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GOLDLINE CURLING 
 
INTRODUCTION 
September 12th, 2016 was an important day for Mr. Doug Flowers, President, Goldline Curling (GC), 
Toronto, Canada. After approximately two and half years of development, he had taken delivery of 
48 samples of a new and modern curling brush1, the AIR, replacing an old model that GC had been 
marketing for the past twenty years. GC finally had a new product that could be used by elite players 
in various curling tournaments.   
 
This new product was GC’s response to the 2011 introduction by Hardline Curling (Hardline) of a 
competitive “revolutionary” curling brush. The fabric covering the head of this brush had 
significantly altered the nature of the game. In 2014, GC began taking the competitive threat 
seriously but after much controversy in the curling world regarding the “revolutionary” curling brush, 
Flowers was wondering whether he was on the right track with his competitive response, and if he 
was, what strategy should he use to launch the AIR in the Canadian and global markets. Launching 
the new product was an extremely important decision for Flowers since brushes contributed 25% to 
GC’s annual revenue.  
 
THE GAME OF CURLING2  
The game of Curling was played on ice. Players used three major pieces of equipment: a brush, a 
granite rock and special shoes when throwing the rock and sweeping the ice.  The brush had three 
parts: the shaft, which ideally should be very light, the plastic head, and the foam pad that fit into 
the head and was covered with fabric. (See Exhibit 1&2)  
 
The game was played with two teams of four players each: a skip, a vice-skip, a second and a lead. 
The thrower slid the rock along a sheet of ice, approximately 45 to 46 meters long, towards a target 
while the Skip who was behind the target gave directions and advice, the two remaining team 
members used the brush to smooth the ice in front of the moving rock thus influencing the distance 
traveled and the “curl” of the rock towards the target.  Each team had eight rocks and after throwing 
all their rocks the teams earned points for the rocks that sat closest to the center of the target.  This 
was called an end and a game consisted of eight or ten ends.  
 
Each member of the team played an important role in the game.  The thrower threw the rock so that 
it moved and curled in the desired direction and speed.  The sweepers swept at different speeds and 
strength to influence how close the rock stopped to the center of the target.  The skip provided 
instructions to the thrower and sweepers3 and therefore needed experience gauging the condition 
of the ice, its speed and the strategy of the opposing team.  
 
According to the World Curling Federation (WCF), the body that establishes official rules and 
regulations for the game, “Curling is a game of skill and tradition. A shot well executed is a delight to 
see and it is also a fine thing to observe the time-honored traditions of curling being applied in the 
true spirit of the game.  Curlers play to win, but never to humble their opponents.  A true curler 
never attempts to distract opponents, nor to prevent them from playing their best, and would prefer 
to lose rather than to win unfairly.  Curlers never knowingly break a rule of the game, nor disrespect 
any of its traditions.  Should they become aware that this has been done inadvertently, they will be 
the first to divulge the breach.  While the main object of the game is to determine the relative skill of 
the players, The Spirit of Curling4 demands good sportsmanship, kindly feeling and honorable 
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conduct. This spirit should influence both the interpretation and the application of the rules of the 
game and the conduct of all participants on and off the ice.”5  
 
GOLDLINE CURLING 
GC began operations in 1967 and Flowers took over from his father in 1982. In 2010 GC had gross 
sales of $2.3 million,6 and expected sales for 2016 were $4.66 million, making it the largest supplier 
of equipment to the curling market. GC sourced approximately 85% of its products from Asia, which 
provided year-end gross margins of 52%.  This margin, however, had eroded to 44% with the fall in 
the value of the Canadian dollar but by increasing prices in fiscal 2016, the company was able to 
raise margins to approximately 55%.  Despite the price increases, sales continued to grow and the 
company expected sales of $5Million by 2018.  
 
GC sold its products through four brick and mortar retail stores located in Ontario with a fifth 
planned for a September opening in Calgary, Alberta. GC also had an active website, which if it was a 
brick and mortar store would be the second largest outlet. Finally, GC sold wholesale to dealers 
nationally and internationally, and direct to major retail chains such as Sport Check and Canadian 
Tire. GC dealt with over a thousand customers including curling clubs. (See Exhibit 3) 
 
GC sold only Goldline branded products and Flowers believed it to be the strongest brand of curling 
equipment in the country. It was on the strength of the brand that flowers had decided to open a 
store in the Calgary market replacing the current retailer who sold multiple brands of curling 
equipment. Flowers felt that with more attention the brand could at least quintuple sales in the 
Calgary market in the next few years.  
 
GC sold curling brushes at three price points.  At the low end of the market the brushes, made of 
fiberglass, were priced at about $79.00. These brushes were sold in outlets such as Canadian Tire 
and were not a large percentage of brush sales.  Prices for the midrange brushes, made of a 
composite of fiberglass and carbon fibre, were approximately $99.00 and were by far the best-selling 
category accounting for about 60% of brush sales. At the high end, prices were approximately 
$159.00.  The shafts of these brushes were the lightest and were made of carbon fibre. Elite players 
used these brushes.  This category contributed 15% to GC’s brush sales.  
 
Sponsoring of curling teams was one of GC’s dominant forms of promotion. It had, for example, 
sponsored high profile teams that won gold in both the 2010 and 2014 Olympics. The company 
sponsored 6 or 7 top world teams annually.  All the teams’ equipment was Goldline branded, except 
for shoes.   Flowers explained that even if curling shoes were about 33% of GC sales, shoes were very 
personal and few elite players signed agreements to wear a particular brand of shoes.  The logo and 
brand of sponsors, however, were on the clothes and brushes.  The players also did appearances for 
GC and had autograph sessions.  
 
The company had also sponsored the “Grand Slam of Curling”7 owned by Sportsnet, an eight-event 
television series during the season, where GC aired ads during each broadcast. The series were 
televised from Thursday through Sunday. With exclusive merchandising rights at the event, GC used 
a booth to sell its products. The company had also acquired the rights to supply and sell all athletic 
apparel for Canadian national and international curling teams until 2018. It also promoted on social 
media such as Twitter, Facebook, and YouTube and did email blasts and guerilla marketing:  when 
someone, for example, walked into, say, the Calgary curling club a Goldline ad popped up on their 
phone.  
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In the past, GC had used sales representative to sell to smaller customers. The reps had earned 10% 
sales commission and were allocated territories based on Canadian provincial boundaries.   
 
Flowers found however, that in-house sales reps covering the key accounts and markets generated 
most of GC’s sales.  As a result, the sales rep structure was abandoned. 
 
According to Flowers GC did not segment its market. He explained that the company had once made 
the mistake of asking curlers the number of times per week they played, their level of seriousness 
and their ability to pay and then recommended an appropriate brush.  “We were determining what 
they should have,” he said, “we recognized, however, that we could not make that presumption 
because we were often underselling.”  He used the example of a husband and wife who may be 35 
years old, may have skied or played hockey and were now looking to do something together and had 
decided to take up curling.  They may have a household income of $200,000 or more per year. 
“Couples like this do not want a compromise product, they want the best,” Flowers said.  As a result, 
salespeople now explained the product features to clients and then allowed them to decide what 
they wanted to purchase.  “GC did not have an identifiable or given market,” he continued. 
 
GOLDLINE’S CHALLENGE: SPIRIT OF THE GAME VS. REVOLUTIONARY BRUSH 
According to Flowers, “the market for curling brushes got disrupted” by the introduction 
approximately five years ago, of a “revolutionary” brush by Hardline, a recent competitor. Hardline 
had designed a brush that was very light, placed a plastic insert between the foam pad and the fabric 
and used an aggressive fabric on the pad that marked rather than smoothed the ice.  The new fabric, 
instead of preparing the ice so that the rock travelled straighter and further, allowed experienced 
players to steer the rock and influence its direction of travel.  Top end players learned how to steer 
the rock and this created much controversy in the curling world: it was not in “the spirit of the 
game”.  “Impossible shots now seemed make-able, even for a beer-league hacker, while elite curlers 
could throw stones and never miss,” Christa Homenick of the NRC8 was quoted as saying, “If you 
needed the stone to go a little to the left, you could do that, if it was going too much to the left, you 
could move it back to the right with these brooms… All of the athletes had an issue with the brooms 
because it took away the art of shot-making.”9 
 
The sales of the Hardline brush took off because of this particular characteristic.  Some top end 
players realized that they could be very effective with this brush and they vigorously defended its 
use on social media.  Traditional players and players sponsored by other companies, however, 
accused users of the Hardline brush of cheating while the users of the new brush accused traditional 
manufacturers of holding back progress.  The arguments and counterarguments got so heated that 
players sometimes got into physical fights.  Players, however, demanded brushes that would allow 
them to compete with the Hardline brush so there was pressure on all suppliers that did not have 
such a brush. 
 
In 2014 Flowers began taking the competitive threat seriously.  GC worked with a Canadian company 
for two years to produce a product that was innovative and light. This relationship was not 
successful and in December 2015, GC turned to a Chinese manufacturer. By February GC had a 3D 
version of the new brush. The market had been waiting for this new brush, the AIR, the response to 
Hardline, for some time. 
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The AIR, while it was extremely light and attractive thus responding to some of the competitive 
features, did not have the aggressive fabric of Hardline.  According to Flowers, “it would be easy for 
Goldline to offer a product like that of Hardline but in my estimation and in the estimation of others 
it would destroy the game of curling if we were to do that.”   It would destroy the game of curling, 
Flowers believed, because with an aggressive fabric that could be used to steer the rock,  
little demand was made on the skill of the throwers and sweepers. With traditional pads the thrower 
aimed and put a curl on the rock, taking into account the changing conditions of the ice during the 
game.  The sweepers had to be fit and they determined if the ice must be swept.  Conversely, with 
the competitive product throwers did not have to master the skill of throwing the rock accurately or 
estimating the correct amount of force for the condition of the ice and sweepers no longer had to be 
fit. In the view of Flowers and others, the new aggressive pad minimized the skills of the thrower and 
the sweeper and it was beginning to jeopardize curling’s status as an Olympic sport. 
 
Given the controversy and, at times, the physical confrontation between players the World Curling 
Federation (WCF) stepped in. It banned plastic inserts and created standards for the fabric and the 
density of the foam used on brush heads. It decided that only one fabric could be used on brush 
heads and that fabric was defined by a batch number: Nylon Oxford 420D.  The fabric had to be used 
in any WCF sanctioned game.  The challenge was that up to 90% of players did not intend to play in 
WCF sanctioned games and for recreational games, the regulations of the WCF were not relevant. 
Thus if customers intended to play at WCF sanctioned games, stores may direct them to the WCF 
brush, but if they intended to play in a non-WCF sanctioned game then there was no need to buy the 
approved product.  
 
As a result of the controversy GC had decided to market their newly designed brush with four 
different pads but none was aggressive enough to steer the rock.  “We will not offer a brush that can 
steer a rock, we need to respect the spirit of the game,” Flowers said. One of GC’s pads was WCF-
compliant but the others, for recreational players, were not. With this decision, there the risk was 
that recreational players might gravitate towards the brush with the aggressive pads from supplied 
by a competitor to the detriment of GC. An additional risk was that the non-compliant pad might be 
perceived as illegal, causing the average curler to feel that they must buy the compliant pad.   
 
THE MARKET AND CUSTOMERS 
The acceptance of curling as an Olympic medal sport in 2002 and expanding television coverage of 
the game had influenced the domestic and global marketplace.  Audiences had dramatically 
increased in Canada, the U.S. and the rest of the world. The Brier Final (Men’s Canadian 
Championship), for example, had larger audiences than the Grey Cup and many Hockey Night in 
Canada broadcasts. Increased awareness resulting from television was seen as responsible for a 
small but steady increase in participation in the game.  
 
In 2016, the global marketplace included two dozen countries and was estimated to be 
approximately $18 Million at retail.  The largest market was Canada with 1300 curling clubs, 
representing 80% of the worldwide market. The next largest and fastest growing market was the U.S. 
with 130 clubs, followed by Switzerland with the same number of clubs. Other countries included 
China, the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Korea, Norway, Russia, Scotland and Sweden. 
 
The characteristics of players tended to differ from country to country but in Canada their median 
age was 50 years old, according to Flowers. As a percentage of population, the game was more 
popular in western Canada but in absolute numbers, Ontario had more players than any other 
province. (See Exhibit 4).  An average person spent about $1,000 per year to curl: about $300 was  
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spent on equipment and the rest on club fees. Five years was the average life of equipment except 
for young players who grew out of shoes. Some clubs had very active Junior and Bantam leagues. 
 
The curling season began in early September and ended April 30th for competitive players; 
international Bonspiels10 began on Labor Day weekend. GC did pre-booking and calling on accounts 
in the spring for fall delivery. For some bonspiels, teams could win up to $80,000 to $100,000 
although more common were earnings of $25,000. 
 
COMPETITION  
Worldwide, there were seven producers of curling equipment, including GC, and all were located in 
Canada. GC was the largest of the producers with the next competitor having less than $2Million in 
annual revenue. While not all produced a complete line of equipment, all produced brushes. Only 
Hardline, however, produced a brush where players could steer the stone. The competitors were 
Ashram Curling Supplies and Equipment, Balance Plus, Hardline, Olsons, Performance and Ultima. 
 
Ashram, with sales of approximately $1.5 million in annual revenue11, had an online store.  Its 
products were also available in retail outlets across the country as well as in Europe and the U.S. It 
produced brushes, shoes, apparel and accessories. Another competitor, Balance Plus, was also well 
represented in many retailers across Canada and its products were available in areas such as the 
U.S., Europe, South Korea and China. It produced all the equipment a player needed to curl.  Annual 
sales were approximately $2 Million. It had recently launched a new lightweight brush. 
 
Hardline, the newest of the competitors, sold brushes, pants/trousers, and accessories.  It did not 
produce shoes and its brushes were only high-end brushes.  It was represented at retailers across 
Canada and had a strong online presence.  Its products were also available in the U.S., South Korea 
and Japan.  Annual sales were approximately $1.3Million. A fourth competitor, Olsons, had sales of 
approximately $1.25 million.  All four competitors had about between 5 and 10 employees each. 
Performance and Ultima were about the same size with between 2 to 3 employees.  Sales of 
Performance were approximately $.8 Million and sales of Ultima were approximately $.4 million. 
 
Most of the competitors used similar promotional methods.  They sponsored teams who wore their 
branded apparel and used their branded equipment. They also used search and social media and 
participated in trade shows. Competitors also tended to have the same price categories as Goldline 
(See Exhibits 5&6 for competitive prices of brushes and pads) 
 
 
MARKETING THE AIRBRUSH 
GC brushes had dominated the market for ten years. As of September 2016, however, the company 
had failed to introduce a product that competed with the lightweight brush offered by Balance Plus, 
or the lightweight, aggressive brush offered by Hardline. The controversy had dramatically changed 
the marketplace and GC’s old offerings were deemed passé.  
 
Flowers was very confident about the new AIR brush.  Launching this product was an important 
decision for GC because he believed that it would be on the market for about ten to fifteen years 
replacing a brush that had been on the market for the same length of time. He believed that it would 
be the lightest brush on the market with easy assembly and disassembly, it required no screws to 
install the head on the shaft or to install the pad on the head and it was an attractive product. It had 
been tested on the ice by elite players and modified according to their suggestions. 
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Flowers had decided that the price of the brush would be about the same as the Hardline brush. He 
believed that GC’s margin was substantially higher than Hardline’s since his brush was manufactured 
in China while the Hardline brush was made in Canada. GC margins were approximately 70% at retail 
and 50% at wholesale.  
 
GC had received the 48 new brushes from China but after testing them had discovered two 
problems.  The first was that the screw in the shaft scratched the ice if the brush was held flat on the 
ice. The second was that the channels on the metal rod that connected to the pads had to be 
redesigned since the rod popped out when subjected to pressures, which were common in use. GC 
had developed solutions to the problems and expected to have the product to test in about ten days.  
Flowers was disappointed, however, because the season had started and GC did not have the 
product in the hands of the elite players.  The company had been talking about this product for some 
time now.  He was hoping to have the product in the hands of the elite players by the third week of 
September, which was late in terms of a launch.  Meanwhile GC was shipping the old product to 
players. 
 
GC’s had invested approximately $30,000 to develop the AIR and the sale of the product required no 
additional fixed costs apart from promotions. Manufacturing and shipping costs still left healthy 
margins of above 50%. 
 
In order to promote the new brush, Flowers had contracted with a videographer to produce three 
ads that he planned to use on YouTube, GC’s website and Sportsnet’s Grand Slam broadcast.  The 
first tournament in the Grand Slam was scheduled for Calgary in late October and Flowers planned 
to promote the new Calgary store at the same time as he was promoting the new brush.  Two of the 
ads focused on the brush.  He also planned to have banners in the stores of his 24 largest customers 
and in Goldline’s retail stores. He also planned to use social media.  The total promotional budget, 
including sponsorships, was approximately $200,000 and about 50% of that was devoted to the AIR. 
 
How was the market going to respond, he wondered?  Ninety-eight percent of GC’s sales were to 
recreational players.  Would his determination to respect the spirit of the game and not produce an 
aggressive brush affect GC financially? What standards would the different associations adopt?  
What about clubs within an association?  One club may use the competitor’s aggressive pad and the 
other may not. “How do we launch our product amidst all this smoke?” Flowers asked. And what 
about the other competitors? What are they likely to do? Hardline, meanwhile, continued to 
promote their aggressive brush while producing a companion brush that respected the regulations. 
According to Flowers, “Hardline is not respecting the spirit of the game and is trying to convince the 
market that if the game is not WCF sanctioned then the buyer can use their aggressive product.”  
Flowers had recently sent out a letter to curling clubs advising them on the use of the different 
brushes/pads. (See Exhibit 7). 

 
 

Good Luck! 
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Exhibit 1 
Parts of a Curling Brush12 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Shaft 

Pad 

 

Plastic 
Head 
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Exhibit 2 
Head and Pad 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 3 
Breakdown of Goldline’s Sales 

 

Retail Sales = 45% Wholesale Sales = 55% of which 

4 Brick and Mortar Stores in Ontario Retail Chains = 20% 

1 Website Curling Clubs =64% 

1 Brick and  Mortar September opening in Calgary Independent Stores = 16% 
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Exhibit 4 
 

Characteristics of those who participate in curling 10+ times in past 12 months in Canada, 

2015★ 
 
 
 

Gender Male = 73.9% Female = 26.1% 

 
 

Age in years 12-17  
= 2.7% 

18-24  
= 17% 

25-34 
= 8.6% 

35-49 
= 24.9% 

50 – 64 
= 26.8% 

65+ 
= 20% 

 
 

Education No Cert. or 
dipl. =5% 

Secondary/ 
High School 
Grad 
=22.3% 

Trade Cert 
or Dipl.  
= 8.5% 

Univ. /Other 
non univ. Cert.  
= 25.7% 

Bachelor’s 
degree   
= 23.8% 

Post Grad. 
+ degree  
= 14.8% 

 
 

Occupation Professional 
=  8.8% 

Senior 
Mgrs./Owners 
=  12.3% 

Other 
Mgrs. 
= 
18.4% 

Technical/ 
Sales/ 
Teaching/ 
Other 
=  11.6% 

Clerical/ 
Secretarial 
= 7% 

Skilled/ 
Unskilled/ 
Primary 
= 17.4% 

Other 
= 
24.4% 

 
 

Region Atlantic 
=1.6% 

Quebec=14.1% Ontario=43.1% Prairies 
=30.7% 

British Colom. 
 = 10.6% 

 
 

Household 
Income 

< $25,000 
= 4.8% 

$25K-
$34,999  
= 4.9% 

$35K-
$49,999 
= 11% 

$50K-
$75K 
= 15.6% 

$75K-
$99,999 
= 20% 

$100K+ 
= 43.7% 

 
 

Selected   
Market 

Calgary 
= 7.8% 

Edmonton 
= 6% 

Hamilton 
= 2.3% 

Montreal 
= 5.5% 

Ottawa/ 
Gatineau 
=5.3% 

Toronto 
= 19.9% 

Vancouver 
= 7% 

Winnipeg 
3.9% 

 
 

★Source: Vividata, 2015 Q4, PMB, Kantor Media.  
 Each row provides a characteristic of the sample.  
  Each of the other large cities in Canada had less than 1.5% of players 
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Exhibit 5 
Competitive Prices of Selected Curling Brooms 
 

TYPE BBRAND MODEL PRICE $ 

Carbon Fibre Balance Plus Carbon Fibre Brush 169.95 

  LiteSpeed Brush 189.95 

 Goldline Carbon Fiber W/AIR HEAD 159.95 

 Hardline “Ice Pad” Complete 169.95 

  “Ice Pad” Complete Chrome 179.95 

 Olson Vapor Round Isogrid 169.95 

 Performance “Signature” 1⅛” Tapered Brush 179.95 

  “Signature” 1” Tapered Brush 179.95 

  Signature w/Spider Head 159.95 

 Ultima Carbon Fibre Broom  149.95 

Composite Goldline  FiberLite W/AIR HEAD 99.95 

 Olson  Vector Fibrelite w/Horsehair Head 84.95 

  Vector Fibrelite 84.95 

  Vapor Round Colored Fibrelite 114.95 

 Performance Light & Flexible 94.95 

Fibreglass Goldline Fibreglass 360 w/AIR HEAD 79.95 

 Olson Vapor Round White Fibreglass 72.95 

  Broomstick Round Fibreglass 56.95 

 Performance Fibreglass Brush 73.95 

 
Source: www.atkinscurling.com  Product Categories Price List. Accessed October 5th, 2016. 

 
 

Exhibit 6 
Competitive Prices of Pads 
 

Brand Model Price in $ Comment 

Balance Plus EQ for Litespeed 29.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 elite Oval 29.95 WCF Compliant 

Goldline Norway Pad 29.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 Air Pad 19.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 Oval Pro Pad 30.00 WCF Compliant 

Hardline Ice Pad Replacement Pad 17.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 Ice Pad Maxim 22.95 WCF Compliant 

Olson Opti Brush Pad 29.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 GR8 Pad 28.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 6” &8” Pad 20.95 Not WCF Compliant 

 Reactor2 Replacement 19.95 Not WCF Compliant 

Performance Brush 29.95 WCF Compliant 

 TX Pad 23.95 Not WCF Compliant 
 
Source: www.atkinscurling.com           Product Categories Price List. Accessed October 5th, 2016 

http://www.atkinscurling/
http://www.atkinscurling/
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Exhibit 7 
Letter to Curling Clubs 
 
         
             

 
 

BRUSH RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CLUBS 
 
Many clubs are struggling with brush/pad rules and some are deciding to require that all members use 
the new WCF certified pads by a certain date. The WCF was very specific in its’ mandate when it came to 
recommended pads to be used by “recreational”, as opposed to “competitive” curlers. It suggested that 
WCF certified pads only be used when prizes of value were at stake.  
 
It must be recognized that the WCF certified pad is a very non aggressive product, designed to minimize 
the ability of elite sweepers to steer a rock. In the hands of the vast majority of recreational curlers it is 
virtually ineffective as a sweeping device. It can be argued that a recreational curler may as well not 
sweep as sweep with a WCF certified pad.  
 
Clubs are understandably seeking to institute a ruling that eliminates controversy between teams on the 
ice. However they should be careful not to render sweeping a useless activity by mandating widespread 
use of the WCF pad. Furthermore, the WCF cover fabric comes from a single source which is unable to 
meet supplier needs. With demand outstripping supply, prices of WCF pads are already higher than 
conventional pads and, under these market conditions, will only go higher.  
 
The only pads that need to be kept out of the hands of recreational curlers are those that created 
problems at elite levels in the first place – pads with plastic inserts and inverted fabric. All suppliers now 
offer a variety of pads that meet these criteria. In the hands of recreational curlers these pads will not 
steer a stone, however they are sufficiently aggressive to have the desired “straighter and further” effect.  
 
 
 
Doug Flowers 
President, Goldline 
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1In Curling “brush” and “broom” are used interchangeably.  In this case we will use “brush” except for 

direct quotes where the person quoted used “broom.” 
2 This section draws heavily from Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/curling. 

Accessed August 10th 2016. 
3 The players, with the exception of the skip, took turns or rotated through the positions of thrower and 

sweeper. 
4 Emphasis in in the original. 
5 www.worldcurling.org “About the WCF” Accessed Oct. 2nd, 2016. 
6 All monetary values are Canadian unless otherwise stated. 
7 The Grand Slam of Curling featured the best international men and women teams competing against 

each other. Total prize money can exceed $2 million. 
8 National Research Council of Canada 
9 http://news.nationalpost.com. “Curling Got Ugly: How two Canadian Scientists saved the game from 

‘disruptive technology’ of brooms, September 13th, 2016. Accessed October 1st, 2016. 
10 A bonspiel is a curling tournament with several games. 
11  The sale figures of competitor included their wholesale and retail sales.  The breakdown of the 

competitors’ sales for each category was not available.  
12 Hardline heads will not fit on competitor’s shafts.  GC’s heads and pads can be used on all price points 

and GC is currently working on a design to the AIR head such that it will fit on all shafts. 

 
 
 
 

 

Christopher A. Ross, Professor, John Molson School of Business, Concordia University, Montréal, wrote 
this case to provide material for class discussion.  The author does not intend to illustrate either effective 
or ineffective managerial or administrative decisions.  ©2016. Some of the material in this case may have 
been disguised.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/curling
http://www.worldcurling.org/
http://news.nationalpost.com/

