals of drawing mainstream participation while preserving authenticity. Prior research 

tends to focus on uncoordinated initiatives led by multiple actors which engaged with market 

logics, thus providing a gamut of offerings where different members of the community partake. 

Those movements that instead attempt to channel their entire communities into single business 

initiatives face the challenge to accommodate the different needs of their members. Yet, these 

challenges remain theoretically and empirically underexplored. Hence, we investigate the 

process by which community-based movements turn into single businesses by developing a 

qualitative, longitudinal (2014 – 2021) analysis of Rockin’1000 – also known as “The Biggest 

Rock Band in the World” – which originated as a movement of rock enthusiasts, and later 

morphed into a fully-fledged enterprise. By deploying a new perspective at the intersection of 

research on movements and value propositions, we conceptualize a generalizable, four-phase 

process. We show that each milestone throughout the transition becomes source of specific 

tensions, which alter movements’ equilibrium, and may result in the decline of the initiative if 

tensions are not adequately addressed.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Various works underline that movements (e.g., Carroll & Swaminathan, 2000; Greve, 

Pozner, & Rao, 2006) are often born out of a community of individuals bound together by shared 

views, values, practices, and aims (Wenger & Snyder, 2000). Members of such communities are 

commonly rewarded with shared emotions and experiences – yet, very rarely by monetary 

compensations (Munir, Ansari, & Brown, 2021). At some point in their life, however, many of 

these “loosely organized coalitions” (Weber, Heinze, & DeSoucey, 2008: 351) commercialize 

part of their activities in order to create a market. This happens to acquire both resources and 

members to sustain the movement's growth and to fulfil the ambition of one or some of its 

members to monetize from the value created. However, members often interpret this as a 

betrayal – or “denaturing” (Purser & Milillo, 2015: 15) – of the very values and aims at the root 

of the movement. Thus, they may end up deserting and boycotting the commercial realizations of 

the movement, thus harming their development and, in some cases, determining their failure.  

An eloquent and recent example is Couchsurfing, a global online travel community – 

born in 2003 – where travelers matched up with hosts who offered a “couch” or home 

accommodation free of charge. Despite being solely run by volunteers, Couchsurfing managed to 

reach 15 million registered users, becoming one of the epitomes of the sharing economy and a 

cornerstone for the global backpacking movement (Valenzuela, 2015). Yet, in 2011 the founder 

Casey Fenton secured $7.6 million in venture funding and decided to turn the community into a 

fully-fledged business. Soon after, a CEO was appointed to lead the operations, the volunteers 

were replaced with paid employees, and users found their accounts locked behind a paywall. 

Outraged by this takeover – which was defined as a hostile and unilateral “coup” (Coca, 2015) – 

users sent thousands of complains and signed petitions to revert the change, and ultimately 



 

 

 

 

refused to pay the fee. Despite Couchsurfing retaining all the accounts active behind the paywall, 

the activity online dropped by ca. 90% (source BrenOnTheRoad.com, 2000), thus leading to 

three CEO resignations in three years, the exclusion of Fenton, and ultimately “the death of 

Couchsurfing” (Hopest, 2020). 

Numerous studies have investigated the intersection between movements and markets 

showing how such delicate transitions can expand movement-based communities but also 

jeopardize their original core values and ethos (e.g., Hiatt, Sine, & Tolbert, 2009). Movement 

leaders thus face critical tradeoffs. On the one hand, movements need to preserve their core 

values by reducing the entry of non-adherents who could affect the community’s identity (Lee, 

Hiatt, & Lounsbury, 2017). On the other hand, they need to endure and leverage those members 

and opportunities that might contribute to expanding the movement niche, even if this requires to 

penetrate markets by diluting some core values (Sine & Lee, 2009). Scholars have shown how 

such transition often happens in a disperse, bottom-up form, with diverse arms of the community 

approaching the market in different ways by transforming the movement into a heterogeneous 

gamut of (often competing) commercial offers (e.g., Ellingson, 2016; Purser & Milillo, 2015). 

By expanding the offering of, and entry points to the movement, such market initiatives – despite 

navigating tensions and criticism – diversify the modes of engagement, thus often leading to 

commercial success for several of the derived ventures, and ultimately the growth of the overall 

movement (e.g., Munir, Ansari, & Brown, 2021). Yet, we still have a scant understanding of the 

mechanisms and processes that characterize movements that turn into single businesses. This 

process requires careful management of the specific tensions emerging, while redefining the 

movement’s aim into a suitable value proposition for the new business – a critical aspect we still 

know little about. Ergo, we ask: how do non-profit community-based movements morph into 



 

 

 

 

single, for-profit businesses? This is an important and timely question to investigate given that, 

particularly with the widespread use of the Internet, community-based movements have 

proliferated, and the initial costs to transform them into a (online) business have decreased, thus 

making this phenomenon more frequent than ever before (Vaskelainen & Piscicelli, 2018).  

To respond to our research question, we conducted a longitudinal qualitative case study 

on Rockin'1000, a music-based movement that originated from Cesena (a small Italian town) in 

2014 and which today is regarded as “the Biggest Rock Band on Earth.” Initiated by Fabio 

Zaffagnini, a former marine biologist and rock enthusiast, Rockin'1000 initially aimed to create 

and gather a community of one-thousand volunteering musicians to play simultaneously a song 

of the famous American rock band ‘Foo Fighters.’ By recording a video of the performance and 

releasing it on the Internet, the one-thousand amateur musicians wanted to flatter the rock band 

and lure it to come and perform a concert in Cesena – thus reverting the traditional logics of the 

music business, which sees rock stars predominantly performing in major venues. The video 

generated the expected outcome so that the founder – energized by the positive result of the first 

initiative and hoping for a continuation of this unique movement – morphed the community into 

a profitable venture with, arguably, quite different aims and operations: one-thousand people 

band playing live concerts worldwide, in major venues, for money. Notably, the revenues were 

split among organizers, while the 1,000 musicians were asked to sustain their own costs and play 

for free in return for being part of energizing and unique music and social experience. This 

transition triggered both supporters and detractors, opportunities and challenges, and we explore 

the nuanced process through which the founder and its collaborators navigated the tensions that 

resulted as the newly established businesses took shape and for. 



 

 

 

 

Our findings provide an exploration of how a firm shapes its business model (Amit & 

Zott, 2001; Baden Fuller and Morgan, 2010) when originating from a community-based 

movement, and in doing so, it zooms in on the shifts of the value proposition on both demand- 

and the supply-side (Priem, 2007; Priem and Swink, 2012). Our study complements existing 

research with three main contributions, which significantly expand how we conceptualize 

movements’ evolution, cooptation, and value propositions. First, we provide a comprehensive 

understanding of the process and mechanism that characterizes the evolution of a movement into 

a single business. To do so, we granularly appreciate and contrast how the movement's value 

proposition, value creation, and value capture are innovated over time. Second, we complement 

previous research on movements' cooptative tensions (e.g., Lounsbury, Ventresca, and Hirsch, 

2003; Reinecke and Ansari, 2015) by identifying two kinds of new tensions – namely, the 

‘Alienation from the movement orchestration' and the ‘Market identity ambiguity.’ The former – 

common to those movements that are shifted into one single commercial initiative – indicates the 

distress emerging when members get excluded from those steering activity which they led before 

the transition. The latter – common to those movements where members are both producers and 

consumers of value – indicates the members’ concerns derived from being asked to pay for 

something they have contributed to create. Lastly, we shed light on how community-based 

movements which morph into businesses tend to “decouple values from practices” (Hedberg & 

Lounsbury, 2021: 11) in pursuit of scale and profits and eventually consolidate two separated 

value propositions. Such a separation challenges the conceptualization of value propositions as 

still and only customer-oriented, instead suggesting that value systems may be inherently more 

complex and unstable than currently considered, and that community-based movements may be a 

fertile empirical ground to deepen the scholarly understanding of such compelling dynamics. 



 

 

 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

The Movement-Market Tensions 

The typical goals associated with market ethos (i.e., efficiency and profit) are often 

perceived to be in conflict with movements that promote social good, sustainability, and the 

wellbeing of a community. A “community of practice,” a common presence and driving force at 

the foundation of most movements, can be defined as a “group of people bound together by 

shared expertise, practices, ideas, and passion” (Wenger and Snyder, 2000: 139). Among other 

topics, the literature on such community-based movements focuses on the processes through 

which community-based values are introduced into existing markets (e.g., Hedberg and 

Lounsbury, 2021, Weber, Rao, & Thomas, 2009), or on the sources and outcomes of value 

conflict in market exchange systems (Balsiger & Schiller-Merkens, 2019; Fourcade & Healy, 

2007). The scaling up of movements is regarded as a double-edged sword (see among others,  

King and Pearce, 2010; Weber, Heinze, and DeSoucey, 2008). On the one hand, movements 

need to maintain the authenticity of their core values and mitigate the entry of non-adherents 

who may diminish the salience of their identities. On the other hand, they risk marginalization, 

irrelevance, and even dissipation if they cannot draw mainstream participation for scaling and 

impact. In other words, movements can easily find themselves in contrasting situations, where 

they either remain confined to niche communities and markets or dilute their core values in the 

attempt to expand to mass adoption and penetrate mainstream markets.   

The complex mechanism of audience expansion often described as ‘cooptation’ (e.g., 

Hirsch, Lounsbury, & Ventresca, 2003) and has been investigated in many empirical contexts. 

For instance, the scaling up of the organic food movement led to more profit-oriented players, 

and certifications became product-based rather than producer-based, a somewhat controversial 



 

 

 

 

compromise given the original intent of the original community (Lee et al., 2017). Similarly, 

Ellingson (2016) described the metamorphosis of the American Protestantism movement in the 

United States, which passed from small communities to refashioned megachurches, where 

individual pastors had “literally steered religious organizations to behaving like for-profit 

businesses as they build brand identities and services in pursuit of a market share” (Ellingson, 

2016: 70-71). More recently, the Fair-Trade movement, which initially sought to reform unfair 

agricultural trading practices in developing countries, was found to adopt conventional market 

mechanisms such as standardization or certification as “a necessary evil to satisfy buyers’ 

demand” (Munir, Ansari, & Brown, 2021: 4) for ethically sourced goods (Reinecke & Ansari, 

2015). Lastly, Munir, Ansari and Brown (2021) narration of the forty-years metamorphosis of 

yoga, born among communities in direct opposition to the market economy and eventually 

turned into a “commodity” (Radin, 1996: 6), proves that even countercultural movements 

featuring a no-profit, anti-materialistic nature can be “extracted from their socio-historical 

contexts to walk hand in hand” with markets (Munir, Ansari & Brown, 2021: 6). However, 

scholars have highlighted that movements are rarely coopted in their entirety as they typically 

adopt strategies to balance their authenticity and the commercialization of their identity. For 

instance, Hedberg and Lounsbury (2020) advanced a two-step process to mitigate cooptation in 

which distinctive values and practices are first decoupled to allow mainstream participation and 

then recoupled after the audience has expanded sufficiently.  

Yet, the majority of the movements literature focusing on how movements handle, if at 

all, the identity-threatening process of evolution, has largely focused on bottom-up engagement 

of some movement members and communities with market actors (e.g., Carroll & Swaminathan, 

2000; Rao et al., 2003; Weber et al., 2009). Most transformations originated from multiple actors 



 

 

 

 

which individually or collectively engaged with for-profit logic. As these actors often act in an 

uncoordinated and heterogeneous way, studies often focus on the (dis)alignment of the various 

instances characterizing this bottom-up initiative. This implies that market affiliation happens by 

exploding the movement in a myriad of distinct initiatives – e.g., while some yoga communities 

maintain the original aim and spirituality, others have steered towards popular commercialization 

of the practice to get closer to fitness or relaxation activities (Munir, Ansari & Brown, 2021). In 

these instances, the community is likely to enjoy a considerate degree of freedom; movement 

members are allowed to affiliate with any “de-natured” (Purser & Milillo, 2015: 15) variation of 

the original, authentic movement. On the contrary, movements that morph into single ventures 

are less likely to accommodate all the different needs and represent the entire set of values 

initially shared among members of the community. As a result, the mechanisms by which 

commercialization imperatives are integrated in these movements may not fully overlap with 

those of previously investigated phenomena. Movements that morph into single businesses may 

be a source of new tensions and (resolving) tactics precisely because of the limited heterogeneity 

that these transitions allow for. Furthermore, the identity-threatening tensions that emerge as 

organizations evolve and innovate and are likely to become more palpable as orchestrators 

engage with the concept of “value” and how this is created, delivered, and captured for and by 

their stakeholders (Kumaraswamy, Garud, & Ansari, 2018). Therefore, it is key, to fully frame 

this phenomenon, to engage with research which has recently inquired and to in part revised the 

traditional concept of “value” in organizations and markets. 

Value Proposition, Value Creation and Capture Logics in Community-Based Movements 

Scholars typically conceptualize value creation-value capture mechanisms, and related 

value propositions as constitutive elements of business models (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 

2010; Peprah, Giachetti, Larsen, & Rajwani, 2021; Teece, 2010). Value creation comprehends 



 

 

 

 

the activities performed by a “value system” (Porter, 1985) – a focal firm or series of firms – 

which transforms inputs into products or services for end-users. In most value systems, value 

creation is driven by consumers' expectations of the benefits they will receive from the purchase. 

Value creation for consumers is at the heart of demand-side strategy research, and it is necessary 

to understand and mobilize a firm’s monetization (i.e., value capture) (Priem, 2007; Rietveld, 

2018). Value capture refers to appropriating some portion of that value and it is common to any 

for-profit organization (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002). Consumers transfer monetary value 

into the value system in exchange of the bundle of promised benefits (i.e. value proposition) 

(Bowman & Ambrosini, 2001; Brandenburger & Stuart Jr., 1996). Without the right value 

appropriation mechanism in place, organizations may ‘leave money on the table’ by ceding value 

to paying consumers or by forgoing revenues from untapped consumers (Rietveld, 2018).  

The concept of value proposition draws the attention of both marketing (Payne, Frow, & 

Eggert, 2017; Payne et. al, 2020) and business model scholars (Baden-Fuller & Mangematin, 

2013; Massa, Tucci, & Afuah, 2016) investigating organizations’ representation of their 

activities to stakeholders (Baden-Fuller and Morgan, 2010). Value propositions are defined as “a 

strategic tool facilitating communication of an organization’s ability to share resources and offer 

a superior value package” (Payne, Frow, & Eggert, 2017: 472). Essentially, value propositions 

help convey key information about firms’ distinctive offerings and how they aim to create and 

capture value (Aversa, Huyghe, & Bonadio, 2021; Tantalo & Priem, 2016; Teece, 2010). As 

such, value propositions have emerged as viable ways for organizations to communicate their 

strategic positioning and enable comparisons with relevant competitors (Berman, 2012; Rietveld, 

2018). Value propositions need to ideally fit suitable business models but are in principle 

separable. For instance, Costa Coffee and Starbucks compete in the café and coffee shop market 



 

 

 

 

deploying comparable business models. Yet, while the latter’s value proposition promotes 

sustainability, the former is oriented towards consumption quality, even though both firms 

maintain several fair-trade practices and certifications (cf. Aversa, Huyghe, & Bonadio, 2021).  

Whereas value propositions are typically directed towards customers, scholars extended 

their applicability to other essential stakeholder groups involved in the value system (Mish & 

Scammon, 2010; Tantalo & Priem, 2016). As such, crafting value propositions may be an 

inherently more complex and iterative process than what previously imagined. Recent studies 

demonstrated how sophisticated organizations might adopt different value propositions to 

accommodate the needs and expectations of other customers or stakeholder groups (Garud, 

Kumaraswamy, Roberts, & Xu, 2020). For instance, Uzunca, Rigtering, & Ozcan (2018) showed 

how digital firms operating the same activities across different geographies might adopt different 

value propositions across countries to obtain institutional legitimacy. Similarly, Belleflamme & 

Neysen (2021) theorized the concept of a multisided value proposition, which entails the 

coexistence of parallel value propositions for different user groups of multi-sided platforms (i.e., 

suppliers of content and end-users). Alternatively, Emerson (2003) conceptualized “blended 

value proposition,” in which both economic and social value is accounted for and either one of 

the two is conveyed depending on the nature of the different stakeholders. As for-profit 

organizations that aim to address social problems have grown in number (Dacin, Dacin, & 

Tracey, 2011), the process of integrating social welfare and commercial aims in blended value 

proposition has received growing scholarly attention in recent years.   

Most of these organizations – otherwise known as “hybrids” (Battilana & Dorado, 2010: 

1419) – are born in a precarious balance between the two parallel value logics by communicating 

value propositions inherently different yet perfectly coherent with the organizational identity 



 

 

 

 

(Hoffman, Gullo, and Haigh, 2012). For instance, Work Integration Social Enterprises generate 

revenues by moving at-risk populations into employment (Pache & Santos, 2013), microfinance 

create income by extending loans to the poor (Battilana & Dorado, 2010), and renewable energy 

firms produce profitable and ecologically beneficial electricity (York, Hargrave, & Pacheco, 

2016). On the contrary, movements that eventually engage with the market economy and adopt 

blended value propositions – often in unequivocal opposition – do so at a later stage of their 

evolution. The process of dynamically adapting value propositions in accordance with 

movements’ aims leads to the generation of new, unexplored challenges arising from the 

potential conflicts between the logics that such value propositions embody (Glynn, 2000; Zilber, 

2002). Furthermore, tensions among conflicting logics risk to aggravate as one value logic gains 

dominance over other, and therefore heterogeneous value propositions are generally regarded as 

highly unstable (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). Still, there is only limited theoretical and 

understanding of the winding process by which movements strike a balance between 

heterogenous value logics and redefine their value proposition accordingly. As such, we center 

our investigation on exploring how community-based movements morph into full-fledged 

businesses and, in doing so, dynamically redefine their value proposition. 

METHOD 

Our longitudinal investigation of how a community-based movement turns into a 

business adopts standard protocols for qualitative research (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2013; 

Corbin and Strauss, 1990) by leveraging both primary and archival sources. This approach is 

well-suited to address our research question as it allows us to explore and compare the different 

interpretations of the transformation process (Isabella, 1990). Consistently with this type of 



 

 

 

 

research design, we aim to formulate comprehensive narratives blending actors, events, and 

historical facts to develop a process-based theoretical understanding (George & Bennett, 2005).  

Empirical Setting 

This work advances a qualitative, exploratory analysis of the process – and the 

underlying mechanisms – of movements which progressively morph into businesses. To do so, 

we center our study on Rockin’1000 – also known as “The Biggest Rock Band on Earth” – 

which originated as a crowd-funded, no-profit movement of rock enthusiasts, and later morphed 

into a fully-fledged for-profit business. The initiative in focus was launched by Fabio Zaffagnini, 

a young Italian rock music enthusiast, which envisioned convincing the internationally acclaimed 

rock band “Foo Fighters” to come and play in his hometown Cesena (Italy). To do so, Zaffagnini 

identified, coordinated, and reunited in Cesena a thousand amateur musicians to simultaneously 

perform the song “Learn to Fly” – one of the most famous Foo Fighter’s rock anthems. Born as a 

no-profit initiative, the costs for the equipment were sustained by a crowdfunding campaign, 

while musicians (coming from all Italy and in some cases abroad) were playing for free and were 

asked to cover their own costs (travel, accommodation, subsistence, instruments etc.). The 

performance, filmed and uploaded on YouTube, went immediately “viral” – totaling more than 

sixteen million views in the first month (Payne, 2021)– and captured the attention of print media, 

online blogs, and radio stations around the world. The Rockin’1000 initiative was successful 

insofar the Foo Fighters ultimately agreed to perform in Cesena in November 2015 (Colasanti, 

2015). What originally started as a coordinated no-profit movement aimed to reunite a scattered 

group of rock enthusiasts to pursue a one-off initiative was then transformed into a company, 

which aims to coordinate the “the Biggest Rock Band on Earth” to collectively perform rock 

concerts in front of big audiences hosted in major international venues (LeFigaro, 2021; Tunig, 

2018). Today, it is an inherently more complex organization in which movement and business 



 

 

 

 

have converged and coexist. Such simultaneous performances of one-thousand musicians were 

(and still are) perceived by community members as “art for art’s sake,” worth being pursued 

without any secondary intent – and in fact, they perform for free and cover their costs.  However, 

Rockin’1000 operates as a registered company with paid staff, and generates profit for their 

shareholder by leveraging the passion, time, and financial commitment of a community of users 

who still participate for the mere enjoyment of performing together.  

Rockin’1000 is thus an ideal setting to address our research question for several reasons. 

First, Rockin’1000 represents an “unusual revelatory case” (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) to 

illustrate the processes, mechanisms, and tensions that originated as the movement transitioned 

into a business following a top-down approach. Second, between 2014 and 2016, the events and 

happenings in focus went “viral” in the media and on the internet provided a significant amount 

of archival data, in prompt reflections of key actors, which ideally suited our case study design. 

The archival data is also remarkably diverse, with several music enthusiasts and amateur 

musicians who shared their stories in heterogeneous content forms (e.g., newspapers, online 

blogs, radio shows, videos). Third, trends in the music business are also viable phenomena for 

management research, and they have notably also been explored in various studies (e.g., 

Anthony, Nelson, & Tripsas, 2016; Cattani, Dunbar, & Shapira, 2013), thus offering us a 

repertoire of excellent empirical strategies to make sense of the observed phenomenon. 

Data Collection 

Given the complex nature of our phenomenon, we first rooted our study on publicly 

available archival data, and only then we combined them with primary sources. Such data 

sources provided us with sufficient comprehension of the main events constituting the origin and 

evolution of Rockin’1000. The collection of archival data blended articles from international 

media sources (e.g., The New York Times, The Guardian) with the Italian press, which 



 

 

 

 

extensively covered the phenomenon given its local relevance. Similarly, audio and video 

sources included both community-driven materials (retrieved through YouTube), the docufilm 

“We are the Thousand” (2020) dedicated to the initiative, and episodes on international TV 

channels (e.g., CNN, RAI). In total, the material analyzed added up to approximately 810 

minutes of content, which helped us obtaining further visibility on Rockin’1000’s value 

propositions at the different stages of its transformation process. The collection of secondary data 

was developed using the databases Factiva and Google. The search included both English- and 

Italian-language documents (given the original location of the movement) containing the words 

“Rockin’1000” or “Rock in 1000”, which yielded just above 800 documents. We then used the 

filter function “high similarity” to avoid re-posted articles with minor or no additional 

information and, from an initial retrieval of circa 800 pieces, we selected 101 documents (for a 

total round of 493 pages) based on content relevance and source reliability. Table 1 and Table 2 

respectively present the main secondary data sources analyzed and the portion of secondary 

sources containing written or recorded interviews of Rockin’1000’s most influential members. 

[Insert Table 1 and 2 about here] 

Primary sources were mostly collected with the intent to gain insiders’ perspective on the 

phenomenon and to validate our interpretation and coding (Gibson, 2017; Jick, 1979). Such data 

was gathered via semi-structured interviews (Corbetta, 2003) which were conducted both in 

person and online through the mean of video communication platforms (e.g., Zoom, Microsoft 

Teams)1. Semi-structured interviews offered depth on the focal subject while allowing 

interviewees to digress and enrich our understanding with other details (Bryman, 2012). These 

 

1 The data collection was developed throughout 2021. During the lockdown of the Covid-19 pandemic, online 

interactions were deemed as the only suitable mode to engage with our informants. 



 

 

 

 

‘conversations’ proved essential to clarify the motivations, tensions, and aims behind 

Rockin’1000 value creation and capture along its transformation process. Overall, 56 interviews 

were conducted (for a total round of approximately 840 minutes), recorded, and transcribed. 

Table 3 provides an overview of our interviews. 

[Insert Table 3 about here] 

We aimed to collect a diversity of perspectives by combining three main sources: the 

Rockin’1000 company, its community of volunteering musicians, and broader external 

stakeholders such as media, influencers, and music enthusiasts. We first gathered primary input 

from the members of Rockin’1000’s community, who experienced the initiative through its 

development. Comparing the diverging views of enthusiastic and disappointed members across 

new joiners and early participants (some of which eventually left the community) mitigated the 

possibility of selective biases, thus providing a comprehensive, objective understanding of the 

phenomenon. After a moderate number of interviews with members of Rockin’1000’s 

community, we were able to leverage on such connections and we received an invitation to a 

Rockin’1000 event. In particular, we attended the 2nd edition of “Alma in 100” – an event co-

hosted by the University of Bologna which, because of its proximity with Cesena, mostly 

featured experienced, local musicians who joined the movement in its early days. In this 

occasion, we conducted semi-structured interviews with Fabio Zaffagnini and some of its closest 

collaborators. We also leveraged informal conversations with event participants to triangulate 

our initial findings and experience first-hand the mechanisms previously identified.  

To keep our semi-structured interviews on point, we decided to follow a guideline of 

open-ended questions (Berger, 2000). As such, the interviews were divided into four main parts: 

(1) the exploration of what the movement originally was and what it meant for the first members 



 

 

 

 

of the community; (2) the acknowledgement of the movement’s early success and the appraisal 

of a change of direction; (3) the split between the orchestrating firm and the community along 

with the consequent reactions; and (4) the manifestation of tensions within the movement and 

mitigating actions pursued by the orchestrating firm.2  

Data Analysis 

Our data analysis encompassed four separate activities: 1) Timeline and temporal 

bracketing (Langley, 1999); 2) event analysis and open coding (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 

2013); 3) axial coding (Corbin & Strauss, 1990); and 4) process development and validation 

(Langley, 1999). While presented in sequence, the phases proceeded in iterative form. They 

required us to go back to previous steps to implement adjustments as we clarified critical aspects. 

Timeline and Temporal Bracketing. At first, we defined the timeline and underlying 

stages of Rockin’1000’s transformation process – also known as “temporal bracketing” 

(Langley, 1999). After extensive archival research and collection of primary data, we identified 

the starting point of our phenomenon with the upload of Rockin’1000’s first “Call to Action” 

video in December 2014. Then, we analyzed the flow of “critical junctures” – events that 

followed the movement’s inception and that “durably transformed previous structure and 

practices” (Sewell, 1996: 843), which allowed to build a timeline of main events (See Figure A1 

in the Appendix). As our empirical study progressed, it became clear that such critical junctures 

were the events that triggered the transformation of the movement’s micro-level elements, which 

we had captured via coding (see below). In parallel, we also traced back Rockin’1000’s vibrant 

activity on social media platforms (i.e., Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter) to study how the 

movement’s organizational changes were communicated and welcomed by the community (See 

 

2 The interview protocol is available upon request. 



 

 

 

 

Figure A2 in the Appendix). We concluded our timeline in Fall 2021, when the event which we 

attended was held. In that occasion, the founder and his collaborators claimed to have 

consolidated and ratified new organizational arrangements hallmarking a new beginning their 

initiative. This justified the endpoint of our timeline. 

Event Analysis & Open Coding. We leveraged our data to identify events and micro-level 

changes that altered the initiative during the period under study. We began sorting our data along 

with four units of observation: (1) audience; (2) business model; (3) value proposition; and (4) 

nature of the initiative. These functioned as “data containers,” which consistently captured the 

micro-level processes unfolding throughout the time window under study (Kaplan, 2008: 733). 

We inferred an underlying evolutionary path by clustering data in these four units of observation 

and noting how tangible and intangible elements changed across time. Next, we followed an 

open coding of data (as per Corbin and Strauss, 1990) to crystallize such an evolutionary path. 

The elements populating these “data containers” also supported the identification of a broad, 

heterogeneous, and initially unstructured set of codes.  

Axial Coding. In line with Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton (2013), our axial coding tried to 

reduce the initially extensive and at times redundant set of codes into a smaller and more 

parsimonious selection. By consolidating redundant codes and eliminating poorly supported 

ones, we ended up identifying 24 first-order concepts. These were elements close to the terms 

and expressions used by our informants and sources. Then, we compared and further collapsed 

by similarity our 24 first-order concepts through an iterative process, leading to 12 second-order 

themes. Finally, following a similar procedure, these 12 codes pointed to four overarching 

aggregate dimensions (i.e., ‘Community Evangelization’, ‘Community to Business Transition’, 



 

 

 

 

Community-based Business Emergence’, and ‘Community-based Business Development’). The 

structure of our coding can be seen in Figure 1. 

[Insert Figure 1 about here] 

Process development and validation. We then went back to our timeline, mapped our 

codes along the sequence of main events in our timeline, and connected them accordingly. A 

sequential, intuitive process emerged as a result, which theorizes an evolutionary path about how 

movements do morph into businesses. This process was discussed among three researchers and 

validated with the help of experts of the Rockin’1000 phenomenon. Diverging interpretations 

were extensively discussed, resolved, or discarded until sufficient generalizability was granted. 

FINDINGS 

Process overview 

To facilitate the readability of our findings and complex processes, we align to recent 

methodological recommendations and follow a “model-led composition” (Berends & Deken, 

2021). Accordingly, we first introduce the overall process model and its constituting elements, 

and we then illustrate the empirical evidence using this theoretical scaffold as an organizing 

device. Figure 2 depicts the transition from movement-based community to business following a 

top-down takeover by one of its members (in our case, the founder). 

[Insert Figure 2 about here] 

As noted earlier, some movements explicitly oppose the idea of pursuing for-profit 

initiatives in favor of what they consider to be social or community-based aims. The complexity 

of managing the movement rises as its activities scale up, thus often requiring an increasingly 

professional, managerial approach. In addition, market opportunities may emerge and transform 

purpose-driven initiatives into profit-seeking businesses. Such dynamics are evident across the 



 

 

 

 

four macro phases of the evolutionary process we advance which map onto the chronological 

sequence of events of our case. First – in the 'Community Evangelization' phase – we provide an 

understanding of the birth of the movement and its ‘Unified Value Proposition,’ characterized by 

a ‘Collective Value Creation’ and a ‘Collective, No-profit Value Capture.’ Second – in the 

‘Community to Business Transition’ phase – we emphasize the importance of a series of 

‘Catalyzing Activities’ and the subsequent emergence of the ‘Value Creation Surplus & New 

Business Opportunity’ as an essential ingredient to spark the inception of a new business. The 

latter leads to the generation of ‘Transition Tensions,’ which determine a first shakeout in the 

community. Third – in the ‘Community-based Business Emergence’ phase – we introduce the 

concept ‘Separated Value Propositions,’ which opposes the ‘Traditional Value Creation’ and 

‘Firm-based, For-profit Value Capture’ for the orchestrating firm to the ‘Collective Value 

Creation’ and ‘Collective, No-profit value Capture’ of the community. Last – in the ‘Community-

based Business Development’ phase, we introduce the emergence of ‘Development Tensions’ 

within the community, which initially trigger shakeout or adaptation across members of the 

community but, once resolved, set the ground for an ongoing interplay between two contrasting 

forces: 'Business Consolidation’ and ‘Business Decline.’ 

Community Evangelization 

Rockin’1000 was officially born on the 17th of December 2014, when Fabio Zaffagnini 

filmed and uploaded on the video-sharing platform Vimeo the pitch for a new crowdfunding 

campaign. The resources raised were aimed at coordinating 1,000 amateur musicians to join and 

simultaneously play a song by the renowned American rock band “Foo Fighters”  with the aim to 

convince its members to play in Cesena, the hometown of Zaffagnini, (Centomo, 2016). Fabio 

Zaffagnini divided his action plan into four sequential milestones – or “shared miracles,” in his 

own words: 



 

 

 

 

“Raising €40,000, recruiting a thousand musicians, producing music rather than noise, and 

bringing the Foo Fighters in Cesena.” (Fabio Zaffagnini, Rockin’1000 Founder and Director; 

Source: Interview, 2021)  

These specific, tangible milestones aligned the intentions of the founder, his 

collaborators, and the contributors, blending them into one ‘Unified Value Proposition’ for the 

whole movement. The initial community members differed in personal and professional 

background, yet they were united by the initiative’s collective, no profit aim as well as “extreme 

passion about rock music and authentic intentions” [Fabio Zaffagnini in (Montemagno, 2018)]. 

The contribution of the initial community members – in terms of resources, time, and know-how 

– made the value creation process an effort that further bound the community members and 

intensified the commitment towards the collective experience. 

 “We were all involved in different ways. Everyone in the community, given his professional 

background, was bringing part of her know-how for this project.” [Claudia Spadoni, Participant 

of the first event & Executive Director; Source: (Centomo, 2016)]  

Such ‘Collective Value Creation’, enhanced by an inspiring communication campaign, 

drove the project to rapid success and made it go ‘viral’ in the press, social media, and the 

Internet. The crowdfunding campaign hit the target after only five months (Sansavini, 2018). The 

community members – a scattered movement of amateur rock musicians who used to perform in 

front of small venues, and pubs’ crowds – would suddenly share the collective, no-profit aim to 

jointly own a major stage. These ‘rockers’ revealed to be not solely attracted by Rockin’1000 

because of the opportunity to coopt the “Foo Fighters,” but also because of the authentic and 

spontaneous community feeling surrounding the initiative, which hallmarked the movement’s 

‘Collective, No-profit Value Capture.’ The public skepticism initially surrounding the project 

enhanced a sense of collective ownership among community members, who felt motivated to 

play against the odds. While contributors enjoyed no economic return and had to self-finance 



 

 

 

 

their participation, gratification did come as a reward for their collective participation. Musicians 

could finally stand together as one and collectively express their enthusiasm for rock music.  

"The thought that I was part of the emotion to stand one next to each other is what made me do it 

- I had always dreamed to have people hugging me, kissing me, high-fiving me as if I was a 

famous person." (Cristina Ferretti, Participant of the first event; Source: Interview, 2021) 

 Community to Business Transition  

In less than one year from the initial idea, the group had achieved its objective. On 

Sunday 26th July 2015, at the hippodrome of Cesena (Italy), one thousand amateur musicians 

played in sync the song “Learn to Fly” in a collective effort to convince Foo Fighters to come 

and perform in Zaffagnini’s hometown (Victor, 2015). The exhibition was filmed and uploaded 

on the video-sharing platform YouTube before going viral by collecting more than sixteen 

million views during the first month alone (Payne, 2021).3 The initiative’s unforeseeable success 

set the grounds for a series of ‘Catalyzing Activities’ that interested Rockin’1000 in the months 

following the first event. Among such activities and events, Foo Fighters’ enthusiastic response 

to Rockin’1000’s invite to play in Cesena became the first, tangible reward for the community. 

"To see so many people put so much time, and effort, and love into making music moved me to 

tears (…) An experience like this comes once in a lifetime." [Dave Grohl, Front man of Foo 

Fighters; Source: (Victor, 2015)] 

The global attention received eventually brought the Foo Fighters to entertain a small, 

intimate audience made of musicians, volunteers, and contributors of the Rockin’1000 project on 

the 3rd of November at the Carisport Arena in Cesena (Shepherd, 2016). This ‘thank you concert’ 

hallmarked the achievement of the fourth milestone (or “miracle”) of what Zaffagnini initially 

conceived as an informal, no-profit movement-driven initiative. Despite the event marking the 

 

3 See the “Learn to Fly” by Rockin’1000 video at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JozAmXo2bDE. The video 

today (July 2021) totalled around 57.3 million views, and 33,400 comments. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JozAmXo2bDE


 

 

 

 

completion of original project's, it did not become the end of Rockin’1000. Over the following 

months, the movement’s rising popularity continued. Feeling as rockstars – even if only for one 

day – was an inherently powerful value proposition (Petrillo, 2019). Furthermore, Zaffagnini’s 

project had untapped new, unplanned opportunities for networking and partnerships among 

‘millini,’ which made a case for Rockin’1000’s survival as a community of rock enthusiasts 

beyond the event for and with Foo Fighters (Muraro, 2017). The desire for further and different 

types of engagement pervaded a portion of the community, which was eventually willing to give 

continuity to the collective initiative at all costs.  

"No-one really knew what the next miracle could have looked like, but I knew I wanted to be part 

of it at all costs." (Andrea Rossi, Participant of the first event; Source: Interview, 2021) 

The rising interest surrounding Rockin’1000 fueled growing number of requests from 

various parties asking the band to partner-up and continue performing. The unexpected support 

received from members and non-members of the community eventually convinced Fabio 

Zaffagnini and his closest collaborators that the ‘Value Creation Surplus’ generated from the 

initial event could open up a ‘New Business Opportunity.’ 

“A thousand musicians playing are also a great band. So we said, let’s call ourselves ‘the 

biggest rock band in the world’ and let’s start doing what bands do.”[Fabio Zaffagnini, 

Rockin’1000 Founder and Director; Source: (Montemagno, 2018)] 

While many community members agreed that continuity had to be given to such an 

inspiring and meaningful initiative, there were plenty of emerging opportunities yet little 

agreement on the most adequate operating model for Rockin’1000 going forward. 

“Some of us wanted to replicate the same format for other rockstars (…) some others even felt 

we had to become some sort of travel agency.” (Claudio Cavallaro, Participant of the first event 

& Guitar Leader, Source: Interview,2021)  

For the first time since its start, the Rockin’1000 movement experienced disagreement 

within its community. The selection of the future format was eventually cast by Fabio Zaffagnini 



 

 

 

 

and a group of close collaborators, which had invested considerable time and resources by then. 

A small yet vocal portion of the community however, considered the decision as an actual 

takeover. Some community members rejected the newly established, self-appointed steering 

group, which they perceived as an arbitrary top-down decision-making authority. The change 

suggested a departure from the original principles of unity, togetherness, and equality. 

“We had built a precious creature which made rock bands such as the Foo Fighters shake. I felt 

betrayed when Fabio (Zaffagnini) decided to appoint himself and few others as the Chiefs-in-

command.” (Undisclosed Informant; Participant of the first event: Interview, 2021) 

The alienation from the movement’s orchestration gave birth to ‘Transition Tensions’ in 

the form of explicit attrition among sub-groups of the movement’s community. Such tensions 

became particularly palpable across two main dimensions: value creation and value capture (see 

Table A3 in the Appendix). First, Rockin’1000 was indeed born as a non-profit initiative with 

the ambition to capture the attention of global rockstars. Early members refused to think of music 

and musicians as mere replaceable commodities – a common belief within the audiences and 

small venues (i.e., bars, pubs) they would typically perform for.  

“For many of us who played in local pubs, Rockin’1000 was an outlet, a relief valve (…) once 

we saw that the organization started treating us just like local pubs did, that relief turned into 

frustration.” (Lorenzo Testa, Participant of the first event, Source: Interview, 2021) 

Part of the community felt deprived of a portion of that responsibility – giving birth to a 

sense of alienation from value creation. The transformation of Rockin’1000’s movement into a 

music company by Zaffagnini and his close collaborators was thus perceived by some as an 

autocratic takeover rather than as a product of a democratic decision-making process.  

Second, Rockin’1000 was also deeply rooted within the concept of sharing an end-to-end 

journey – from value creation to value capture – which originally included sharing the planning, 

costs, work and, of course, the same rewards across participants and organizers (i.e., the 

excitement of playing together and all being invited to meet the Foo Fighters in person). After 



 

 

 

 

the first performance at the hippodrome of Cesena, band members were indeed acclaimed as 

rockstars by their local newspapers because they owned a part of the initiative’s success (Petrillo, 

2019). Yet, those people were mostly individuals who refused to pursue their passion for music 

via commercial arrangements – reason why, for most of them, playing rock had remained an 

unpaid hobby, not a job – and, as such, could not accept Rockin’1000’s market affiliation.  

“It turned out to be nothing more than a huge rock band made of ignorant people – as if rock 

needed such a thing to recover credibility – designed and run just to make the organizers 

richer.” (Lorenzo Testa, Participant of the first event; Source: Interview, 2021) 

The conveyance of the idea that, by performing at concerts for free, community members 

would benefit just as much as the orchestrating firm did, was insufficient to legitimize the co-

existence of a firm-based, profit-oriented along with a community-based value capture and 

created episodes of frictions. Over time, several early members expressed their disappointment 

and left the community (Longliverocknroll.it, 2018). Members who were inspired by 

Rockin’1000’s original, authentic, and somewhat revolutionary aim and value proposition loudly 

lamented disappointment as the project sought continuation under different shape, form, and 

scale. Disagreements eventually resulted in a process of member shakeout in the pre-transition 

community. Nevertheless, what some perceived as an autocratic takeover, did turn out to be 

source of relief for many others – especially for those members that valued fun and togetherness 

enough to even accept to pay a hypothetical a membership fee in order to remain involved.  

“Rockin’1000 is one of the few sources of happiness completely free on this planet (…) I would 

not mind doing my part to keep such an incredible machine up and running.” (Claudio Tinelli, 

Other pre-transition Member; Source: Interview, 2021) 

Therefore, on the 27th of August 2015, Rockin’1000 Limited Liability Company was 

established by Zaffagnini and his collaborators (Drudi, 2015) in search of profit, fame, and 

growth. Since that day, the management of the newly-born business – and orchestrators of the 



 

 

 

 

movement – moved closer to a business model, value proposition, and target audience typical of 

companies operating in the live music industry.  

Community-Based Business Emergence 

In the months that followed the establishment of Rockin’1000 as a business, the initiative 

underwent a deep internal restructuring in order to become an organization where both business 

and community approaches could co-exist. As the business took form, the once “unified” value 

proposition – characterizing Rockin’1000 as a movement – was progressively substituted by 

‘Separated Value Propositions’ featuring the firm and the community at the two opposites.  

“We started to move like we were a hybrid between the management of a big band and a 

company that organizes events.” [Fabio Zaffagnini, Rockin’1000 Founder and Director: 

(Montemagno, 2018)] 

More importantly, the company started following more traditional business arrangements 

such as hiring experienced management or reaching out to external partners to shift the self-

funded logic with a business-backed one. The company was entitled to manage the organization 

of Rockin’1000’s events which encompassed several activities, including the identification of the 

venue and funders, the selection and adaptation of the setlist, the election and training of the 

band members, up to the performance execution, and the pre- and post-event promotion. In line 

with the ‘Traditional Value Creation’ logic, the company started adopting technological 

solutions (thanks to digital, app-based infrastructure) and standardized internal processes. The 

firm also launched a monetization mechanism that complemented self and third-party funding 

with the revenue from ticket sales as well as merchandise. The band members still played for 

free and covered their expenses, but the audience paid a fee to attend the event and watch the 

“Biggest Rock Band on Earth” perform iconic rock songs. While Rockin’1000’s movement 

initially refused for-profit logics, the new company relied on a traditional ‘Firm-based, For-

profit Value Capture.’ The profitability of the events depended on several variables: 



 

 

 

 

“Our profitability depends on the kind of event we are performing for (…) for instance, our 

“Rock in 100” format is not very profitable but it’s highly scalable and also somewhat easy to 

perform (...) our larger concerts instead are a whole different story.” (Maria Grazia Canu, 

Participant of the first event & Co-founder - Head of PR; Source: Interview, 2021) 

Furthermore, as Rockin’1000’s business consolidated, its original ambition to bring rock 

back to peripheral areas and fans was substituted by the desire to perform – and thus expand the 

new profit formula in the pursuit of new market opportunities – in larger, more central and 

overall appealing metropolitan areas. In embracing a more market-driven, mainstream, for-profit 

approach, the firm executives realized that the financial sustainability of the business could be 

achieved only if the musicians covered their own expenses foregoing any remuneration. Hence, 

Rockin’1000 publicly downplayed its business objectives while spreading messages that 

emphasized collective, no-profit aims. The band indeed preserved the original ‘Collective Value 

Creation.’ Rockin’1000 facilitated social connections and business relationships among a 

progressively more diverse community of music enthusiasts. Musicians continued to accept to 

travel at their own expense, carry their own instruments, and perform in front of paying attendees 

without any financial reward because of the pure enjoyment of the event – “just like attending a 

marathon.” [Fabio Zaffagnini in (Radio Deejay, 2019)]. Furthermore, as Rockin’1000’s events 

scaled up, the presence of large, enthusiastic audiences became source of new emotions for many 

musicians. The new initiative complemented the original vibe with the benefit of having an 

organization entirely focused on providing the best concert experiences for musicians.  

“It is all about the adrenaline to see fans in front of us, that’s what keeps us all in the game (…) 

yes, the people next to you on the stage may change from time to time, but the dose of adrenaline 

doesn’t.” (Vincenzo Forlani, Participant of the first event; Source: Interview, 2021) 

 Hence, the initial ‘Collective, No-profit Value Capture’ consolidated over time and, to 

some extent, was enhanced rather than diluted as the community grew and the new, shared 

identity emerged. The new, separated value propositions were first ‘tested’ with the first 



 

 

 

 

Rockin’1000’s live concert. On 31st of March 2016, Rockin’1000 launched a new crowdfunding 

campaign through its social media accounts – the first since its establishment – to collect 100,000 

euros and organize its first live concert (De Franchis, 2020). The latter took place at a crowded 

Manuzzi Stadium of Cesena – sold out for the occasion on the 23rd of July 2016. The one 

thousand-people band performed twenty-seven among the most iconic songs in the history of 

rock music (Shepherd, 2016). Surprisingly, only one of those songs was by the Foo Fighters – 

the trigger that gathered one thousand rock enthusiasts less than one year before —something 

that signaled a clear transition in the eyes of the community. 

“I still remember that when I saw the setlist I saw only one song of the Foo Fighters – that was 

sufficient to understand that we were witnessing something completely different.” (Matteo Costa, 

Participant of the first event; Source: Interview, 2021) 

Community-Based Business Development 

Since the original event, Rockin’1000 continued to grow. The orchestrating firm 

partnered with Sony Music Entertainment and recorded a CD and a DVD of the first event, made 

available worldwide in 2017 (Petrillo, 2021b). In addition, Rockin’1000’s merchandise started 

being available for purchase on Amazon (De Franchis, 2020).  

“Currently, Rockin’1000 is a money machine, there are a million of different ways to make 

money.” (Renato Rosati, Participant of the first event: Interview, 2021) 

In the following years, Rockin’1000 tried to expand the scope of its a activities (other 

than concerts) – through organizing summer camps (Muraro, 2017) or featuring in commercial 

ads for well-known brands (CesenaToday, n.d.) along with charity and non-profit projects 

(Balena, 2016). Nevertheless, live exhibitions remained at the core of Rockin’1000’s activities, 

and its separated value proposition proved to cater a larger number of amateur musicians willing 

to join the community as well as rock fans willing to pay the ticket price to attend events. Over 

time, Rockin’1000’s exhibitions became increasingly professionalized (Sangermano, 2019). 



 

 

 

 

However, Rockin’1000’s transition from non-profit, community-based movement to successful 

for-profit business posed new, unforeseen challenges. The complex interplay between the 

orchestrating firm and the fast-growing community generated specific ‘Development Tensions’ 

(See Table A3 in the Appendix). Specifically, the consolidation of Rockin’1000’s new 

organizational arrangement produced two sources of attrition that exacerbated the delicate 

relationship between the orchestrating firm and a part of the community.  

First, the movement's recruitment mechanism, once based on enthusiasm for rock music, 

became subject to criticism by a growing portion of the community. Given the increasing 

requests to enter the band but the capping to 1,000 members due to logistics limitations, joining 

events became harder and harder, ruled by a “first come, first served” basis, and thus influenced 

by luck rather than passion or tenure. Securing a spot in the band became similar to purchasing 

tickets as an attendee – in both cases, places would get “sold out” in the first few minutes.  

“Nowadays a singer with a classical music background can “steal” spot to perform at 

Rockin’1000’s concerts by “stealing” it from an amateur, die-hard rock fanatic just because she 

clicked the fastest?” (Barbara Caserta, Member of the Thousand; Source: Interview, 2021) 

In addition, Rockin’1000’s relationships with its business partners eventually became 

more complex and imposed several compromises to the original movement, which were 

ultimately accepted in the name of scale and profits. Requirements included a smaller band, a 

different mix of instruments, a particular repertoire, a minimum number of musicians from a 

specific country, or combination of the previous. Over time, Rockin’1000’s expansion generated 

a sense of marginality and frustration among some of the early members which did not see any 

advantage tributed to their early support to the movement. To mitigate this effect, Rockin’1000 

started to organize periodic gatherings; however, such events did not compare with the vibe and 

the atmosphere of actual concerts, which in turn had become more complex to attend. 



 

 

 

 

“Gathering are sometimes just a show to demonstrate that we are bound by something different 

than the vibe of the concert (…) I don’t think they make up for actual performances, at all.” 

(Andrea Longoni, Post-transition Member; Source: Interview, 2021) 

Second, the business establishment created radical changes for Rockin’1000, which were 

welcomed by the movement community with mixed feelings of enthusiasm and skepticism. As 

the movement accelerated its growth, community members had to face the operational 

limitations and complexities of being a smaller part of an organization made of more than one 

thousand members. Participants had to acknowledge and accept the idea that belonging to the 

movement entailed both an active and passive role at shows. In the attempt to maintain high 

levels of member involvement, Rockin’1000 started to promote and internally market its events 

to its very own community – which inevitably became part of both the collective production and 

the collective consumption of value. While some members welcomed the possibility of following 

Rockin’1000 as paying audience, some others cast doubts on the ambiguous role they felt 

relegated to –ultimately refusing the transition from “active” to “passive” membership.  

“The worse thing was seeing Rockin’1000 trying to sell its own events to us … it just made a bad 

situation even worse. If you ask me, I do not understand why some others just accept it and bring 

their families with them too.” (Giulia Corti, Post-transition Member; Source: Interview, 2021) 

Over time, Rockin’1000 elevated the practice of attending events either as a performer or 

as audience as a duty for all members who wanted to sustain the initiative, and promote the idea 

these actions were equally important.  

The ‘Development Tensions’ triggered a process of shakeout and adaptation which 

resembled the one occurred during the ‘Community to Business Transition’. However, in this 

instance, most individuals which left the movement where post-transition members which 

lamented disappointed and frustration due to both progressive marginalization and market 

identity ambiguity (See Table A6 in the Appendix). Yet, ‘Development Tensions’ seemed to 

have a rather marginal impact on the portion of participants to pre-transition members that had 



 

 

 

 

accepted the business inception and remained part of Rockin’1000 (See Table A6). In this sense, 

those members that experienced the ‘Community to Business Transition’ phase and accepted the 

‘Transition Tensions’ appeared to have become symbiotic with – and thus less affected by – 

Rockin’1000 disputed actions. While controversial for some post-transition members, the more 

diverse and heterogeneous community pleased others and appealed to many others. By 2021, the 

community counted more than twenty-five thousand members; however, it featured only half of 

the initial thousand that captured the attention of Foo Fighters (Progressonline.org, 2019). While 

in the beginning, the orchestrating firm was dismissive of diverging members’ opinions, over 

time, it realized the importance to try to engage in a conversation to consider, and when possible, 

implement suggestions and criticisms. It thus established new initiatives to engage with the 

members through social media that allowed Rockin’1000’s members to challenge the organizers. 

“Rockin’1000’s community is more than capable of speaking for itself. When in disagreement, 

members constructively advance their critics through our secret Facebook group.” [Fabio 

Zaffagnini, Rockin’1000 Founder and Director; Source: (Sansavini, 2018)] 

Such a bottom-up mechanism allowed the movement to navigate through its business 

development stage. As a result, Rockin’1000 indeed seemed to have found a delicate but 

somehow viable balance between its two value propositions, and the original movement 

appeared to be well-positioned to initiate a process of ‘Business Consolidation’ despite some 

competing forces towards ‘Business Decline’ did continue to exert their effect and push some 

members to leave. The projects of the post-pandemic agenda include planned events in the 

European continent, such as a two-day festival in the “Arena Lido” of Rimini and a new concert 

in the ‘Stade de France’ in Paris (LeFigaro, 2021), and will most likely help test the coexistence 

of a community-driven logic within a business-focused organization. 



 

 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

Our study aimed to identify how community-based movements transition into single businesses – 

addressing scholars’ pressing calls to deepen the academic understanding of “how the codes and 

practices imprinted at initial stages of a niche’s creation persist or are transformed with 

increasing institutionalization” (Weber, Heinze & DeSoucey, 2008). We move within the 

perimeter of the theory on movements, and more specific around their organizational foundation 

(Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2003), the transformation of their institutional logics, and the 

constructions of new organizational forms (Carroll and Swaminathan, 2000). However, in 

addressing our research question, we also deploy a new perspective at the intersection of 

research on movements and value proposition. As such, we theorize a model which details 

movements’ evolution through the morphing of their value proposition and unpicking of novel 

mechanisms and tensions. The four-phases process we advance shows that movements transition 

into single businesses through the unilateral, top-down takeover of one or more members of the 

community. The novelty of this mechanism challenges scholarly understanding of movements 

accepting syncretism with market imperatives – a dynamic only investigated in contexts 

characterized by bottom-up initiatives (see Table A4 in the Appendix). Our observation unravels 

a more comprehensive set of tangible and intangible changes and of resulting tensions which 

occur as movements become syncretic with markets. We believe tensions to be an essential, yet 

still under-investigated element in the literature on movements. Our findings show that different 

kinds of tensions occur at different instances of movements’ evolution and, as such, emerge as 

both the result and the source of change and progress. Furthermore, we believe that our process 

captures peculiar aspects of movements’ transition to market-syncretic organizations which have 

not received sufficient scholarly attention so far – namely, the nature of value propositions and 



 

 

 

 

their evolution. Our observations suggest that multiple value propositions do coexist as 

movements complete their transition into full-fledged businesses, and these value propositions 

change in accordance with the institutional logic adopted. Therefore, we have reasons to believe 

that our study has pathbreaking implications for the literature on movements’ evolution, 

cooptative tensions, and value propositions.  

First contribution: Grounded Model of Transitions from Movement to Business 

Scholars tend to agree that movements that embrace syncretism with market imperatives 

follow a rather gradual evolutionary path seeking a balance between authenticity and scale (e.g., 

Meyer, Whittier, and Robnett, 2002; Hiatt, Sine, and Tolbert, 2009). Munir, Ansari & Brown 

(2021) argue that movements’ syncretization with markets follows a two-step process featuring a 

moment of de-essentialization, in which original codes are de-coupled and de-emphasized, and a 

moment of commodification, in which market logics is introduced. In contrast, we empirically 

appreciate a more comprehensive process of affiliation with market logics. Our distinct yet 

complementary approach enables us to unravel how original codes are evangelized, morphed to 

accommodate market logics, established with a top-down mechanism, and finally adjusted to 

ensure scale and impact. As such, our model complements previous literature in two main ways. 

First, the model we advance is the first attempt to our knowledge to conceptualize an 

overarching process by which movements morph into full-fledged businesses, and – as such – it 

spans from the evangelization of the movement to the development of the business. Past works 

have focused on single, specific mechanisms occurring during the delicate transitions from 

movement to business such as “entrepreneurial mobilization” (Greve, Pozner & Rao, 2006: 804), 

“market partitioning” (Sikavica & Pozner, 2013: 658), “denaturing” of the original identity 

(Purser & Milillo, 2015: 15), and “legitimacy-seeking” activities (Lee, Hiatt & Lounsbury, 2017: 



 

 

 

 

462), among others. On the contrary, we traced these mechanisms and appreciated how they 

unfolded, alternated, and sometimes re-iterated across time and space. The mechanisms that 

previous works granularly studied and theorized should not be intended as separate – or even 

alternative – but rather as inextricably intertwined. In this sense, our grounded model extends 

scholarly understanding by blending together previously explored causal loops and dynamics in 

one, comprehensive grounded model of movements’ transition to business. 

Secondly, our study challenges previous conceptualizations of how movements pursue 

scale and monetization (e.g., Rao, Monin & Durand, 2003; Munir, Ansari & Brown, 2021) by 

emphasizing that such processes are irreversible in nature. Hedberg and Lounsbury (2020) have 

theorized a three-steps mechanism characterizing movements’ affiliation with markets that 

included: i) relabeling some of their practices, ii) facilitating upstream and downstream 

connections along the supply chain, and ultimately iii) reconciling and restoring original values. 

On the contrary, our findings show that during the ‘Community to Business Transition’ phase, 

the emergence of a ‘New Business Opportunity’ sets the ground – and the actual need - for the 

establishment of brand-new practices and values, which irreversibly morph the movement. As a 

novel – market-oriented – logic is “hinged” (Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2003: 43) and integrated 

with the withstanding, collective one to enable scale and growth, movements abandon for good 

the ‘Unified Value Proposition’ as well as some of their core values (radicalism and rurality, in 

the case of Rockin’1000). Therefore, our study suggests that movements’ scale-up processes 

follow a sequence of irrevocable, long-lasting changes which do not allow for formal or informal 

reconciliation between pre-and post-transition practices once scale is achieved, but rather endure 

and become stepping-stones of the newly born organization. 



 

 

 

 

The well-bounded setting of our study allowed us to conceptualize a four-phases model 

which complements extant literature on movements’ transitions into businesses. However, we 

acknowledge that despite the generalizability of our proposal was checked against the empirical 

evidence available to our knowledge, one could still argue that our model suffers from the youth 

of our setting, if compared to more mature, established movements (e.g., micro-breweries, 

organic food, yoga). As such, we call for future research to validate our understanding and 

perhaps integrate any nuances that our study failed to consider. 

Second contribution: Cooptative Tensions in Transitions from Movement to Business 

Scholars investigating movements that become syncretic with markets have identified the 

presence of “tensions and trade-offs that threaten the collective identity of market actors” (Lee, 

Hiatt & Lounsbury, 2017: 464) during such scale-up processes. The twin goals of preserving 

authenticity and reaching the widest possible audience often generate attrition between 

progressive, growth-oriented members and more conservative ones who regard “innovation as an 

act of blasphemy” (Monin and Durand, 2003: 808). Despite present across most studies (e.g., 

Sine and Lee, 2009; Weber, Heinze, and DeSoucey, 2008), only few have focused on the 

cooptation dynamics emerging from processes of market affiliation (e.g., Rao, Monin and 

Durand, 2003; Lee, Hiatt & Lounsbury, 2017).  

In our analysis, we indeed encountered the typical tensions presented in these studies 

such as “New Member Recruitment” or “Downstream Engagement” (Lee, Hiatt & Lounsbury, 

2017: 457). Still, we also identified and elaborated on two kinds of more generic tensions – 

namely, the ‘Transition Tensions,’ which include Alienation from Value Creation and Alienation 

from Value Capture, and the ‘Development Tensions’, which include Progressive 

Marginalization and Market Identity Ambiguity. The first one is a by-product of the top-down, 

entrepreneurial takeover operated by a portion of the initial community, which condensed and 



 

 

 

 

synthesized a large movement into one single firm and offer. When movements morph into one 

single entity, members do not enjoy the freedom to affiliate with a preferred initiative within a 

gamut of options – as in most other cases (e.g., Ellingson, 2016; Munir, Ansari & Brown, 2021) 

–, but they rather have to accept values, norms, and arrangements as advanced by the single 

emerging business. We argue that ‘Transition Tensions’ become particularly relevant when 

individuals’ values and beliefs are misaligned with those of the newly born business in the 

contexts of Value Creation and Value Capture. ‘Development Tensions’ instead complement 

scholarly understanding of movement cooptation by emphasizing the importance of a mechanism 

previously not investigated. We assert that as movements accept syncretism with markets, a 

sense of irrelevance and marginality emerges and aggravates within a portion of the community. 

Specifically, as movements’ communities grow in size and heterogeneity, members who once 

felt indispensable for the movements’ cohesiveness – or even existence – start perceiving their 

presence as peripheral or even unnecessary, thus experiencing a sense of Progressive 

Marginalization. In addition, our observations demonstrate how consumption of community-

based movements’ value yields both revenue for the orchestrating firm and a greater, common 

value for the community, which increases the likelihood that over time “customers and 

beneficiaries may become indistinguishable” (Battilana et al., 2012: 53). We empirically showed 

how members that initially pioneered the cause of the movement through the collective 

production of value eventually also become consumers (and payers) of that value – thus giving 

birth to Market Identity Ambiguity. We assert that such tension generates two, opposite effects in 

a movement’s community. On the one side, some members will enthusiastically accept the dual 

role, which ultimately enhances loyalty and sense of belonging. On the other side, the identity-

threatening producer-consumer dilemma will exacerbate for some members, who will not accept 



 

 

 

 

the change, lament disagreement, or even opt out. In general, our findings suggest that the 

complexity of cooptation dynamics makes movements’ syncretization processes still rather 

uncharted territory for research.  

Our efforts make a viable contribution by complementing scholarly understanding of 

movements’ tensions and shedding light on the cooptation dynamics characterizing movements 

morphing into single business entities, rather than the entire market. One could argue that our 

findings might over-represent tensions, as the sample considered only a minimal part of the one-

thousand original members, and an even smaller portion of the twenty-five thousand members 

currently affiliated to Rockin’1000. However, our aim was not to measure the weight of such 

frictions on the development of the community, but rather to identify mechanisms and inquire 

about their nature. We acknowledge that the specific influence of such tensions (or even their 

existence) may vary across cases, while their eventual resolution may depend on responses 

which are idiosyncratic to each case. Future research should further investigate the nature of 

these as well as other tensions, their sequence across movements’ syncretization processes, and 

the transferability of such insights to contexts characterized by bottom-up mechanisms. 

Third Contribution: Nature and Evolution of Value Propositions in Movement-Driven 

Businesses 

Business model literature has highlighted the importance of value propositions as a 

constitutive component of business models (Teece, 2010) and important building blocks that 

help firms engage with their customer base (Priem, 2007). Our study offers the opportunity to 

shed light on the nature and evolution of value propositions for businesses originating from 

movements. We appreciated how the once ‘Unified Value Proposition’ of a community-based 

movements eventually morphed into a dual, ‘Separated Value Proposition.’  As such, our 

findings challenge and extend scholarly understanding of value propositions in two main ways.  



 

 

 

 

First, we conceptualize the notion of dual value proposition (or ‘Separated Value 

Proposition’ in Figure 2). Recently, scholars have emphasized the how businesses interact with 

different stakeholder groups through a heterogeneous set of value propositions (Mish & 

Scammon, 2010; Tantalo e Priem, 2016). For instance, Uzunca et al. (2020) accredited such 

heterogeneity to different customer demands across geographies, while Belleflamme and Neysen 

(2021) attributed the presence of parallel value propositions to the different needs of producers 

and users of content in the context of platform. Our findings instead show how organizations 

such as movement-driven businesses may adopt a dual value proposition to overcome their 

institutional complexities. Specifically, such a dual value proposition not only caters to different 

stakeholder groups – namely, the customers of orchestrating firm and members of the 

community – but also deals with the complexities deriving from the collective production and 

collective consumption of value. We assert that a dual value proposition allows movement-

driven businesses to engage with the very same individual or market actor using a different value 

proposition according to the stakeholder group to which it belongs – overcoming the resulting 

‘Market Identity Ambiguity’ tensions that emerge.  

Secondly, we theorize the dynamic nature of the value proposition concept as a necessary 

condition for business transition under specific institutional circumstances. Scholars argue that 

the presence of peculiar, delicate institutional logics complicates the adoption of “ready-to-wear” 

(Battilana & Dorado, 2010: 1) models. Specifically, organizations that operate both in the name 

of profits and of a greater, social good are presented with the challenge to strike a balance 

between economic productivity and social, or community-oriented, performances (Battilana & 

Dorado, 2010; Battilana et al., 2012). We address scholars’ pressing calls to investigate the 

generation of conflicts as organizations pursue different goals by adjusting their value logics 



 

 

 

 

over time (Glynn, 2000; Zilber, 2002). Our longitudinal appreciation of the evolution of value 

logics in movement-driven initiatives unravels the conflicts that emerge as value propositions are 

evangelized, separated, changed, and legitimized by the business and its stakeholders. Scholars 

claim that adaptations among conflicting logics risk to undermine the stability of organizations 

as one value logic gains dominance over others (Scott, Scott, & Meyer, 1994). On the contrary, 

our findings show that the delicate balance between different value propositions requires 

different responses across multiple instances of movements’ evolution – suggesting that the 

coexistence of conflicting value propositions depends on a dynamic process of constant 

adjustments of tangible and intangible elements according to the sentiment within a community. 

With the aim to remain parsimonious, we might have overlooked that the value 

propositions may effectively catered different stakeholders (e.g., sponsors and investors rather 

than community members), and it is unclear to what extent each of these actors was exposed to 

the different value propositions. While we acknowledge this may represent a limitation of our 

study, we stress that the presence of a dual value proposition exposes the organization to 

contrasting reactions, may this be more or less receptive of such instances. In general, our 

findings suggest that crafting value propositions may be an inherently more complex and 

iterative process than what previously imagined. We hope that future research will complement 

our findings by comparing and contrasting effect of various value propositions across various 

stakeholders, and the interdependencies arising among them. 

Boundary conditions, generalizability, and limitations 

We have addressed the generalizability of our four-phases process model by applying it 

to various contemporary movements that have drawn scholarly attention and have eventually 

given birth to a single, market-oriented business entity. For the sake of parsimony, we here focus 



 

 

 

 

on two cases: the “global backpacking movement” (Kuhzady et al., 2020), and the “open 

designer  movement” (Wolf & Troxler, 2016).  

Couchsurfing – see our initial vignette – is an online community of travelers that 

spawned in 2003 within the wider global backpacking movement (May, 2014). Initially, the 

notions of ‘Collective Value Creation’ and ‘Collective Value Capture’ were deeply rooted within 

Couchsurfing’s community – as travelers would match up with hosts who offered a couch, a 

room, or their entire house free of charge (Hopest, 2020). The ‘Community Evangelization’ 

phase reached its highest peak in 2011, when the community counted more than 15 million 

registered users and was widely regarded as a cornerstone for the transition towards a sharing 

economy (Valenzuela, 2015). As Couchsurfing entered in the ‘Community to Business 

Transition’ phase, founder Casey Fenton and a group of close collaborators decided to capitalize 

on the ‘Value Creation Surplus and Business Opportunity’ which presented to them hijacking the 

community with a top-down action which resembled Rockin’1000’s takeover (Shulman, 2011.) 

The newly formed “business with conscience” (Baker, 2011) secured $7.6 million in venture 

funding and, soon after, the CEO deemed the ‘Unified Value Proposition’ as “not ideal in 

enabling innovation” (Perlroth, 2011) and eventually introduced ‘Traditional Value Creation’ 

and ‘Firm-based, For-Profit Value Capture’ logics. In line with Rockin’1000’s evolutionary 

trajectory, ‘Transition Tensions’ became palpable by this point. The community’s Alienation 

from Value Capture and Alienation from Value Creation, which resulted from the decision to 

replace volunteers with paid employees, harshened the relationship with the orchestrating firm. 

Members of the Couchsurfing community filed thousands of complains and signed petitions to 

reverse the changes which, however, the orchestrating firm deemed as permanent (Coca, 2015). 

While the most disappointed portion of the community shut down their accounts or simply 



 

 

 

 

stopped using the service, a smaller yet more condescending portion kept preferring 

Couchsurfing to market-oriented alternative services such as Hostelworld.com or Airbnb.com 

(Norman, 2015). Differently from case of Rockin’1000, Couchsurfing had already passed its 

usership peak when it entered the ‘Community-based Business Establishment’ phase. As a result, 

the ‘Development Tensions’ exacerbating the music-based movement during the ‘Community-

based Business Development’ phase, invested Couchsurfing, but with milder consequences. On 

one side, ‘Progressive Marginalization’ materialized as the once globally dispersed yet reliable, 

like-minded group of initial travelers expanded into a “network too large to trust” (Coca, 2015). 

Indeed, while the website counted millions of accounts registered, only part of those was actually 

active (Popkov, 2019). On the other side, the producer-consumer dilemma aggravated on 

community members especially since mandatory fees were imposed on both sides; as such, 

‘Market Identity Ambiguity’ drove further disappointment in the community – triggering 

members’ shakeout (Kesitoandfrom.com, 2019). The combined effect of ‘Transition Tensions’ 

and ‘Development Tensions’ on Couchsurfing’s community caused online traffic on the website 

to drop by ca. 90% in three-years’ time (source BrenOnTheRoad.com, 2020), three consecutive 

CEOs to resign, the founder to be excluded from the board, and the initiative to decline (Hopest, 

2020). While following the very same process, the case of Couchsurfing thus eloquently shows 

that not all transitions attain the success that Rockin’1000 attained, precisely because of the 

complex mechanisms that determine community’ loyalty and identification with the value 

propositions advanced. In line our process, movements that are unable to adequately mitigate the 

emerging tensions, will ultimately suffer ‘Business Decline’ and risk marginalization and failure.  

Conversely, Thingiverse is an online community of designers that originated in 2008 

from the wider open designer movement (Boisseau, Omhover, & Bouchard, 2018), and it is 



 

 

 

 

currently regarded as “the world’s largest 3D printing community” (MakerBot.com, n.d.). 

Founder Zach Smith kick-started the community by launching a website that facilitated open 

sharing of digital design files for additive manufacturing technologies. As such, the notions of 

‘Collective Value Creation’ and ‘Collective Value Capture’ were deeply rooted within 

Thingiverse’s community during the ‘Community Evangelization’ phase. However, as the 

initiative entered in the ‘Community to Business Transition’ phase, founder Zach Smith decided 

to capitalize on the sudden ‘Value Creation Surplus and Business Opportunity’ and accepted the 

investments of Stratasys, a publicly listed manufacturer of 3D printers (Businesswire.com, 2013). 

The orchestrating firm immediately welcomed commercial advertisements on the website and 

shortly after started patenting designs – thus “turning its back on open source” (Peels, 2019). The 

establishment of ‘Traditional Value Creation’ and ‘Firm-based, For-Profit Value Capture’ logics 

resulted in the rise of typical ‘Transition Tensions’ within the community, which in turn 

triggered a processes of member shakeout (Peels, 2019). Differently from case of Couchsurfing, 

however, Thingiverse thrived during the ‘Community-based Business Establishment’ phase. In 

2008, by its tenth anniversary, the community had collectively uploaded nearly three million 3D 

printable designs – thus becoming the richest online database of printable files (Boissonneault, 

2018).  More recently, as the initiative entered in the ‘Community-Based Business Development’ 

phase, the orchestrating firm has attempted to attract more designers in the community and in the 

wider 3D printing ecosystem. To do so, Thingiverse tweaked the website functionalities that 

enhanced the platforms’ user-friendliness and successfully triggered community expansion. The 

decision exacerbated the typical ‘Development Tensions’ that characterize the last phase of 

movements’ transition to business and, as a result, led a portion of experienced, early 

contributors to empty or even cancel their accounts – preventing newbies from accessing their 



 

 

 

 

designs (Stevenson, 2016). In spite of the harsh contestations and the early member shakeout, the 

Thingiverse seems to share the same, bright future of Rockin’1000. The community is currently 

home of more than 2 million active designers (Peels, 2019), and the initiative is set for ‘Business 

Consolidation’ – as analysts forecast exponential growth of usership in years to come 

(Newschannelnebraska.com, 2022).   

The nature of our research holds some inevitable limitations. Among others it is key to 

consider the potential biases that may have affected our informants and thus our interpretations, 

despite our careful attempts to cross-checking observation with secondary (archival, published) 

data and the numerous interviews conducted to mitigate the issue. There are also many examples 

of movements’ evolutionary trajectories to which our model cannot be applied as outside of the 

boundary conditions of our study. Our four-phases process indeed applies only to movements 

born as no-profit communities that experience unilateral take-overs from one or more prominent 

members and turn into profit-seeking initiatives. This means that, for example, the evolution of 

contemporary social movements that initiate sporadic affiliations with markets will most likely 

relate to only a portion of the process model we theorized. However, as digitally networked 

environments continue to rise, the proliferation of online, movement-based communities that are 

deeply rooted on the principles of open innovation or “commons-based peer production” 

(Benkler & Nissenbaum, 2006) is likely to turn our contributions into a theoretical cornerstone to 

better understand this thriving empirical context. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Despite the specificity of our case study, we have reason to believe that our findings are 

characterized by elements that can be found in a variety of contexts. As such, the process we 

identified also aims to also caters practitioners. We show that each milestone throughout the 



 

 

 

 

commercialization of movements is eventually becoming a single business hallmark of the rise 

of internal tensions. Therefore, entrepreneurs venturing movement takeovers should carefully 

consider the implications that permanent value proposition changes may generate. We argue that 

such attritions belong to two main kinds – namely, ‘Transition Tensions’ and ‘Development 

Tensions’– and tend to alter the movements’ equilibrium by triggering a process of early 

members shakeout, which may result in the decline of the initiative. Our study does not have the 

ambition to guide entrepreneurs in managing the rising tensions as their movements achieve 

scale or profits, but rather that of shedding light on the delicate interdependencies between the 

firm and the community as movements’ once unified value proposition transitions into two 

separated and inherently more complex value logics.  

To conclude, we hope future research will attempt to deploy quantitative approaches to 

challenge and complement scholarly understanding of such phenomena. In this sense, we 

recognize that our contribution is distant from being exhaustive. Nevertheless, our effort has the 

ambition to draw scholarly and practitioners’ attention to this vast field and to inspire 

investigations on new elements, actors, and tensions of movements’ evolution.   



 

 

 

 

TABLE 1 

Data Sources and Number of Documents 

 
Type of data Sources  Nr. of docs Pages / Minutes 

Published secondary  Blogs and Interviews  12 217 

sources Local Press  47 190 

 International Press  26 71 

 Industry-focused Websites  19 155 

  Total 104 493 

Videos Proprietary Material  48 640 

  Third-party Interviews  4 71 

  Total 52 811 
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Interviews from Secondary Sources 
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Balaga M. 2020, November 29. How Foo Fighters Came 

to Play in a Small Town in Italy - Variety. 

shorturl.at/cyM09 [5 September 2021]. 

 

Centomo P. 2016, October 25. Storia di Rockin’1000, 

un’impresa da record al femminile. ELLE. 

http://www.elle.it/Magazine/elle-active/Rockin-1000-

intervista-musiciste [5 September 2021]. 

 

De Franchis M. 2020, October 7. Il sogno di Rockin’1000 

è diventato un film - Cronaca - ilrestodelcarlino.it. 

shorturl.at/pvEHR [5 September 2021]. 

 

Rockin’ 1000 in Florence: a few words with Fabio 

Zaffagnini. 2019. 

https://www.destinationflorence.com/en/blog/a-few-

words-with-fabio-zaffagnini [29 August 2021]. 

 

Sansavini A. 2018, May 18. Rockin1000 Srl – Intervista a 

Fabio Zaffagnini. Change Project. Change Project. 

https://www.changeproject.it/rockin1000-srl-intervista-a-

fabio-zaffagnini/ [5 September 2021]. 

 

Savini F. 2021, April 25. Fabio Zaffagnini tra il lungo 

fermo dei Rockin’1000, le speranze per il live di Parigi e 

il ricordo di Raoul Casadei | SettesereQui. 

shorturl.at/uDHM7 [5 September 2021]. 
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Rockin’1000 a Linate | Radio Deejay. shorturl.at/cjwzE 

[23 July 2021] 

 

 

TEDx Talks. 2015, November 2015. Si Pianifica la 

viralita’ - Fabio Zaffagnini | TEDx Bologna. 

shorturl.at/pDST5 [23 July 2021] 

 

 

Marco Montemagno. 2018, December 2018. 4 Chiacchere 
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shorturl.at/ioBR7 [23 July 2021] 
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TABLE 3 

Interviews with Key Informants 

 

Informants and affiliation to Rockin’1000  Hours 

Fabio Zaffagnini, Participant of the first event, Founder and General Director* 

Maria Grazia Canu, Participant of the first event, Co-Founder and Head of PR* 

Augusta Trebeschi, Participant of the first event, Voice Leader* 

Biagio Esposito, Participant of the first event, Bass Leader* 

Claudio Cavallaro, Participant of the first event, Guitar Leader* 

Lele Borghi, Participant of the first event, Drums Leader* 

22 Participants of the first event 

6 Other pre-transition members 

22 Post-transition members 

 0.5h 

1h 

0.5h 

0.5h 

0.5h 

0.5h 

13.5h 

4h 

11.5h 

 Total 32.5h 

*paid staff 

 



 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 1 

Coding Structure 
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FIGURE 2 

A Process Model Explaining the Top-Down Transition from Movement-Based Community to Business 
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APPENDIX 

FIGURE A1 

Timeline of Main Events 

 

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

ROCKIN'1000 SRL is established

The "Parco dell'Ippodromo" of Cesena hosts 1000 musicians 

playing "Learn to Fly" by Foo Fighters

Videos of the event go viral on Youtube and the Foo Fighters 

publicly accept the invite

The "Orogel Stadium" of Cesena hosts the first live 

concert of Rockin'1000

Rockin'1000 launches a partnership with e-ticketing 

platofrm Ticketone and hair-care brand Tigi

Rockin'1000 organises "Summer Camp", a two-days 

festival in Courmayeur

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in "Stadio A. 

Franchi" of Florence

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in Paris and in 

Frankfurth as part of its international tour

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in Milan with a 

record of 150k attendees

Rockin'1000's releases its first docu-film on on-demand 

video-streaming platofrom I-Wonder 

Rockin'1000 enters the Guinness World Record for largest 

number of video contributions in a virtual concert during

the 25th edition of Dubai's Global Village

Rockin'1000 attends first virtual exhibition "Alma in 100" 

in live streaming for the University of Bologna

Rockin'1000 as a business entityRockin'1000 as a community

A presentation video of the iniative is uploaded on video-

sharing platform Vimeo

17/12/14

07/08/15

30/07/15

27/08/15

24/07/16

Rockin'1000 releases the first official CD and DVD of 
27/01/17

28/07/17

21/07/18

24/10/20

03/11/20

01/10/20

24/07/16

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in "Stadio A. 

Franchi" of Florence

21/07/18

12/10/19

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in Paris and in 

Frankfurth as part of its international tour

Rockin'1000 organises and plays a concert in Milan with a 

record of 150k attendees

29/06/19 07/07/19

12/10/19

29/06/19 07/07/19

Rockin'1000 organises "Rockin'1000 Party", a two-days 

event in Rimini

01/10/20

Rockin'1000 joins the "All4climate" initiative and plays a 

concert at San Siro hippodrome

30/09/21

Rockin'1000 attends the second edition of "Alma in 100" 

for the University of Bologna

11/10/21

Rockin'1000 recruits Europan Space Agency austronat 

Luca Parmitano in the band 

24/09/21



 

FIGURE A2 

T    volution of Rockin’1000’s communication styl  
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TABLE A3 

Transition tensions and legitimacy-seeking behaviors 

 
Tension Transition Tensions Development Tensions 

Dimension Alienation from Value 

Creation 

Alienation from Value 

Capture 

Progressive 

Marginalization 

Market Identity 

Ambiguity 

Activities Establishment of a line 

management responsible 

for performances and 

content creation 

Retention of value 

captured by the 

orchestrating firm and 

consolidation of voluntary 

participation for the 

community 

Democratization of 

memberships in the 

movement and of 

participation to 

performances 

Consolidation of dual 

rights and duties for the 

movement community 

based on the collective 

production and 

consumption of value  

Outcomes and Tensions Sense of detachment from 

the focal point of value 

creation and denial of the 

hierarchical logics 

Refusal of the member 

remuneration policy, 

lowering members' 

willingness to participate 

in multiple performances 

Sense of frustration and 

marginality deriving from 

the community expansion in 

size and member 

heterogeneity 

Emergence of identity-

threatening existential 

ambiguities among 

community members, 

casting doubts on the role 

assigned by the 

orchestrating firm to the 

community 

Management of tensions Creation of smaller online 

communities to promote 

bottom-up idea and 

content generation 

Conveyance of the idea 

that band members benefit 

from the events by 

attending without paying 

for the ticket  

Establishment of periodic, 

intimate gatherings open to 

all early members of the 

community and the 

orchestrating firm 

Consecration of the rite of 

attending events as a 

matter of community-

belonging, advancing the 

idea that performing in the 

band or attending events 

as a spectator are equally 

as important   

 



TABLE A4 

Review of the phenomena that have drawn scholarly attention 

 
Paper Journal Movement Market affiliation 

Carrol & Swaminathan, 

2000 

American Journal of 

Sociology 

Craft Breweries Bottom-up 

Lounsbury, Ventresca & 

Hirsh, 2003 

Socio-economic Review Recycling  Bottom-up 

Rao et al., 2003 American Journal of 

Sociology 

Novelle Cuisine Bottom-up 

Greve et al., 2006 American Journal of 

Sociology 

Micro-radio Stations Bottom-up 

Weber, Heinze, 

DeSoucey, 2008 

Administrative Science 

Quarterly 

Grassroot Coalition  Bottom-up 

Sine & Lee, 2009 Administrative Science 

Quarterly 

Environmental Bottom-up 

Weber, Rao & Thomas, 

2009 

American Sociological 

Review 

Anti-biotech  Bottom-up 

Ellingson, 2013 Wiley Blackwell American Protestantism Bottom-up 

Sikavica & Pozner, 2013 Organization Science Organic Farming Bottom-up 

Purser & Milillo, 2014 Journal of Management 

Enquiry 

Mindfulness Bottom-up 

Lee, Hiatt & Lounsbury, 

2017 

Organization Science Organic Food Bottom-up 

Hedberg & Lounsbury, 

2020 

Organization Science Local Food Movement Bottom-up 

Munir, Ansari & Brown, 

2020 

Administrative Science 

Quarterly 

Yoga Bottom-up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

TABLE A5 

Selected sample of qualitative evidence supporting the coding 

 

First-order concepts Sample Quote 

1. Definition of 

collective, no-profit 

aims 

 

 

 

 

2. Creation of a 

collective experience 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Gratification as a 

reward for collective 

participation 

 

 

 

 

4. Shared sense of 

ownership for an 

acclaimed initiative 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Emotional 

involvement with a 

collective activity 

 

 

 

6. Practical 

contribution to the 

pursuit of a shared 

aim 

 

 

 

 

 

“Our project was divided into four, shared miracles: a crowdfunding of 

€40,000, recruiting a thousand musicians, producing music rather than noise, 

getting the Foo Fighters in Cesena.” (Maria Grazia Canu; Source: Interview, 

2021) 

"Some of us - and actually many among our donors - were in it for the 

Guinness World Record (…) the Romagna never had anything that memorable 

to cheer for." (Claudio Baraldi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“We were all involved in different ways. Everyone in the community, given 

his professional background, was bringing part of her know-how for this 

project.” [Claudia Spadoni, Source: Centomo (2016)] 

“That year (2014) we were staying up all night to work on this project and 

then, at 7:00 in the morning we had to wake up to start another day of our 

mediocre lives (…) it was tough, but we knew we were doing that for each 

other." (Claudio Cavallaro; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"The thought that I was part of the emotion to stand one next to each other is 

what made us do it - I had always dreamed to have people hugging me, kissing 

me, high-fiving me as if I was a famous person." (Cristina Ferretti; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"I guess I had always wanted to feel part of such a band, it just never existed 

before (...) Like me, the majority of us felt that way." (Renato Rosati; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"Tickets for the Foo Fighters' concert were sold out in minutes, all participants 

of the first event came along with families and friends with them, they knew it 

was their accomplishment and that was their chance to show their loved ones 

what each one of them was able to accomplish." (Maria Grazia Canu; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"At the beginning, few people would take us seriously, we were not more a 

bunch of crazy weirdos that wanted to feel like rockstars do for one day (…) 

we eventually made the most unexpected of dreams come true." (Augusta 

Trebeschi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“We offered musicians a "stamina cell" of happiness (…) we transformed 

musicians' frustration into a great success, this was a catharsis for the whole 

movement.” [Fabio Zaffagnini, Source: TEDx Talks (2015)] 

"Humanity was looking for new, stronger emotions and moments of joy – and 

I think that this is what Rockin’1000 gave to the many people that are here 

since that day." (Augusta Trebeschi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"We had proven something to ourselves, to the other musicians coming from 

all over Italy, to music fans all over the world (…) in a nutshell: we had 

created a precedent, and that was all we needed to keep us going. (Biagio 

Esposito; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"There is a lot of ego in music, but this project tried to take it out of the 

equation. Everyone had to be on the same level for it to work." (Lele Borghi; 

Source: Interview, 2021) 



 

 

 

 

7. Members’ desire 

for further and 

different types of 

engagement 

 

 

 

8. Emerging 

commercial 

opportunities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Alienation from 

value creation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Alienation from 

value capture 

 

 

 

 

 

11. Adoption of 

traditional business 

arrangements 

 

 

 

 

12. Adoption of an 

overachieving IT 

infrastructure 

 

 

 

 

 

13. Prioritizing 

profitability over no-

"No-one really knew what the next miracle could have looked like but, like 

many others - I knew I wanted to be part of it at all costs." (Andrea Rossi; 

Source: Interview, 2021) 

"I joined immediately after the event at the hippodrome, I guess I could not 

resist the curiosity to be in that group (...) Rockin'1000 got so famous so 

quickly that I could not resist its swag." (Marco Causi; Source: Interview, 

2021) 

“Some of us wanted to replicate the same format for other rockstars, names 

like Bruce Springsteen, the Blur, or the Rolling Stones were thrown out (…) 

some others wanted the thousand to perform again in extreme conditions like 

in a desert or in the middle of the ocean (…) some even others felt we had to 

become some sort of travel agency, organizing gatherings or planning visits of 

the rock temples around the globe.” (Claudio Cavallaro; Source: Interview, 

2021) 

"I remember that during fall (of 2015) my phone was always ringing (…) from 

clothing brands, to food, to banking and insurance groups (…) they were all 

reaching us out to partner with us." (Maria Grazia Canu; Source: Interview, 

2021) 

"All of a sudden we had turned into commodities (…) we got told what to do, 

how to do it, where to do it (…) it got much more structured than anyone 

imagined very quickly." (Barbara Caserta; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“For many of us who played in local pubs over the weekends and seldom 

received more than free sandwiches and beers, Rockin’1000 was an outlet, a 

relief valve (…) once we saw that the organization started treating musicians 

just like local pubs did, that relief turned into frustration.” (Lorenzo Testa; 

Source: Interview, 2021) 

“(Rockin’1000) turned out to be nothing more than a huge rock band made of 

ignorant people – as if rock needed such a thing to recover credibility – 

designed and run just to get the organizers richer.” (Lorenzo Testa; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"In all honesty, I was there for the Foo Fighters (…) I understand the need to 

monetize such a great project, but I don't blame those who criticize the 

change." (Cristina Ferretti; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"We recently hired the former CEO of Treedom to help us our running the 

company, taking of our business development duties (…) over the last years I 

have been way too involved with that stuff and way too little with music." 

(Fabio Zaffagnini; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“Initially, we self-funded our projects by launching crowdfunding campaigns 

and involving sponsors who shared our philosophy.” [Claudia Spadoni, 

Source: Centomo (2016)] 

“Our app currently allows musicians to sign up by simply sending a short 

video. Then, they can use it to apply for new events, receive information and 

training material, and network with other members. In the meantime, we 

monitor can their activity and make sure they properly behave and prepare for 

the live performance.” [Fabio Zaffagnini, Source: Montemagno (2018)] 

"At first, I was curious but kind of scared by the thought of doing the whole 

preparation for the event in my room by myself (…) but in the app I found all 

the necessary contents to practice" (Matteo Bosca; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“Our profitability depends on the kind of event we are performing for (…) for 

instance, our “Rock in 100” format is not very profitable but it’s highly 



 

 

 

 

profit aims and 

original values 

 

 

 

 

14. Pursuit of new 

market opportunities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15. Renewal of 

collective, no-profit 

aims 

 

 

 

 

 

16. Renewal of 

collective experience 

 

 

 

 

 

17. Emergence of a 

new, shared initiative 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18. New shared sense 

of ownership for an 

acclaimed initiative 

 

 

 

 

 

19. Progressive 

marginalization 

 

 

 

scalable and also somewhat easy to perform (...) our larger concerts instead – 

especially if playing abroad – are a whole different story.” (Maria Grazia 

Canu; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"I think it’s normal, the organizers need to do what's best for their own 

business, even if that means playing in as few as ten people." (Lori Baraldi; 

Source: Interview, 2021) 

“First, we aim at the European countries that have been historically keen on 

rock music – like France, Germany, and the UK. In the future, we look 

forward to replicate our exhibitions across the US and in Latin America – 

where we enjoy a large pool of fans.” [Fabio Zaffagnini, Source: Montemagno 

(2018)] 

“We did land a project in Detroit, but it was years ago. At the moment, it's 

hard to find the right partner for summer events, so we are trying to develop 

more niche, one-off initiatives." (Maria Grazia Canu; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"I had quit playing the bass before joining Rockin’1000, I guess I had lost my 

purpose as a musician (…) many others here share a similar story, 

Rockin’1000 gave what we thought we had lost: passion for music." (Claudio 

Tinelli; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"As months went by and no concert was announced I felt deep inside the 

growing need to attend another event (…) once you try it for the first time, you 

cannot live long without the feeling of the stage, with a thousand people 

around you.” (Enrico Gamberoni; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“Some of the original thousands that are still there (in Rockin’1000) do it for 

the people (…). Singers or musicians join in expressing their music but end up 

loving the community more than the music itself.” (Andrea Cantelli; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

“I do not know more than  0% of the people in the community, yet they are all 

brother and sisters for me (…) it may not be always the case, but I feel we all 

think alike when it comes to music.” (Erik Donatini; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“It is all about the adrenaline to see fans in front of us, that’s what keeps us all 

in the game (…) yes, the people next to you on the stage may change from 

time to time, but the dose of adrenaline doesn’t.” (Vincenzo Forlani; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"Playing in Linate was a powerful emotion (…) it was crazy to think that I was 

on the exact same spot where accomplished artists had played that very same 

summer before us, with that wall of fans in front." (Marco Causi; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

"We all know Rockin'1000 and its huge community would not be here if it was 

not for us, that's why sometimes we stop and we look at what we have given 

birth to - and we feel as proud as a human being can feel." (Lisa Mancini; 

Source: Interview, 2021) 

"Being part of Rockin'1000 doesn’t automatically give me an edge over 

another guitar teacher, not everyone knows Rockin'1000, but if has at least 

heard of it, I have better chances to get the job." (Matteo Bosca; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

“We all knew it would never been the same again (…) can you believe that 

nowadays a professional singer with a classical music background can get the 

spot to perform at Rockin’1000’s next concert in Frankfurt by “stealing” it 

from an amateur front man, die-hard rock fanatic just because she clicked the 

fastest?” (Barbara Caserta; Source: Interview, 2021) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20. Market identity 

ambiguity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21. Increasing 

engagement with the 

community 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22. Diversification of 

engagement modes 

and commercial 

initiatives 

 

 

 

 

23. Community 

member shakeout 

 

 

 

 

 

24. Sales and market 

opportunities 

reduction 

"It is really hard for musicians to secure a spot in the band, they lament this all 

the time, and as we grow further, it's going to become harder and harder." 

(Augusta Trebeschi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“The worse thing was seeing Rockin’1000 trying to sell its own events to us – 

an insult to injury if you ask me, I do not understand why some others just 

accept it and bring their families with them too.” (Giulia Corti; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

“During one of the Rockin'1000 reunions, Rockin'1000’s management invited 

Nevruz to play. The guest interrupted the enthusiasm of the community, 

depriving them of continuing to sing and play together, and we all had to 

accept to be guests of our own event. The community felt betrayed by 

Rokcin'1000 management (…) I can assure that I was not the only at that point 

one asking weather Rockin'1000 understood anymore its community?” (Sergio 

Bertolini; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“Rockin’1000’s community is more than capable of speaking for itself. When 

in disagreement, members constructively advance their critics through our 

secret Facebook group (…) we have had plenty of feedback so far, and some 

of it has actually been implemented.” [Fabio Zaffagnini, Source: Montemagno 

(2018)] 

"Living and working in Turin, it has never been too easy to keep up with the 

group in the Romagna area (where the city of Cesena is located), but I must 

admit that especially since the lockdown period started, they have done a much 

better job at keeping us busy and engaged with online content and casual 

gatherings." (Lisa Mancini; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“The value we offer is the community itself (…) our business suffers from 

seasonality, in the cold months Facebook groups get quiet and people tend to 

forget about us (…) we believe that keeping the community active and always 

engaged will be key going into the future.” (Maria Grazia Canu; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

“The growth of the size of our community and of the number of projects must 

go hand in hand otherwise only few musicians will get the chance to play.” 

(Lele Borghi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“I left once I saw that rockers are nothing more than a number to them, unless 

if you’re one of Fabio’s (Zaffagnini) friends (…) People who are really there 

for the rock are destined not to stay for long.” (Mauro Rizzo; Source: 

Interview, 2021) 

“Rockin’1000 must be aware that the new community members are more 

random and casual fans, they will leave much sooner than the “die-hards” if 

not pleased.” (Sergio Bertolini; Source: Interview, 2021) 

“Summers are shorter than you would think, and it is becoming increasingly 

hard to land new projects (…) we compete against group like U2 or Bruce 

Springsteen, which we suffer a historical disadvantage against.” (Maria Grazia 

Canu; Source: Interview, 2021) 

"Rockin'1000’s are massive events to put together, you don't even imagine 

how many people were involved for the Paris concert (…) smaller bands are 

more agile and I guess face fewer obstacles when they organize their tours." 

(Claudio Baraldi; Source: Interview, 2021) 

 

 



 

 

 

 

TABLE A6 

Open Coding of Motivational Drivers if the Members Interviewed 

 
      Transition Tensions Development Tensions   

# Entry point Paid 

staff 

Alienation 

from Value 

Creation 

Alienation 

from Value 

Capture 

Progressive 

Marginaliz-

ation 

Market 

Identity 

Ambiguity 

Has 

left? 

1 First event X 
     

2 First event X 
     

3 First event X 
     

4 First event X 
     

5 First event X X 
    

6 First event X 
     

7 First event 
      

8 First event 
      

9 First event 
 

X X 
  

X 

10 First event 
 

X X X 
 

X 

11 First event 
   

X 
  

12 First event 
 

X X 
  

X 

13 First event 
  

X 
  

X 

14 First event 
      

15 First event 
      

16 First event 
      

17 First event 
      

18 First event 
      

19 First event 
 

X 
 

X 
  

20 First event 
 

X 
    

21 First event 
      

22 First event 
 

X X 
  

X 

23 First event 
      

24 First event 
 

X X 
  

X 

25 First event 
 

X X 
  

X 

26 First event 
  

X 
   

27 First event 
 

X 
   

X 

28 First event 
      

29 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

      

30 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

      

31 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

   
X X X 



 

 

 

 

32 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

   
X 

  

33 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

      

34 After the first event 

but before the 

business transition 

      

35 After the business 

transition 

X 
     

36 After the business 

transition 

   
X X X 

37 After the business 

transition 

   
X X X 

38 After the business 

transition 

    
X 

 

39 After the business 

transition 

 
X 

 
X 

  

40 After the business 

transition 

      

41 After the business 

transition 

      

42 After the business 

transition 

      

43 After the business 

transition 

   
X X 

 

44 After the business 

transition 

  
X X X 

 

45 After the business 

transition 

      

46 After the business 

transition 

      

47 After the business 

transition 

   
X X 

 

48 After the business 

transition 

      

49 After the business 

transition 

      

50 After the business 

transition 

    
X X 

51 After the business 

transition 

      

52 After the business 

transition 

X 
  

X X X 

53 After the business 

transition 

    
X 

 

54 After the business 

transition 

   
X 

 
X 



 

 

 

 

55 After the business 

transition 

 
X 

 
X X X 

56 After the business 

transition 

      

 

 

 


