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Abstract

Being a soccer fan, the growth of European football in terms of businesses in the last 25 years motivated me to investigate this particular evolution. The analysis in this thesis focuses on three competitions in Europe: Premier League (UK), Bundesliga (GE) and the Jupiler Pro League (BE) for a period of ten years. This thesis investigates the relationship between sporting, financial and business performance on the level of clubs (n=36). We start with an overview of soccer economics and the most important events in European football the last decades, followed by a description of performance and the specific competitions under study. Next, we jump into a two-stage method which ranks clubs via a Multicriteria Analysis (PROMETHEE II) and assess the relationships between sporting, financial and business performance with a Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 
After running the first analysis, the model of Galariotis et al. (2018) is challenged and refined by introducing a factor analysis on the financial performance. The factor analysis revealed that financial performance consists of three underlying constructs: size, debt and profitability. With the obtained factor scores we run a  general linear model examining the same relationships. In addition, the path-analysis of the redefined constructs are investigated through partial correlation. In the end the PLS-SEM is implemented again with the redefined constructs. For Belgian and English football clubs similar patterns become visible: business performance affects sports performance positively and vice versa, while the relationship with profitability is absent (not significant). For German clubs we do find a positive relationship between profitability and sportive performance, irrespective of business performance. A final, fixed effects model, reveals considerable heterogeneity between clubs; it also signals  that profitability is eventually related to sporting performance on the club level. However, for most clubs in Belgium and the UK, this positive relationship boils down to minimizing losses. The findings in this work indicates that the Bundesliga is the only league which seems, on average, economically sustainable during the last ten years.
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2. [bookmark: _Toc42431131]Introduction

Football or soccer is the most widespread of all sports worldwide (Giulianotti, 2012). The importance is only increasing according to a Bloomberg article of Boudway (2018) with data provided from Nielsen Sports DNA surveys, which indicates that soccer is the most widespread sports in the world and occupies an important position in everyday society.
This popularity transformed football clubs into money making machines. Is this actually the case or are they rather money consuming machines? The evolution of football clubs, since the creation of the Champions League in 1992 and the implementation of the Bosman Ruling in 1995, is remarkable and led to an increase in the payments to the professional players and challenged the borders of European Football (Galariotis et al., 2018). Nevertheless there is a big difference between regular companies and football clubs. Dejonghe & Vanderweghe (2006) are stating that companies are looking for profit and the football clubs are striving for both financial and sporting successes, which make it atypical, but also a very interesting topic to investigate. 
[bookmark: _Toc33451012][bookmark: _Toc33451023]Dobson & Goddard (2001) formulate that the interest from the academic world appeared around the mid-1950s and that interest keeps growing. This work investigates the link between sports and economics within European football. This work specifically looks at the relationships between different constructs in football, more specifically financial, sporting and business performance and whether or not there exists a reinforcing or conflicting relationship between these dimensions. The financial, sporting and business performance are brought together in order to arrive at insights for 36 clubs, situated in three European competitions (UK, GE and BE).






3. [bookmark: _Toc33451013][bookmark: _Toc33451024][bookmark: _Toc42431132]Problem definition

[bookmark: _Toc33451014][bookmark: _Toc33451025]In this work European football is analyzed, including an evaluation of the financial and sporting performance of football clubs. Furthermore the relationship between these two has been investigated over time and so we could look more into the long-term sustainability of football clubs. According to an article of Sports Talk Florida (2019) the gap between the Big 5 and the next 50 competitions is only getting bigger, due to their ability to attract more revenue. The following statement from Sports Talk Florida (2019) is strong proof of their dominance: "The Big 5 leagues banked 97 percent of the €2.4 billion euros ($2.6 billion) generated in non-domestic broadcast revenue by all European leagues in the 2017-18 season.". 
[bookmark: _Toc33451015][bookmark: _Toc33451026]Joos (2019) is a Belgian sports journalist who works for Sporza. He wrote an article in December which got my attention and provides an interesting starting point for this work. He sees an increasing dominance of the five major leagues. In the 2019/2020 season, in the final phase of the Champions League, there are only teams from the Big 5 leagues left, the first time ever in the history of the tournament.  He sees a trend where money dominates football. A quote of Joos (2019) defines this well: “But hasn't it all become too predictable? It has. It is  predictable, no matter if Ajax was still in there. Ajax is not like PSV or Club Brugge. Ajax is also a football  club with money. Occasionally it is been exciting, we've had great football evenings, but in the end money wins." 
On the other hand, there are also recent examples that show that it is not only the financial performance that counts. Leicester City became the champion in the 2015-2016 season in England. In advancece this was considered impossible. To give an idea Eden Hazard, the top player of the English reigning champion in 2015, had a market value of £32 million when he was bought from Lille. The whole Leicester team had an estimated player value £22 million. A remarkable figure. This shows that the interrelationship between financial and sporting performance in reality is not so clear-cut. Furthermore, Ajax, the top club from the Netherlands, reached the semi-finals of the Champions League last year against all odds after eliminating the absolute top clubs Juventus and Real Madrid.  
Finally, it is also remarkable that, for the first time since the 2002-2003 season, two Belgian clubs have managed to qualify for the group stage of the Champions League. Belgium's UEFA ranking was at its highest in the 80s and 90s with peaks in 1979 and 1980 with a third place in the ranking. Around the turn of the century, Belgium bottomed out in 1998 with a 20th place. In recent years, Belgian football has had a revival with an 8th place in 2019 (Kassies, 2020).
A way to get a first impression of how Belgium is performing compared to the Big 5 is by the UEFA country coefficient. The country coefficient of a country is based on the results of the sports performance of each country in European tournaments during the five last years (UEFA, 2020). On figure 2 the evolution of the absolute differences between the UEFA country coefficients of the G5 countries and Belgium is shown. A first observation is the increase in the absolute difference between Spain and Belgium and we can also see a slightly decreasing trend between Belgium and France. The difference with the other 3 fluctuates.
	






		
[bookmark: _Toc33451016][bookmark: _Toc33451027]Figure 2.
[bookmark: _Toc33451017][bookmark: _Toc33451028]Evolution of UEFA Country Ranking from Belgium compared to the G5 from 2005-2020.
[bookmark: _Toc33451018][bookmark: _Toc33451029]Source. “UEFA European Cup Coefficients Database” Kassies, B. (2020)
[bookmark: _Toc33451019][bookmark: _Toc33451030]More specifically this work investigates the difference in sporting, financial and business performance between the football leagues in England, Germany and Belgium during the last 10 years. Sporting performance refers to the number of points obtained the national and European competitions and the points from domestic cups. Financial performance can be expressed based on the financial results of a football club and ultimately business performance gives an indication of the size of a football club and their ability to generate revenue from different sources. Business performance refers to revenue-generating activities such as match attendance, merchandise and sponsorships. This will be dealt in more detail further in this work. The question is what pattern do we see in the European football landscape between these dimensions of performance? Does financial or business performance leads to sportive success and vice versa? And if so, is this relationship economically sustainable? 



















4. [bookmark: _Toc42431133]Literature review

In this literature review I give an overview and clarification of the concepts and phenomena that are of relevant for this research. Firstly the terms ‘sports economics’ and ‘soccer economics’ are defined. Next, the difference between US and European sports models is briefly discussed. Subsequently, three major events that have shaped the current football landscape in Europe are highlighted. After that the competitive balance and the different ways in the existing literature to analyze this are given. Afterwards the ways to measure financial, sports and business performance are addressed. In the end the specific characteristics of the different leagues are briefly discussed.

4.1. [bookmark: _Toc42431134]Economics of sports

It is clear that sports economics obviously can be situated within the domain of economics. First, a definition of this concept is needed. One important term to have in mind is introduced by Kahane & Shmanske (2012). They introduce the term ‘professional sports’ which shows that professional sports is a complex combination of both sporting and financial competition. This combination has led to a specific form of organization. Additionally sport economics should be defined. Sports economics is a discipline of economics focused on its relationship to sports. Mondal (2019, p1.) defines sports economics as such: “Sports economics is a discipline of economics focused on its relationship to sports. In this field economists are able to analyze many topics, including discrimination and antitrust law.”
Neale (1964) describes the peculiar economics of professional team sports. For a team it is not possible to produce any output without the existence of other producers, better known as teams. Mutual interdependence is crucial for the success of sports. The product that is been sold to the public is a joint game. El-Hodiri and Quirck (1971) created one of the first formal micro-economic models of a sports league. Over the years, it is clear that Noll (1974) plays an important role in the creation of relevant literature within the sports economy. His work consists mostly of antitrust analysis, but he also opened the door for new studies like demand for sports, sports broadcasting and sponsorship, stadium attendance, etc. 
Andreff & Szymanski (2006) are showing the application of economic concepts within the landscape of sports. Furthermore, the terminology ‘Economics of sports’ is getting more and more attention in the mid-20th century. Simon Rottenberg and Walter Neale are pioneers in the field of sport economics, being among the first academics to map the link between sport and economics. Rottenberg (1956) investigated the labor market of baseball players in the United States. He immediately ran into market problems and the atypical characteristics of sport. In a business situation a desired market form is a monopoly, but in sports this is quite different. The competition has to be of an equivalent form in order to be considered a successful competition. Neale (1964) goes further in his work and analyses the different market forms within sport and he comes to the conclusion that a monopoly form is a major financial disaster. The more economic collusion and sports competition, the higher the profits will be.
Afterwards, in the mid-1990s there has been a boom in the literature in this domain, as well in the amount of publications as in the number of various authors. The increased scientific recognition can be seen by can be witnessed by a few occurrences (Andreff & Szymanski, 2006): 
· There is now an International Association of Sport Economists, launched in 1999, which holds an annual conference.
· There is a field journal, the Journal of Sports Economics, started in 2000.
· There is an increasing number of papers on sports economics that are published in generalist economic journals including the American Economic Review, the Journal of Political Economy, the Journal of Economic Perspectives, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the European Economic Review, Applied Economics, the Economic Journal, Economic Policy, Economic Inquiry, and Contemporary Economic Policy
· Since 2000 several textbooks about Soccer Economics have been published.
Furthermore there was an increase in interest by the public sector. Europe and its member countries conducted several studies on their sports associations. Due to this augmented interest from several fields, sports economics can be seen as a discipline on its own (Andreff & Szymanski, 2006).
4.2. [bookmark: _Toc42431135]Economics of soccer

As just mentioned, today’s football clubs have turned into companies. Football it is not just about sports anymore. It has become a financial game where football clubs evolve into businesses. The term ‘economics of soccer’ emerged. The academic papers of Sloane (1969, 1971) can be seen as the first contributions that are really focusing on the economics of soccer. Sloane (1969) analyzed the soccer players’ labor market in England, where he described the strict limitations on the employment mobility of soccer players. Furthermore Sloane (1971) was the first to develop an economic model to describe the specific characteristics of soccer, he based his model on the ‘classic’ economic theory of the firm, where firms, here soccer clubs, make specific decisions to maximize their profits. 
Dietl et al. (2008) are describing the characteristics of football competition as a competition where football clubs can only improve their ranking when they worsen the position of the other clubs.  They state that sporting and economic successes are correlated. They also talk about ‘overinvestment’ in soccer. Overinvestment in playing talent is a clear consequence of the ruinous competitive interaction between clubs. In Europe there exists a system of promotion and relegation which means that the worst performing club will be relegated and replaced by the best performing club from the next lower division. This specific rule plays a vital role in the overinvestment in soccer. Clubs are afraid of relegation because of the financial and sporting consequences and therefore tend to overinvest in players. In their conclusion they find some incentives which increase the reasons to overinvest:
· A strong correlation between talent investment and league performance
· Existence of an unequal distribution of the league’s revenue
· An additional exogenous price (participation in European competition (cfr. Champions League or Europa League)
· The European system of promotion and relegation
· An increased inequality between the first and the second division of a domestic league



4.3. [bookmark: _Toc42431136]Specific characteristics of soccer

Haan et al. (2002) are describing some of the specific characteristics of soccer. Firstly, the soccer competition is their own product. Teams need to produce ‘competitive excitement’ to stay alive. If this didn’t exist soccer wouldn’t be that attractive. Another unique characteristic is that the creation of competitive excitement is unlikely to be a sustainable activity without the existence of any cartel-like arrangements. This is where conflict arises. Politicians allow cartel practices within football while these are strictly outlawed in other industries. An example of such an arrangement is the sharing of the revenue of the television rights between soccer clubs. 
Furthermore soccer is a team sport with an uncertain outcome. The nature of demand by the spectators is quite different than those of individual sports. Fans tend to support a team mostly on the basis of geographic proximity, and to stay supporter regardless of the performance of their team. Further is it also clear that teams which achieve better results during a long period are more likely to have more support (Szymanski, 2003a).

4.4. [bookmark: _Toc42431137]Difference between sports models in the United States and Europe

Goddard & Sloane (2005) are showing that team sports are being a laboratory for economists since they are showing cartel and anti-competitive behavior, compared to the conventional industries. Mainly, it is important to demonstrate that the sports competitions in North America and Europe have differed to such a level that these competitions need to be analyzed in a separate manner. One major difference is the construction of the labor market. In North America they make use of drafts, where teams negotiate the contract with the young players in reverse order of their finishing position in the previous season. Furthermore they exist clear salary caps, restrictions on player trading and the habit to sell broadcasting rights in a collective manner.  
In Europe these practices are rather unknown. Revenue sharing is less common and salary caps have only been introduced recently. The organization of the labor market is also very different. In Europe it is normal to trade players for cash but in North America it is rather an exception. This difference is leading to greater imbalances in Europe where a few teams are dominating their domestic leagues. The system of promotion and relegation is absent in North America. The European Commission states that this forms the cornerstone of the European model of sports. 
Szymanski (2006) describes the characteristics of the European Football Model as the following, the model based on a report from the European Commission (1998, pp 2-5.): 
(i) Sport is organized and governed at regional, national and international level by federations that wield supreme authority over the management of sport
(ii) Amateurs play alongside professionals, with the former often taking leading roles within the hierarchy. As a result commercial motivations are less important and even frowned upon        
(iii) There is a strong emphasis on the role of nationality in competition and the state itself is closely involved in the organization and funding of sport
(iv) Within the hierarchy, sports teams are both upwardly and downwardly mobile thanks to the institution of promotion and relegation
Not only the organization and the rules are different. US and European economists have also addressed some differences between the objectives which owners of football clubs are trying to achieve. The idea of profit maximization is more present in North America whereas in Europe maximization of games won, subject to a profit constraint is more common. Goddard & Sloane (2005) state that the increased income from broadcasting rights and the upcoming ‘hype’ to be listed on the stock company may have recently led to a more commercial approach in Europe. 

4.5. [bookmark: _Toc42431138]Major events in European soccer

After studying the literature, three major events often recurred that have shaped the European football landscape nowadays. Firstly, the emergence of the UEFA and the creation of the tournament with the most public interest, the Champions League. Secondly the rebuilding and reinvention of the Premier League has also played an important role in the formation of the European football landscape. This is followed by a discussion of Bosman Ruling, which radically reformed the labor market for football players. Finally, Financial Fair Play will be discussed, a regulation, imposed by UEFA in 2010, to ensure that clubs are financially 'healthy' and to avoid financial doping as much as possible.
4.5.1. [bookmark: _Toc42431139]The birth of UEFA and the Champions League

Vonnard & Quin (2017) are sketching the history of UEFA. UEFA is the abbreviation for Union of European Football Associations. The organization was founded in 1954 by 28 national football associations across Europe as a reaction on the changes of the Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) in 1953 which forced them to form a European organization. From 1955 UEFA created new competition format and started to control the broadcasting of European football. The UEFA can also be considered as an initiative of the European integration after the Second World War. In this period a lot of political, scientific and cultural organizations and initiatives were formed. However, the establishment of UEFA is slightly different. It surpassed the existing borders, created by the Cold War, countries from Eastern Europe were also allowed. As mentioned before UEFA forms one of the six continental confederations of world football’s governing body FIFA. On figure 3 you can see a representation of the organizational structure of the FIFA and its continental members. In this work we will focus on the European soccer and the UEFA. 
[image: ]
Figure 3.
Structure of the FIFA and the six continental confederations.
Source.  “The Interdisciplinary Electronic Journal of African Sports” Cooper, E. A. (2011, P1.). 


In 1955 they organized the first European competition, named the Europa Cup I. The UEFA only possessed a sole decision-making authority but over time the management of the different aspects of soccer became more and more complex so there arose also additional expert committees. UEFA was not only active in the organization of soccer. After the Heysel stadium disaster  in 1985 they created stringent security requirements for the soccer stadiums which impacted the way people watch football nowadays. 
UEFA always tried to reinvent itself. First, the Europa Cup I was only for the champions of the national competitions. But in the 90’s the format of the competition changed, not only the champions were allowed to participate in the tournament, from now on also teams which weren’t champion were allowed to participate. This was mainly to expand the number of played games to increase the revenues. The modern format of the European competition, called the Champions League, was organized for the first time in the season 1992-1993. The shape of the tournament and the participating countries are parameters that have evolved slightly over time. Recently, in order to fully exploit the commercial potential of the Champions League, UEFA has been increasingly opting for more teams from the Big 5 competitions to participate in the main tournaments. It is clear that UEFA took an important role in the development of European football (UEFA, 2019).

[bookmark: _Toc42431140]4.5.2  Reinvention of the Premier League

Back in 1992, English football was stuck in the dark ages, emerging from a five-year ban from European competition. The Premier League in its current form was established in 1992 to face their former problems. One of the biggest changes was that from now on money would not be shared with the clubs from all divisions, but only with the ones that are active in that competition. As a result of this breakdown, the amounts for the TV deal of the highest division rose sky-high. This TV-money flowing led to attracting top players like: Thierry Henry, Ruud van Nistelrooy and Dennis Bergkamp. The amounts of these transfers continued to increase and led to an increase in money flows to other football leagues, they sold their best players to the English teams. They were the first European league to commercialize football on that scale, very similar to the model of the NBA. With this, they stimulated the rest of Europe to follow their example and formed one of the main foundations of modern European football (Conn, 2017).

4.5.2. [bookmark: _Toc42431141]Bosman Ruling

Another event at the basis of the present structure of the European football landscape was the implementation of the Bosman Ruling on 15 December 1995. Binder and Findlay (2012) are discussing the effect of the Bosman ruling in the English Premier League. One of the main points was the elimination of payments when players were out of contract. Another important measure of this ruling was the undoing of any restrictions on the number of foreign players. They show the impact of the ruling by numbers: in the 1994/1995 season 28.9% of the players who started a game were non-English, compared to 45.8% during the 1998/1999 season and 57.6% in 2003/2004. 
Samagaio et al. (2009) indicate that the Bosman ruling drastically changed the formation of the labor market of players, this became an international market of buy and sell the rights of players. Galariotis et al. (2018) highlight this financial boom. The increased remuneration of football players, augmentation of the clubs’ budgets and the formation of elite clubs in European football are some of the most prominent consequences of the ruling. New streams of revenues had to be invented to stay competitive. Football clubs found new revenues in merchandising, sponsorships, licenses and the selling of TV-rights. The race for money had begun. This had led to financial instability within the landscape of European football. The Bosman ruling definitely changed European football. 
Binder and Findlay (2012) indicate that it is generally claimed that the Bosman Ruling created more stratification between the clubs as within each EU country as well across the different clubs in Europe. On the other hand, Vrooman (2007) investigated this and found that the introduction of the Bosman ruling had only a negligible impact on the competitive balance. 



4.5.3. [bookmark: _Toc42431142]Financial Fair Play

Peeters & Szymanski (2014) show that the development of the broadcasting technologies increased the income of European soccer clubs significantly, but still the financial performance of most of the clubs is alarming. As a result, UEFA introduced the rules of ‘Financial Fair play’ (FFP) in 2010 to establish some boundaries here. Preuss et al. (2014) show that only those clubs that qualify for UEFA club competitions (Champions League or Europa League) are subject to the rules of the Financial Fair Play. The club-monitoring is conducted by the UEFA itself, this body is called the UEFA Club Financial Control Body (CFCB). 
Another interesting point is the research conducted by Szymanski (2003,b) who makes use of a simple linear regression model to show the correlation between sporting success and the clubs’ expenses for player wages. This shows that clubs are not managing their financial resources properly and that is an important reason why the UEFA had to implement the Financial Fair Play rules to limit this problem. Another concept that is appearing more frequently is the term 'financial doping'. Müller et al. (2012) were the first to define this concept: ‘financial means not earned by a club directly or indirectly through its Sporting operations or supporter reputation, but rather provided by an external investor, benefactor or creditor detached from Sporting merit and supporter reputation as well as from sustainable investment motivations.’ (pp. 123–124). 
One of the first and most commonly known examples of financial doping was the arrival of the Russian oligarch Roman Abramovich at Chelsea FC in 2003. He took the English Premier League club over and invested more than a billion euros in the period between 2003 and 2012. Since his takeover, the list of clubs with the same events has only been increasing. Some examples are: Liverpool FC, Manchester City, Manchester United, AC Milan and Paris Saint German. To correspond with the legal structure, most of the financial doping is provided by direct ‘injections’ or soft loans (Schubert & Könecke, 2015). Müller et al. (2012) show that the raising number of external investors in football is harming the sport-ethical standards within soccer because funding can be done independently from previous sporting success and the tradition of the club. The principle of ‘one’s own merit’, which is commonly accepted within sports, is no longer a reality.
The regulations concerning the FFP are quite extended. The most significant is that clubs are only allowed to spend €5 million ($5.6 million) more than they earn per assessment period — which lasts three years. The limit can be lifted up till €30 million if these losses can be covered by the owners of the club. However since 2015, investments in stadiums, training facilities, youth development and women's football are not included in the break-even calculations. Football-related expenditures, such as transfers and wages, must be balanced with TV and match day revenue and any money raised from their commercial activities. Clubs must, under all circumstances, meet their transfer and employee salary commitments. The body that enforces the rules of the FFP does not stand still. They can impose fines, deduct points or exclude a club from European competitions. Recently Paris Saint Germain and Manchester City were accused of breaking the FFP rules in 2014. Ultimately they received a fine from €60 million, which in the end was reduced till €20 million (Da Silva, 2019).
More recently Chelsea was fined with a transfer ban for two transfer windows and a financial fine by the FIFA. They were punished because of breaching the regulations regarding international transfers and the signing of players under the age of 18. It is not clear which players are involved. In addition also the English soccer governing body, also known as Football Association (FA), was punished by the UEFA (Kelly, 2019). In February 2020 the UEFA announced that Manchester City has been banned from European competition for two years (2020/2021 and 2021/2022) and with a fine of €30 million. The main reason why this sentence was imposed is because of the practices of the Abu Dhabi United Group, owned by Skeikh Mansour bin Zayed al Nahyan, a billionaire brother of the ruler of the United Arab Emirates, funneled money to several sponsors of Manchester City based in Abu Dhabi which then brought the money back to Manchester City in the form of a sponsorship. In the end they were accused of two things: falsely inflating sponsorship revenues and breaching the regulations by not willing to cooperate in the investigation imposed by the CFCB (Mcmahon, 2020).




4.6. [bookmark: _Toc42431143]Competitive balance

An interesting measure to analyze is the competitive balance. This metric has already been analyzed intensively in the literature devoted to sports economics. Szymanski (2010, p.183) shows that the definition of competitive balance within soccer is not always very unambiguous. In one of his works he defines competitive balance as: “The competitive balance refers to the rational expectations of fans about who will be the winners. In a perfectly balanced contest, each participant starts with an equal chance of winning, so that the outcome will be completely uncertain. If there is no competitive balance then the exact outcome can be predicted with probability one.” Without the existence of competitive balance fans would lose interest in sports. On the other hand it is not proven that a decrease in competitive balance will definitely lead to less interest from fans (Szymanski, 2001).

Another theoretical concept which is closely related to competitive balance is the “uncertainty of outcome hypothesis”. This can be stated as set of three assumptions made by Szymanski (2003a): 
· An unequal distribution of resources will lead to unequal competition
· Fan interest declines when outcomes become less uncertain 
· Specific redistribution mechanisms are suited to produce more outcome uncertainty

Brandes & Frank (2007) indicate that these assumptions make sense at an intuitive level, but are quite different in reality. The competitive balance hasn't changed significantly during the last two decades, but fan attendance did increase. In their work they  give the example of the Bundesliga, the German football competition. In this league Bayern München has been showing resistance against the equal distributions mechanisms which are imposed by the German Football Association. They are stuck in the middle of two competitions: on one hand they are a member of the Bundesliga in Germany where they play 34 games each season. On the other hand they participate in the UEFA Champions League, which transcends the national character of the Bundesliga, on a European scale. The directors from Bayern München wanted to receive a larger share of the TV broadcasting revenues. Bayern München argues that it will need this extra money to be able to compete with big clubs from other countries in Europe like Real Madrid, Barcelona, Juventus, Chelsea, etc.  
It is clear the management of Bayern München values a triumph in the Champions League way higher than the potential cost from a loss in fan interest by becoming the biggest and most dominant club in Germany, otherwise it would prefer to maintain the equal distribution of the TV broadcasting revenues. Conversely we see that the critics of Bayern München hide behind the fact that unequal distribution would lead to lower competitive balance and hence lead to reduced fan interest which ultimately would harm Bayern München itself. Brandes & Frank (2007) are analyzing this relationship between competitive balance and fan attendance. Their paper will  be used as the basis for the analysis of the competitive balance. Another important reason why competitive balance is part of the analysis is based on the paper by Hoehn & Szymanski (1999). They argue that the revenue, which is part of the financial performance, is determined by the competitive balance between the competitors.

Brandes & Frank (2007) analyze the competitive balance by making use of the average fan attendance. They make use from the measures given by Cain & Haddock (2006). They find a relationship between competitive balance and match attendance across countries and there exists a difference between different divisions within the same country. They also show, that in the literature measures for competitive balance mostly have been used as exogenous variables in regression models,  which are variables within the model that are assumed to be given. They demonstrate in their work were competitive balance comes from. They conclude that, indirectly, the distribution of fan attendance decides the league’s degree of competitive balance. It seems reasonable that differences in payrolls across soccer clubs cause also differences in performance. It is important to know where these differences in wages comes from. The revenue of a football clubs plays a key role when they construct their budget for the next year. In European soccer there are some sources of team revenues: tickets sales, advertising, merchandise, transfers and TV revenues. It is clear that the revenue from ticketing relies directly on the number of supporters. In the end most sport leagues are run as cartels, this means that the members of the league appoint a committee which organizes and controls the competition. In this work I will use competitive balance to look at and compare the evolution of this measure in different countries. Several measures have been used in literature to measure competitive balance. Hereby, in the next section, the metrics used by Brandes & Frank (2007) will be addressed.
4.6.1. [bookmark: _Toc42431144]The Idealized Standard Deviation 

Brandes & Frank (2007) are stating that the idealized standard deviation (ISD) forms a measure to analyze the competitive balance.  The measurement of competitive balance by the idealized standard deviation of winning percentages has been the most used approach by researchers in the past. Mainly because it is a very simple and easy to use measure. The big problem with this measure is the existence of draws between contenders. In Europe it is normal to end up your football season with several draws. Cain & Haddock (2006, p.331) cite that: “0.5 is a conditional probability: it is the probability that, were the contest to continue resolution, the probability of each team winning in overtime is 0.5. The Fort-Quick ISD does not take into account the probability that, before the fact, one of the competition is a tie.” They derived the empirical distribution of wins, ties and losses in the German Bundesliga during the 1963-2005 period. They found relative frequencies of 37%, 26% and 37% respectively. 
· The standard deviation is given by:  ,  with N the number of games
· The values for the ISD for season t are given by:  , where  stand for the standard deviation of point won by each team at the end of the season t. 

4.6.2. [bookmark: _Toc42431145]The Herfindahl Index
This index was originally developed to analyze inequalities between all firms in an industry. We will use this concept in the industry of soccer. To make use of this measure we need the market share of each football club. The Herfindahl Index is calculated as the following: 
= 
N denotes the number of soccer clubs and  stands for the share of points of each football club i in season t. As we can see from the equation the Herfindahl Index is strongly dependent on the number of teams in the league. Michie and Oughton (2004) provide a solution to circumvent this problem by multiplying by 100/(1/N). If the competition is perfectly balanced, the value would exhibit 100. A larger non-balance in the competition is associated with an increase in the value of the Herfindahl index. 
4.7. [bookmark: _Toc42431146]Performance

Galariotis et al. (2018) show that there are two major streams within performance analysis to analyze the sporting and financial aspects of football clubs. The first consists of a method making use of Data Envelopment Analysis, or better known as DEA.  (Haas 2003; Haas et al. 2004; Lee, 2009; Kounetas, 2014; Yang et al., 2014) This technique makes use of the construction of the efficient frontier, this frontier is formed by the soccer clubs who are the most efficient in transforming inputs into outputs. Inputs can refer to the wages and the salaries of players and coaches, the number of players or stadium facilities expenditures. The output can be seen as: the points won during that season, stadium attendance or the turnover. In this form of analysis the individual objectives of soccer clubs are not taken in consideration. It is difficult to identify whether soccer clubs are striving for sporting or financial performance. The second method works differently and gathers research that separates financial and sports performance variables in order to analyze their interrelationship (Szymanski, 1998; Dobson & Goddard, 1998; Rossi et al., 2013; Dima, 2015).

Galariotis et al. (2018) demonstrate that an important way to analyze European soccer is through financial and sports performance. Lago et al. (2004) created a theoretical model to describe the relationship between the key dimensions of the performance of football clubs. Sports performance has an impact on the revenue, also known as business performance, which in turn impacts financial performance that then once again affects sports performance. This interrelationship can be seen in figure 4.
Figure 4. 

The virtuous circle of football clubs’ performance

Source. Lago et al. (2004)

On the other hand, there is no consensus in the literature regarding which method is most appropriate. Galariotis et al. (2018) give several approaches regarding the incentives of soccer clubs. One part tries to maximize profit as common firms another part can be seen a utility maximizers, where sporting results are a priority, or a third option is that they aim to maximize both. In another study, Dobson and Goddard (2001) argue that the English clubs, in a context of financial constraints, seek primarily to maximize revenue and wins rather than maximizing profit. In the same line of research is the work of Dobson and Goddard (2001). 
Analysis of financial performance in the past has mainly been done by just looking at the revenue of a soccer club. This has been a limitation in the research that has been performed so far. In this work financial, business and sports performance will be measured through several observable variables. I will also take in consideration the results in national and in European competitions. Galariotis et al. (2018) created an overview of the different forms of performance and their corresponding parameters (See figure 5). For the financial performance it is clear that there is a need of data from the financial statements of football clubs. Business performance and sports performance are more accessible through several database from the UEFA and the official websites of national soccer leagues. 
	Performance
	Parameters

	Financial Performance
	· Profitability: Operating Margin (Operating Income/Sales), Return on sales (Net Income/Sales) , Return on Equity (Net Income/Equity), Return on Assets (Net Income/Total Assets)
· Liquidity: Net Working Capital (Total Equity - Fixed Assets)
· Financial Indebtness: Debt-to-Equity-Ratio (Total Debt/Equity)
· Financial autonomy: Ratio Equity/Total Assets
· Financial independence: Equity/(Equity + Long-Term Debts + Long Term Provisions)
· Net transfer fees, based on the work of Samagaio et al. (2009)

	Business Performance
	· Revenue from: match attendance, merchandising and sponsorship

	Sports Performance
	· Points in domestic league
· Ranking in domestic cup competitions
· Points in European competition


Figure 5. Measurement of financial, business and sports performance. Source. A combined methodology for the concurrent evaluation of the business, financial and sports performance of football clubs: the case of France, Galariotis et al. (2018).

[bookmark: _Toc42431147]4.7.1. Financial performance

Galariotis et al. (2018) indicate that the financial performance of a soccer club can be analyzed in terms of their ability to obtain a strong level of profitability, combined liquidity, financial indebtedness, financial autonomy and financial independence. These can be captured by several measures which can be seen in figure 5.  All these metrics are based on the work of Penman (2001). Samagaio et al. (2009) are also making use of the Net transfer Fees as a financial performance indicator. The data to analyze the financial performance can be retrieved from the yearly published financial statements in every country. As an example, Deloitte publishes every a yearly report called ‘Deloitte Football Money League’ which analyses the financial performance of the top 20 European football clubs. 


[bookmark: _Toc42431148]4.7.2. Sports performance

Galariotis et al. (2018) show that the standing of each soccer club at the end of the season represents their sporting performance. This makes a comparison with the existing literature possible. In this work also the points that are gathered throughout European campaigns (Champions League, Europa League) and national cups will be taken in consideration. Samagaio et al. (2009) are making use of the average score obtained by a club in all official competitions in which it has participated. A win gives a team 3 points and a draw 1 point. Another study by Barros & Leach  (2006) is making use of the total points scored in the competition to measure the sporting performance. Nonetheless, I will make use of the average score because in some countries the competition format and the number of teams are slightly different. In addition Samagaio et al. (2009) took also into account the importance of the competition in which the points were gained. Based on the ranking of clubs by the International Federation of Football History & Statistics, they gave a weight of 33.3% for games in the national competition and 85% in the international tournaments. 
Another important way to measure the sports performance in the European competitions is with the association club coefficients. They are based on the results of all the teams of one country that played in the Champions League or Europa League during the past five seasons. These coefficients determines the number of places allocated to a country in the next year.
The points system works as the following: 
· Each team gets two points for a win and one point for a draw (points are halved for matches in the qualifying and play-off rounds). 
· Clubs that reach the round of 16, quarter-finals, semi-finals or final of the Champions League, or the quarter-finals, semi-finals or final of the Europa League, are awarded an extra point for each round.
· In addition, four points are awarded for participation in the group stage of the Champions League and four points for qualifying for the round of 16.
The coefficient is calculated by working out an average score: dividing the number of points obtained, by the total number of clubs representing a country in that season’s two club competitions. The resulting figure is then tallied with the results of the previous four seasons to calculate the coefficient (UEFA, 2020).
Last but not least Samagaio et al. (2009) do not only make use of the points earned in the games. They introduced a point bonus, which is similar to the one that the UEFA made in its ranking clubs. It values also the classification obtained by the club in the different competitions. The system functions as follows: In the national league, 3 points for winning the title, 2 points for the second place and 1 point for the third place. In the other tournaments like the national cup and the European tournaments, 3 points for reaching the final, 2 points to reach the semi-finals and 1 point for reaching the quarter finals. However, it should be noted that this system needs to be adapted for a smaller competition such as the one in Belgium in order to make a comparison possible.  
[bookmark: _Toc42431149]4.7.3. Business performance

Galariotis et al. (2018) are showing that only taking the financial performance into account is not enough to describe the performance of the clubs as economic entities. Business performance is a dimension that is added in their analysis. It is the ability to generate healthy revenue from their operations. This aspects does not only focus on the pure financial part, but also tries to capture more a strategic viewpoint of a football club. They give three criteria to measure this, revenue from: match attendance, merchandising and sponsorships. In addition the annual growth rates of each of these revenue sources from one year to another can be taken into account, based on the works of Gerrard (2005) & Pinnuck and Potter (2006).
4.8. [bookmark: _Toc42431150]European football

In this section we will briefly discuss the history and the state of the competitions that will be addressed in this work. Furthermore, I will discuss how the competitions are organized and which characteristics are specific to the particular competition. Syzmanski (1998) discusses the state and the future of European football in his paper. As also mentioned before, one of the major events that led to the transformation of modern football is the television. Just to show the increase in value, in 1985 the combined value of the broadcast rights of the Big 5 competitions was estimated around €30 million, in 2005 this value increased almost a hundredfold to €2500 million. 
Szymanski (2006) indicates, as mentioned before, the growing dominance of the big clubs in the Champions League. He shows that European football has always been highly unbalanced. On the other hand the demand for football is only increasing, which shows that the competitive imbalance is not driving away football fans. The European elite has also been talking for years about a European Super League in which the participating clubs would divide the revenues among themselves, similar to the sports models in the US. As far as the big clubs are concerned they do not destroy football as a whole only the national competitions are harmed, the European level is the most important for all of them. 

[bookmark: _Toc42431151]4.8.1 England and Germany

English football can be seen as the birthplace of football. In 1992 the Premier league and, the current format of English football, was created to give the clubs some protection since neo-liberal thinking dominated English football. The premier league can, within the Big 5 leagues be seen as an example of a very liberal market compared to very strong regulated market like the Bundesliga in Germany. All clubs in the Premier League are investor-owned corporate entities unlike the clubs in Germany where the (50+1) rule applies. This major difference in legal forms indicates that effective and intensive regulation plays a more important and central role in German soccer (Bachmaier, 2018). The following paragraphs go more into detail about the characteristics of German and English football.
4.8.1.1 Germany

In recent years revenues in German football exploded. Dietl & Frank (2007) indicate that the revenue of the Bundesliga evolved from €818 million in 1999-2000 to more than €1.5 billion in 2004-2005. To this day, the total turnover of the Bundesliga is around €4 billion, with 14 clubs that have a revenue of more than €100 million (DFL, 2018). German clubs suffer from the same disease as most of the other competitions in Europe: a declining financial performance despite increasing revenues. 
Another specific character of German football is that the power is in the hands of its members, usually the fans of the clubs. It looks, on the surface, that priority is given to the fans over other stakeholders. But when we look deeper into the reality, it is not always the case. All these fans have heterogenous interests like; how the club is run, the prices of tickets, the acquisition of new players, etc. It is clear that there is no efficient way to gather all these voices and translate their preferences and ideas into concrete actions. Thereby football clubs in Germany suffer from significant transaction costs in order to maintain this governance structure (Dietl & Frank, 2007). 
To avoid financial instability in the German football they introduced the system of licensing. However this system does not work because of two reasons. The first reason is obvious, the licensing procedure is executed by the clubs’ own association, the DFL. This organization has no more power than granted by its members. Dietl & Frank (2007) show that the DFL is not even allowed to interpret the data provided by the clubs. If we look to other European countries, like France, we see the use of an independent authority with the power to sanction each team, which clearly is a better situation. The second reason is that the external standards imposed by the government are very low. Most of the football clubs are eingetragener Verein in Germany. The eingetragener Verein indicates a nonprofit member organization, which means that they are not even obligated to publish their annual accounts (Dietl & Frank, 2007).

4.8.1.2.England

The Premier League can be seen as the birthplace of modern football. During the 1980’s several financial crises occurred in European football. England answered these crises with the adoption of a more commercial approach where pay-tv operators, and not only state owned national broadcasters, were allowed to enter the market. The crisis in 1982 also led to the decision that directors of soccer clubs were from now on allowed to receive a monthly salary, to accept shirt sponsorship and to enter the stock market. England has taken on a leading role in this transformation and has been the financial competition in which the most money is involved for several years (Szymanski, 2006). 
A review of Deloitte found that Premier League club revenues rose to £4.8 billion in 2019, an increase of 6% from the season before. The premier League is still topping the Big 5, with a revenue that is 72% higher than its nearest competitor, Germany. However, in terms of stadium attendance Germany is staying at the top for several years, with an average attendance of 43.000 people for a Bundesliga game. From a sporting point of view English clubs also dominated Europe during the season 2018/19. The two European competition finals both consisted of only English teams. Tottenham faced Liverpool for the Champions League final in Madrid, while Chelsea played their London rival Arsenal in the Europa League final (Reed, 2019).
In terms of governance the most used corporate structure is the one of the limited liability. In the 90’s a lot of football clubs became listed on the stock exchange, but in 2013 we see that only a handful of clubs is still active on the stock exchange. Nowadays most of the English clubs are ruled by one individual or family. The most know examples are Roman Abramovitsj (Chelsea), Sheikh Mansour (Manchester City), Stan Kroenke (Arsenal), and Malcolm Irving Glazer (Manchester United). A concentration of ownership can lead more long-term stability of football clubs because there are less conflicts of interest (Hughson et al. (2017). These owners invested a lot of money in their clubs, this reflection can be seen in the analysis of the financial performance of the Premier League.


[bookmark: _Toc42431152]4.8.2 Belgium

Belgium is considered as a second ‘grade’ competition in Europe. Dejonghe & Vandeweghe (2006) are describing the state of the Belgian football. In 1984 the clubs in Belgium were mostly dependent on gate receipts, commercial receipts from bars, bank loans, direct subsidies provided by national or local governments , indirect subsidies by letting clubs making free use of community stadiums, public workers of the local government, or specific social security and tax laws. Furthermore since 1984 only four teams (Anderlecht, Club Brugge and Standard Luik and KRC Genk) constitute 50% of the total budget. This clearly shows the imbalance in the Belgian competition. Within the Jupiler Pro League there is a gap between the G5 and K11 clubs. The G5 clubs are the five teams that achieved the best sporting results during the last five years. These are RSC Anderlecht, Club Brugge, KAA Gent, KRC Genk and Standard de Liège. The other eleven clubs in the 1A league are classified as the K11 (Deloitte, 2019). This distribution is crucial for determining who gets what share of the TV contract. In 2020, there was some commotion about the distribution key for the 2020-2025 campaigns. After a some sporting successes in recent years, Antwerp FC wanted to knock on the door of the G5 and protested against the existing distribution key. Following a period of negotiation it was possible to find reconciliation. Belonging to the G5 or not has a clear consequence on the financial income of a club (Sporza, 2020).
More recently a study carried out by Deloitte (2019) gives a better picture of the current situation of Belgian football. An important difference is the organization of the Belgian football, which clearly differs from the other leagues in Europe. As can be seen on the figure 6 Belgium makes since the season 2009/10 use of a Play-offs system, similar to the one of the American basketball competition (NBA). After 30 matches in the regular season the points achieved by the top-6 teams get halved to make it more exciting. The next ten games the top-6 teams are playing twice against each other to determine the champion and the other European competitions tickets. Play-off 2 works different, there are two groups created, both winners of that group play against each other and the winner of that game has to play against the fourth place of PO1 to determine who gets the last European ticket. The cup winner is also assured of a ticket for the Europa League. Another interesting point in the work of Deloitte (2019) is the increase of the wages of soccer players. In the season 15/16 the ratio wage cost/revenue was 51.2% this increased in the season 17/18 till 56%. Wage cost has an significant impact on the financial performance of football clubs. 
[image: ]In terms of sports performance Belgium finished 9th place for the third year in a row in the season 17/18 on the UEFA rankings. This places Belgium among other European sub toppers, like Portugal and Russia, and just after the Big 5 competitions. In 18/19 Belgium succeeded even to rise one place. On figure 6 you get an overview of the UEFA ranking for countries with a similar population and GDP as Belgium. You can clearly see that Belgium did a consistent job in terms of sports performance during the years.












Figure 6. 
Evolution of UEFA country coefficient.
Source. UEFA European Cup Coefficients Database, Kassies, B. (2020). 






4.9. [bookmark: _Toc42431153]Conclusions in literature

Previous empirical studies analyzing the relationship between sports, financial and business performance as summarized below. 
	Authors
	Conclusions

	Dobson & Goddard (1998)
	Indicate that different types of club in England have had markedly different experiences with regard to performance and revenue. The ‘bigger’ clubs enjoyed a larger share in their percentage share of revenues, but not followed by corresponding increase in sporting performance. Still they find evidence that chances of success are more favorable for more wealthy clubs. They point out the danger of this increasing gap and advice the football authorities to create a system of redistribution to keep the competitive balance. 

	Syzmanski (1998)

	He investigated the relationship between league position and revenue of football clubs in England. He came to the conclusion that better sporting performance leads to higher revenue. 

	Gerrard (2005)
	Gerrard used several variables like sports performance, profitability, team playing quality, wage costs, revenues, team fan base and team ownership status to perform a multiple regression analysis. He found that financial performance is negatively related to sporting performance in the English Premier League. 

	Brandes & Frank (2007)

	Their work analyzed the relationship between competitive balance and fan attendance in professional European Soccer. They found a heterogenous relationship in the relationship between these two. In Germany and England they found an influence of fan attendance on competitive balance, but not vice versa. 

	Samagaio et al. (2009)
	By making use of SEM they analyzed the influence of sporting performance and financial performance on the stock market performance. Most sports clubs seek to achieve a minimum level of profit and maximize sporting performance. They found moderate correlations between stock market returns, financial performance and sporting performance. 

	Rossi et al. (2013)
	Rossi et al. (2013) investigated Italian football and the participation in European competitions. They show that participation and the European ranking, which depends on sporting performance, is very important in achieving financial success. 

	Kounetas (2014)
	Examined the performance and technical efficiency of Greek football clubs after their national team won the Euro tournament in 2004. He found out that technical efficiency of Greek clubs appears to be specific to the resources of each club in terms of financial, individual and sport characteristics. 

	Galariotis et al. (2018)
	Made use of two-stage approach by PROMETHEE II and PLS to investigate the relationship between different variables of soccer clubs in France. They found that the virtuous circle (Lago et al., 2004) is broken. Financial performance influences sports performance in a negative way. Football clubs in general seem to have a tendency to sacrifice financial health and sustainable growth over short-term sports objectives such as winning the championship. They indicate the crucial role of the FFP in the future of European football.



It is certain that the results of the above-mentioned summary are not all the identical and depend on the used methodology and the investigated countries. However, it is clear that there is a link between financial and sports performance. Dobson & Goddard (1998), Syzmanski (1998), Samagaio et al. (2009) and Rossi et al. (2013) found a rather positive relationship between sports and financial performance. On the other hand we have Gerrard (2005) and Galariotis et al. (2018) who observe a negative relationship between these two. 





5. [bookmark: _Toc42431154]Research framework

Regarding the relevance of soccer and the increasing attention of the public, a study about the evolution in financial, sports and business performance between Belgium and two other major competitions in Europe is an interesting choice. To conduct this research I will use this main research question:
· Is a stable financial/business policy a propeller of successful sports performance within European soccer? Or is it the other way around? 
· Do the same dynamics appear in the top competitions as well in the Belgian football competition?















6. [bookmark: _Toc42431155]Data collection

The data required for the mapping of performance was collected from various sources. For the financial performance the accounts of the various football clubs had to be consulted. The data for the Spanish and Italian competitions could not be retrieved due to paid-only access for these databases and are therefore not included in this work. The data from France was not complete to map the entire financial performance. The three analyzed competitions are: Belgium, England and Germany. This comes down to two leagues from the Big  5 competitions and one smaller league. To evaluate the business performance data the revenue of the soccer clubs was enlisted. Points in the domestic league and the ranking in the domestic cup competitions can be found on the websites of the national football associations. For European competitions the results are published on the website of the UEFA. On figure 7 you get an overview the sources of these parameters.  
	Performance
	Parameters

	Financial Performance
	· Jupiler Pro League, Belgium: Nationale Bank van België (2020)
· Bundesliga, Germany: Unternehmensregister (2020)
· Premier League, England: Companies House (2020)
· Net transfer fees: Transfermarkt (2020)

	Business Performance
	· Revenue: NBB, Unternehmensregister (2020) and Companies House (2020)
· Match attendance: Transfermarkt (2020)

	Sporting Performance
	· Points in domestic league: countries’ national association website
· Ranking in domestic cup competitions: countries’ national association website
· Points in European competition: UEFA


Figure 7. 
Overview of data sources of financial, business and sporting performance. 
The data is collected for a period of ten years, from the season 2008/09 till 2017/18, for Belgium and Germany. The English competition was not complete and ranges between 2008/09 and 2016/17. Each league contains a selection of 12 teams that have played in the highest division for most seasons, following the work of Galariotis et al. (2018) and Barros & Leach (2006). It was not entirely possible to follow the rule of teams who only played in the highest division because of data limitations. In Germany two teams who consistently performed in the highest division were not possible to obtain because their financial statements are incorporated in the one of their mother company, this concerns Bayer Leverkusen and VFL Wolfsburg, the first belongs to the pharmaceutical giant Bayer and the other to Volkswagen group. For Belgium and England all expected clubs are included in the analysis. On figure 8 you have an overview of the 36 examined clubs. The number in brackets indicates how many seasons the team performed in the highest division in the period between 2008 and 2018.

	Jupiler Pro League (BE)
	
	Bundesliga (GE)
	
	Premier League (UK)
	

	KRC Genk (10)
	[image: ]
	Borussia Dortmund (10)
	
	Manchester United (10)
	[image: ]

	KAA Gent (10)
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	Bayern München (10)
	[image: ][image: ][image: ]
	Arsenal (10)
	[image: ]

	Standard Liège (10)
	[image: ]
	FC Schalke 04 (10)
	
	Chelsea (10)
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	RSC Anderlecht (10)
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	Werder Bremen (10)
	
	Liverpool (10)
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	Club Brugge (10)
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	B. Mönchengladbach (10)
	[image: ]
	Manchester City (10)
	[image: ]

	KSC Lokeren (10)
	[image: ]
	TSG 1899 Hoffenheim (10)
	[image: ][image: ]
	Tottenham Hotspur (10)
	[image: ]

	SV Zulte Waregem (10)
	
	Hamburger SV (10)
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	Everton (10)
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	KV Kortrijk (10)
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	Eintracht Frankfurt (9)
	[image: ]
	Stoke City (10)
	[image: ]

	RSC Charleroi (9)
	
	Hannover 96 (9)
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	West Ham United (9)
	[image: ]

	KV Mechelen (9)
	[image: ][image: ]
	Herta BSC (8)
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	Newcastle United (8)
	[image: ]

	Cercle Brugge (7)
	[image: ]
	FC Köln (8)
	[image: ]
	Aston Villa (8)
	[image: ]

	STVV (6)
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	FC Augsburg (7)
	[image: ]
	Fulham (6)
	[image: ]


Figure 8. 
Overview of the 36 analyzed clubs.




7. [bookmark: _Toc42431156]Methodolgy

The methods used for the analysis in this work can be subdivided into three main parts. First of all, the data is presented and summarized with some descriptive statistics, complemented by the evolution of some important variables. Secondly, a PROMETHEE II ranking, also known as a method to make multicriteria decisions, is used to rank the financial performance of the football clubs, this is done to be able to make use of a Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling Approach (PLS-SEM). This last step is based on the work of Galariotis et al. (2018), they introduce this new method and try to challenge the classical method, DEA. With this form of analysis it is possible to investigate the relationship between the different measures of performance, as well as the strength, the sign, and the direction of this relationship. In the last step the model of Galariotis et al. (2018) is challenged to see whether another model could lead to new insights. A factor analysis is used to analyze the financial construct from the first model, followed by looking at the correlation over time. Further on, a regression model and partial correlation analysis has been performed to look into the relationship of these new constructs. In the end the PLS-SEM is executed again with the redefined model.
The two stage-approach from Galariotis et al. (2018) starts with ranking the football clubs based on their business and financial performance by means of PROMETHEE II. This work didn’t perform this for the business performance because only revenue was used to measure this, and so no trade-off had to be made here. The calculation of the sporting index followed the work of Samagaio et al. (2009). This measure consists of the sum of four components: the average points per game, reaching the quarter final for national cup tournaments and/or European tournaments and ultimately a bonus is added for every team that ends in the top 3 of the national competition. As mentioned before this system is slightly adapted for the Belgian competitions as they have less access to enter the European competitions. Surviving the group stage of the Europa League or Champions League is already a huge achievement for a Belgian soccer club. They got one point for surviving the group stage, two for reaching the next round and three if they make it to the quarter-final or further, still all the other components are handled in the same way as the other two competitions. But this may of measuring has implications for the creation of general models because the sportive index is not measured in same for the three competitions. 
The concept of PROMETHEE II will first be explained in more detail. PROMETHEE (Preference Ranking Organization Method of Enrichment Evaluations) II is a multicriteria method which can be used to evaluate certain entities when multiple evaluation criteria are involved. This measure is known for its efficiency and simplicity and has applications in different fields like: economics, agriculture and the industrial field (Goletsis et al. 2003; Duvivier et al. 2007; Corrente et al. 2014a; Caballero et al. 2016). This method allows a to create a preference among pairs {a, b}, in which a and b represent football clubs. The PROMETHEE II method includes the evaluation of the different football clubs based on n criteria. Each criterion receive a certain weight, depending on its importance. The higher the weight the more important it becomes in the evaluation. Ultimately the preference index π(a, b), based on the preference between a and b, ranges between 0 and 1 (Galariotis et al., 2018).

π(a, b) = ()    (1)


The overall performance of an alternative a, compared to all the other m alternatives, is captured through the net-flow index, this measure aggregates all the strengths and weaknesses of each alternative compared to its pears. This measure is defined as the following: 
ϕ(a) =      (2)


This indicator contains values between -1 and 1. A value close to one indicates that a is strongly preferred over all other alternatives. If the value reaches -1 shows that the competing alternatives are strongly preferred over a (Galariotis et al., 2018). 

In this work the following 9 criteria are used for the PROMETHEE II method: Operating Margin (+), Return On Sales (+), Return on Equity (+), Return on assets (+), Liquidity (+), Financial Indebtness (-), Financial Autonomy (+), Financial Independence (+) and Net Transfer Value (+) A ‘+’ indicates that having the highest value is preferred whereas ‘-‘ shows that the lowest value is preferred. To perform this method the program ‘Visual PROMETHEE Academic’, which provides a preference index and a visual representation, is utilized. This program has been developed in a joint venture between the ULB and the Canadian company Visual Decision (Mareschal, n.d.).

In the second step the analysis looks further into the possible relationships of the different forms of performance, based on the rankings made in the first step, by using the PLS-SEM approach. This method is a second-generation method that is able to handle the limitations of regression based approaches (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004; Galariotis et al., 2018). This method allows to discover the direction, causality, significance and their sign. This method assumes no distributional assumptions for the data and is particularly suitable for handling very small data sets (n = 12), this technique maximizes power and creates the possibility to estimate the path coefficients (Galariotis et al., 2018). Galariotis et al. (2018, p. 599) quote the following: “Another advantage of PLS is that it allows the construction of latent variables that are combinations of the original variables. This construction allows testing the financial, business and sports components and related constructs in all their possible combinations.” This is the perfect tool to analyze the relationships between the different components of performance. 
For the construction of the PLS model the work of Galariotis et al. (2018) is fully pursued and can be captured by the following three equations: 
x =  ξ + δ (3)
y = η + ε (4)
η = Bη + ξ + ζ (5)

where
· x: independent (exogenous) variable that is observed (manifest)
· ξ: independent (exogenous) variable that is unobserved (latent)
· : coefficients relating unmeasured independent variables to measured independent variables
· δ: error in observed independent variable
· y: dependent (endogenous) variable that is observed (manifest)
· η: dependent (endogenous) variable that is unobserved (latent)
· : coefficients relating unmeasured dependent variables to measured dependent variables
· ε: error in observed dependent variable
· ζ: sources of variance in η not included in ξ
· B: coefficients interrelating unmeasured dependent variables
· ∂: coefficients relating unmeasured independent variables to unmeasured dependent variables
Galariotis et al. (2018) are describing the PLS-SEM in a very clear way. In this work the latent variables are financial, business and sports performance, which are all related in a reflexive way to 10 measurement observed variables for each country. The PLS model follows a logic of three steps. First the weights relations for the indicators which are linked to the unobservable variables are estimated. In the second step case values for each unobservable variable are calculated, using the weight relationship from step one as an input. Finally these values are used in a set of regression equations to determine the parameters for these structural relationships. This model is clearly based on the estimation of the weight relationship. 1000 iterations were executed with the SmartPLS program. The PLS-SEM makes use of a two-step estimation process to estimate the weights (Cassel et al., 1999; Galariotis et al., 2018): 
· In the first step an outside approximation is performed, in this step case values for each latent variable are estimated. This estimation of weights is comparable with principal-component analysis (Cassel et al., 1999).
· [image: ]Secondly an inside approximation is executed in which improved the previous estimated case values. They are now defined as a weighted average of neighboring latent variables. Using this second estimate of the case values, the weight relations are modified and the process of estimation is repeated until convergence of the case values is achieved and a fixed estimation is made (Cassel et al., 1999).











Figure 9. Representation of PLS Model with the significant path coefficients. this model consists of two components: the structural model (the rounded shapes), which shows the relationship of the endogenous independent variables (here sports and financial performance) and the exogenous variable (here business performance). Different specifications can be made, depending on the significance. These three variables are defined by the observable data that can be found in the small windows (Galariotis et al., 2018).

Finally to test the quality and reliability of the model the measures used by Galariotis et al. (2018) are followed, they make use of the construct reliability and convergent validity. The construct reliability is tested by the internal composite reliability (ICR), this measure is based on Jöreskog’s ρ (Jöreskog, 1971) and should contain a value above 0.70. Secondly, the convergent validity is evaluated as the average of the squared factor loadings of the measures of their respective construct, this value has to be above 0.50 and is based on the work of Fornell and Larcker (1981). In the end the overall explicative power, R2, is checked and the corresponding relationships and strengths of the different dimensions of performance as well. 

The computer program used to perform this PLS-SEM analysis is called ‘SmartPLS’. It is a program which allows researchers to create powerful models and execute multivariate analysis in a very understandable way and provides many ways to validate the created models (Ringle et al., 2015).













8. [bookmark: _Toc42431157]Results 

The analysis follows the guidelines explained in the methodology and will focus on the description of some of the major criteria. 
8.1. [bookmark: _Toc42431158]Descriptives and trends in European Soccer

First of all the financial performance of the different countries has been reviewed. To begin with, the indicators: revenue, operating income and net income are discussed. There is a clear positive evolution in the sum and the mean of the revenue in all the three competitions. Belgium scored the highest during the ten year time span, with an increase 155% in terms of revenue, followed by the Premier League with 136% and finally the Bundesliga with 122%. figure 10 shows this increase in mean revenue. 
Figure 10. Evolution of mean revenue.
The variables operating income and net income show the same trend, the operating income extremes shows more outliers. These two variables fluctuate each year for every competition. Although, it is interesting to look more into detail to the evolution of net income. Belgium shows a slight downward trend over the years, while Germany shows a slightly positive trend and England fluctuates more, but in a rather positive way, as can be seen on Figure 11. 
Figure 11. Evolution of mean net income.
The mean total and fixed assets per competition increased strongly over the years. However, in Germany there is a remarkable decrease from 2009/10 until about three seasons later. This is also reflected in the percentage increase in assets over the years. Germany scores the lowest for the evolution of the total assets and fixed assets, with an increase of 77% and 90% respectively. If this number is compared with Belgium, respectively a growth of 133% and 247%, and England with respectively 181% and 143%, there exist differences to note here. 
			









Figure 12. Evolution of mean total assets (left) and mean fixed assets (right).

Another clear difference between Belgium and the other two can be seen when the net transfer fees are being analyzed. Belgium is the only competition that manages to present both an average positive transfer balance and a positive sum of net transfers over the last 10 years. In the Premier league we find a clear declining trend. On the other hand the Belgian competition is not able to maintain a mean positive net income during the years. 

Figure 13. Evolution of the net transfer sum (left) and mean net transfers (right).
Another measure to investigate is the evolution of the mean total debt in the three competitions. The Premier League is showing a clear increase in the creation of debt, compared to the Jupiler Pro League and the Bundesliga who are able to maintain a stable level of mean debts during the years as can be seen on figure 14. 





	


	
Figure 14.  Evolution of the mean total debt (left) and mean total debt (right).

The buffers and financial reserves built in by the clubs are briefly discussed here on figure 15. The mean provisions are increasing greatly for German soccer clubs and doubled in the investigated period. In the Premier League the same thing happened but with only half of the absolute numbers, compared to Germany. In terms of equity, the English competition shows the highest increase mean equity, by a factor of 2.5. Maria (2008) indicates that the increase of foreign investment in the Premier League is leading to more ‘fresh’ money and forms an explanation for the increase in mean equity. Belgium shows a slight decrease in terms of mean provisions and a slight increase mean equity. 







Figure 15.  Evolution of the mean provisions (left) and mean equity (right).

In this part the attendance is briefly discussed. When the average attendance of the football clubs is mapped, there is a clear difference between the Belgian league and the two Big 5 leagues. On figure 16 the average attendance over the ten years stays is displayed and shows a rather stable trend. Belgian clubs manage to only fill its stadia for an average of around 70%, while in England and Germany this figure lays around 90%. If we look at the boxplots on figure 16 we also see that the data shows much more outliers in the two directions for Belgium than for Germany and England. 





Figure 16. Evolution and distribution of the average attendance.
Subsequently, the measure of competitive balance was also surveyed. The used microeconomic measure is the Herfindahl Index. This measure is calculated twice, once based on the market share and one time on the sporting results. All the percentage market shares were calculated and multiplied by 100 and then the market shares were quadrated and accumulated. The higher the value the lower the competitive balance in a competition (Brandes & Frank, 2007). The calculated Herfindahl Index can be seen on figure 17. The Belgian competition shows the highest value for competitive balance, based on the revenues of the different clubs, but if we look at the the Herfindahl index, based on sporting results, Belgium shows mainly the lowest value for the competitive balance. 
Figure 17. Evolution of the Herfindahl index, based on revenue (left) and sports performance results (right).

Secondly the situation of Germany is adressed. The Bundesliga finds itself between the Jupiler Pro League and the Premier Leauge based on financial results, but based on sports results we see that the value of the Herfindahl index is clearly higher in the period from 2011 till 2016 then the other two competitions. This is striking, but somewhere also understandable since 2 subtoppers (Wolfsburg and Bayer Leverkussen) have been left out of the analysis. Ultimately, the Premier League shows the lowest value if we look at the market shares of revenue, but if we look to the sports distribution, a similar value to the Belgian competitions is retrieved. It is clear that Belgium has the lowest competitive balance when the revenues are used. On the other hand, the sportive Herfindahl index shows that Germany has a lower competitive balance than the two other competitions. To conclude the English competition can be seen as the competition with the highest competitive balance when the two figures are combined. 

8.2. [bookmark: _Toc42431159]PLS-SEM results

In the next section the PLS-SEM results are discussed, starting with the Premier League, followed by the Bundesliga and as last on the Jupiler Pro League is discussed. These models have been tested, following the statistical measures from Galariotis et al. (2018). All the statistical output for these three models can be found in appendix I. 
8.2.1. [bookmark: _Toc42431160]Premier League

As can be seen in Table 1 the model for the Premier League is decent, only the financial performance dimension is not showing preferable results. The Convergent Validity (AVE) should be above 0.5 according to the work of Fornell and Larcker (1981). This is the case for the business and sports dimension, but not for financial with only reaching a value of 0.347. The Reliability (ICR) is showing the same trend, the business and sporting performance attain a value of 0.985 and 0.940 respectively, whereas financial performance just has a value of 0.683 and falls beneath the threshold of 0.70, following the work of Nunnally & Bernstein (1994).
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Business
	0.881
	0.985

	Financial
	0.347°
	0.683°

	Sports
	0.616
	0.940


°: below minimum value
Table 1. Convergent and reliability measures for the Premier League
Further on, the upper representation from figure 18 indicates a high value of 0.874 for R2. The bootstrapped path coefficients only show significant value of 0.912 (p-value: 0.000) for sporting and business performance. The financial performance has no significant impact on business performance (p-value: 0.869). Business performance has a significant impact on sports performance of 0.798 (p-value: 0.000) with a R2 value of 0.917. Once again the financial dimension has no significant impact on the sports performance (p-value: 0.385). 
[image: ][image: ]
Figure 18. Graphical presentation of the PLS-SEM model – Premier League
[image: ]The analysis of the PLS-models clearly shows a significant relationship between the sport performance and business performance in both directions and looks like shown on figure 19. 

Figure 19. Presentation of the significant relationship between business and sports performance in the PL.
8.2.2. [bookmark: _Toc42431161]Bundesliga

The second discussed competition is the Bundesliga.  After following the same procedure and criteria as in England there is no significant relationship between any of the three measures of performance. The p-value and t-statistics for this model can be found in Appendix I.  The Sports performance is the only dimension with high validity and reliability, as can be seen on table 2, but has no significant relationships with the two other measures of performance.
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Business
	0.231°
	0.527°

	Financial
	0.307°
	0.763

	Sports
	0.718
	0.959


°: below minimum value
Table 2. Convergent and reliability measures for the Bundesliga

8.2.3. [bookmark: _Toc42431162]Jupiler Pro League

Last but not least the Belgian competition is analyzed. The Belgian competitions shows a similar relationship as the Premier League. Once again, the financial dimension is showing no high values for validity and reliability. The business dimension do contain high values, as shown in table 3. The sports performance falls just below the limit of 0.5 and is therefore a doubtful case but is reinforced by a reliability of 0.904 and should be considered useful. 
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Business
	0.848
	0.982

	Financial
	0.180°
	0.420°

	Sports
	0.491°
	0.904


°: below minimum value
Table 3. Convergent and reliability measures for the Jupiler Pro League.
[image: ][image: ]Once again the financial dimension does not establish significant path coefficients, the according t-statistics and p-value for the three latent variables can be found in Appendix I. In the PLS-SEM model, sporting performance has a positive impact of 0.824 (p-value: 0.000) on business performance with an R2 value of 0.947 and vice versa business performance has a positive impact of 0.969 (p-value: 0.000) on sporting performance with an R2  of 0.927, as can be seen on figure 19.

Figure 19. Graphical presentation of the PLS-SEM model – Jupiler Pro League
[image: ]The analysis of the models clearly shows a significant relationship between the sport performance and business performance in both directions and looks like shown on figure 20, also here the financial dimension is not significant and therefore could not be used. 
Figure 20. Presentation of the significant relationship between business and sports performance in the JPL.
These results clearly differ from that relationship that Galariotis et al. (2018) found in their work. In the three countries the dimension of financial performance is never significant and should maybe be reconsidered because this measure is captured by 9 underlying variables. Therefore the dimensions of financial performance are reconsidered by executing a factor analysis in the next part, to see whether the correct classification has been made or if there is maybe another division more suitable. 
8.3. [bookmark: _Toc42431163]Factor analysis

A factor analysis has been performed to see if the financial component is well captured. The method and knowledge of the factor analysis is based on the course ‘Market research’, instructed by professor Malaika Brengmann (VUB), and makes use of the work of De Pelsmacker & Van Kenhove (2019). The dataset for the three countries has been combined. To be able to perform a factor analysis a KMO and Bartlett’s-Test needs to be executed to see if factor analysis is useful. The KMO-value should contain a value above 0.5, in this analysis this value reaches 0.750. The Bartlett’s test also shows significance (value 0.000). This output is retrieved in appendix II. It is notable that three underlying components explain 85.77% of the variance, as shown on table 4. The according scree plot can be found in Appendix II. 

	Component
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4,614
	51,267
	51,267

	2
	2,027
	22,524
	73,790

	3
	1,078
	11,980
	85,770

	4
	0,509
	5,650
	91,421

	5
	0,285
	3,166
	94,587

	6
	0,169
	1,881
	96,468

	7
	0,149
	1,658
	98,126

	8
	0,125
	1,391
	99,517

	9
	0,043
	0,483
	100,000



Table 4. Principal component analysis output
	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Total Assets
	.942
	.035
	.245

	Total Equity
	.889
	-.061
	.101

	Fixed Assets
	.872
	-.130
	.335

	Revenue
	.853
	.219
	.279

	Net Transfer Fees
	-.659
	.437
	-.019

	Net Income
	-.006
	.944
	-.072

	Operating Income
	-.021
	.916
	-.204

	LT-Debt
	.162
	-.103
	.938

	Total Debt
	.398
	-.225
	.833

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


[image: ]When looked deeper into these three components by making use of the component matrix and a varimax rotation, following the work of De Pelsmacker & Van Kenhove (2019). This is done to make the factors orthogonal and eliminate the correlation between the estimated factors (IBM, 2020). On figure 21 the rotated components are calibrated and are given in a numeric way and on a three-dimensional axis. The first one refers to the total assets, fixed assets, total equity and revenue and are now identified as ‘size’ (green circle). The second component exist of net income, operating income and net transfer and is from now on defined as ‘profitability’ (blue circle). The last one consist of total and long-term debt and is combined into ‘debt’ (red circle). The values for this new variables is equal to the scores obtained from the factor analysis. This score is based on the Regression Method. These estimated scores have a mean of 0 and a variance equal to the squared multiple correlation between the estimated factor scores and the true factor values. These factors are rotated to make the correlation 0 between the three constructs (IBM, 2020).







Figure 21. Numerical (right) and graphical (left) representation of coherent constructs.
The conclusion that can be drawn from this factor analysis is that the financial component consists of three separate constructs. 
[image: ]These ensure that the PLS-SEM can be redefined, as shown on figure 22, with three very clear and understandable components. The previous PLS-SEM identified business performance through the variable revenue, this measure is now incorporated in ‘size’. The objective is to use the previously used PLS-SEM method again in the final step to see if this leads to new insights.


Figure 22. Graphical presentation of redefined PLS-SEM.









8.4. [bookmark: _Toc42431164]Correlation over time

One of the shortcomings in the work of Galariotis et al. (2018) is the absence of the variable time, which is mapped out in a rather limited way. The time span of the data over 10 years gives possibilities to take a look at time lags. This could lead to new insights and possibly a reorientation of the model (Boudt, 2018). To investigate the effects over time the sporting results for the three competitions are correlated with the three redefined variable, based on the scores from the factor analysis. The difference is considered two years in the back and two years in the front: sportst-2, sportst-1, sportst, sportst+1 and sportst+2. The Pearson correlation is used here. This gives the following correlation matrix.
	sports
	Sizet
	Profitabilityt
	Debtt

	sportst-2
	0.418**
	0.113 (NS)
	0.194**

	sportst-1,
	0.422**
	0.158**
	0.169**

	             sportst
	0.447**
	0.151**
	0.182**

	sportst+1
	0.394**
	0.047 (NS)
	0.152**

	Sportst+2
	0.437**
	-0.016 (NS)
	0.117*



**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

It is remarkable that size and debt show a fairly consistent and significant correlation with sports performance during the time shifts. Profitability only shows a significant relationship with sports performance in the same year and the sporting achievements from the year before. This gives an indication that it is rather sporting results gained in the previous year that will lead to profitability in the next year and not vice versa. 

	

	

	
	





8.5. [bookmark: _Toc42431165]Regression – GLM

[bookmark: _Toc42431166]8.5.1 Regression diagnostics

To perform a regression analysis several assumptions are made and have to be validated, especially for the error terms. Based on the work of Neels (2017) and Boudt (2018) six assumptions are tested:
1) Linearity: The relationship between the dependent variable and the independent is linear. As can be seen on the figures in appendix IV (figure 1), a linear relationship is present.
2) Multicollinearity: This indicates an excessive consistency of the independent variables. This can be checked on the basis of the correlation of the different variables. This could ensure that these variables explain the same variance, this is not desired in the model. This can be tested through the VIF (Variance Inflation Factor)(Neels, 2017).
3) Autocorrelation: The absence of autocorrelation refers to the fact that there exists no autocorrelation between the residuals of the different independent variables, Cov(εi,εj) = 0. This is tested with the Durbin-Watson statistic, the measure ranges between 0 and 4. A value of 2 indicates no autocorrelation (Neels, 2017).
4) Homoscedasticity: The assumption of homoscedasticity states that the error term εi got the same variance for every combination of independent variables, Var(εi) = σ2 (Neels, 2017). This can be investigated by drawing a scatter plot of the actual error terms and the predicted error terms.
5) Values of the residuals are normally distributed: This is investigated through a normal probability plot. If this criteria is not met, a transformation of  the variables could be to done in order to resolve this.
6) Outliers: No influential cases are influencing your models. This is tested through the Cook’s distance. All values should be under 1 to not have a major influence on the model. 

After checking these assumptions for the general model (all three competitions, n=346) and the separate countries (BE, n=120, GE, n=120, UK, n=108) it is clear that most of the assumptions are clearly met. The output for the general model can be found in appendix III and for the countries separately in appendix VI. Linearity is fulfilled. The multicollinearity is checked by VIF and indicates for all the four models a favorable value. Next,  the autocorrelation is checked through the Durbin-Watson statistic and the models are all indicating values around 2, which indicate an absence of autocorrelation. Subsequently, homoscedasticity is checked by investigating the scatter plot. This plot show two values exceeding the range between –3 and +3, the model for the UK shows no value exceeding this range, Germany one and Belgium two. The normality of the residuals can also be found in appendix VI and does not show full normal distribution, the variables could be transformed to improve this. Last but not least the outliers are checked through the Cook’s distance. These values all remain well below 1 and this part poses no concern .

[bookmark: _Toc42431167]8.5.2 General Linear model

The next step is to perform the linear regression, based on the work of Kris Boudt (2018). After checking the correlation in section 8.4 a model is created where sportive forms the dependent variable. Scale, profitability and debt are the independent variables and are based on the factor scores from 7.4. A linear regression model will be implemented for the three countries collectively and then a model for the three countries separately will be carried out.
On table 5 a summary of the model for the three countries can be retrieved (n=346). The three components are all significant, according to the t-statistics and p-value (below 0.05). This combined model has a rather low R2-value of 0.256. 
	Model
	Beta
	t-statistic
	Sig. (p-score)

	(Intercept)
	3.047
	27.624
	0.000

	Size
	1.060
	9.6
	0.000

	Profitability
	0.358
	3.241
	0.000

	Debt
	0.430
	3.897
	0.000



Table 5. GLM-output of general model.

The next step is to look into the model for each separate country. This analysis is ran and combined into the following output in table 6. Is it remarkable that in each competition one of the three is not significant. In Belgium and the UK this one is profitability (0.132 and 0.911 p-values, respectively), in Germany this is debt (p-value: 0.605). This leads to different regression models for the three countries, as can be seen on table 6. 
	Country
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	
	Beta
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	BE
	
	(Constant)
	9.012
	.934
	
	9.644
	.000

	
	
	Size
	6.960
	1.506
	.370
	4.622
	.000

	
	
	Profitability
	1.198
	.790
	.136
	1.516
	.132

	
	
	Debt
	5.510
	1.651
	.297
	3.337
	.001

	GE
	
	(Constant)
	2.336
	.226
	
	10.358
	.000

	
	
	Size
	2.244
	.219
	.715
	10.235
	.000

	
	
	Profitability
	.678
	.311
	.154
	2.179
	.031

	
	
	Debt
	-.289
	.557
	-.030
	-.519
	.605

	UK
	
	(Constant)
	2.257
	.215
	
	10.504
	.000

	
	
	Size
	.900
	.140
	.519
	6.445
	.000

	
	
	Profitability
	-.013
	.113
	-.009
	-.112
	.911

	
	
	Debt
	.668
	.116
	.465
	5.777
	.000



Table 6. GLM-output of model for each competition.


What immediately stands out on table 7 is that in Germany a large part of the variance (R2 = 0.670) can be explained by the three variables of the regression model. Whereas if the other countries have been assessed we see a lower explanatory score for Belgium (R2 = 0.428) and England (R2 = 0.369). 

	Country
	R2
	Adjusted  R2
	N
	F
	Durbin-Watson

	BE
	.428
	.413
	120
	28.9
	2.323

	GE
	.670
	.661
	120
	77.693
	1.910

	UK
	.369
	.351
	108
	20.275
	1.964









Table 7. R2, R2 adjusted, F-statistic, Durbin Watson for each competition.



On top of that an regression analysis has also been performed with some other variables that had the highest explanatory power, as discussed in section 7.4. The used variables for the regression are total assets, net income and long-term debt. These showed slightly lower values than the one with the factor scores and are not shown here. 


8.6. [bookmark: _Toc42431168]Partial Correlation

	Partial Correlation
	All
	

	Sports - Size
	0.460**
	

	Sports - Profitability
	0.172**
	

	Sports - Debt
	0.206**
	

	Debt - Size
Debt - Profitability
Size - Profitability
	-0.095 (NS)
-0.035 (NS)
-0.079 (NS)
	


 Another way to investigate the relationship between the different constructs and to be able to perform a path-analysis is through the partial correlation (Tacq, 1997). Partial correlation allows to outline the correlation of two variables of rational scale after checking for one or more control variables. This is mainly done to avoid misinterpretation if another variable is numerically related to the other two variables of interest. In this case there are two control variables and is therefore called a partial correlation of the second order (Blalock, 1979). Statistically, the partial correlation between X and Y, given a set of n controlling variables Z = {Z1, Z2, ..., Zn}, written ρXY·Zn, is the correlation between the residuals from X (eX) and Y (eY) resulting from the linear regression of X with Z and of Y with Z, respectively (Guilford & Fruchter, 1973). Below the table and the according representation of the relationships is displayed in numbers on table 8 and visually on figure 23. The partial correlation between the two variables is always controlled by the other two. This global model is only created to give an indication of the partial correlation and path-coefficients of the different constructs. 






**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 8. Partial correlation-output of model for all competitions combined.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk41839503]Figure 23. Graphical presentation of partial correlation paths (ALL).
This process is repeated for each individual competition and gives the following output. The partial correlation differ in all the three leagues, only sporting and size are showing a rather high and significant relationship in all three competitions, as can be seen on table 9. 

	Partial Correlation
	Jupiler Pro League
	Bundesliga
	Premier League

	Sports - Size
	0.394**
	0.690**
	0.534**

	Sports - Profitability
	0.139 (NS)
	0.199*
	-0.011 (NS)

	Sports - Debt
	0.296**
	-0.048 (NS)
	0.493**

	Debt - Size
Debt - Profitability
Size - Profitability
	0.088 (NS)
0.426**
0.173 (NS)
	-0.178 (NS)
0.337**
0.313**
	-0.436**
0.072 (NS)
-0.060 (NS)

	
	
	
	


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 9. Partial correlation-output of model for all competitions combined  

Firstly the English competition is addressed. Sports performance and size are showing a positive correlation of 0.534. Sporting success goes also hand in hand with debt. An interesting relationship in the Premier League is the one  of -0.436 between size and debt, which indicates that size and debts are showing a high correlation. These relationships can be seen on figure [image: ]24.
Figure 24. Graphical presentation of partial correlation paths (UK).
[image: ]The next partial path model is the one of the Bundesliga, displayed on figure 25. From all the  models the Bundesliga shows the highest partial correlation between size and sports, a value of 0.690. It is also interesting to see that this is the only competition which shows a significant partial correlation of 0.199 between profitability and sporting performance. Finally, there is positive relationship of 0.337 between debt and profitability which indicates that making profit goes hand in hand with creating debt and vice versa. 







Figure 25. Graphical presentation of partial correlation paths (GE).
Thirdly, the path-model for the Belgian competition is discussed on figure 26. Size has a significant and positive partial correlation with sporting performance. Another interesting fact is the positive relationship between profitability and debt, like in Germany. Finally, debt also interacts positively with sporting performance with a factor of 0.296. 
[image: ]







Figure 26. Graphical presentation of partial correlation paths (BE).

This parts shows again some similarities between the three competitions Belgium has on the one hand two similar significant paths as Germany and on the other hand also two in common with the English competition. 
[bookmark: _Toc42431169]8.7 Redefined PLS-SEM results

In this step it is interesting to see if the redefined model has led to any new results. To summarize and discuss the results of the redefined model the same structure as in 8.2 is followed. One thing that has been added is the analysis of all the three competitions. All the t-statistics and p-values for the three competitions can be retrieved in appendix V.
On table 10 we see the results for the combined model. We see that 3 of the 4 are scoring above the thresholds of 0.5 for the validity and 0.7 for the reliability. Only profitability has a low score of 0.292 in terms of validity, but a good value for reliability of 0.706. The value for R2 is 0.557
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Size
	0.787
	0.971

	Profitability
	0.292°
	0.706

	Debt
Sports
	0.681
0.596
	0.920
0.917


°: below minimum value
Table 10. Convergent and reliability measures for all the competitions.

[image: ]Out of the t-statistics and the p-value a significant relationship can be found between size and sports performance, with the according values shown on figure 27. These two constructs reinforce each other. 
Figure 27. Presentation of the significant relationship between size and sports performance in all competitions.

[bookmark: _Toc42431170]8.7.1 Premier League (2)

The validity and reliability measures of this model are scoring very good, as can be seen on table 11, with no value below the borderline. This model has an R2 of 0.693.
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Size
	0.927
	0.991

	Profitability
	0.506
	0.873

	Debt
Sports
	0.912
0.583
	0.989
0.925



Table 11. Convergent and reliability measures for the Premier League.
[image: ]The Premier League follows the results from the general model and indicates a significant  relationship between the constructs, size and sports. This relationship is higher than in the general model and show a strong positive relationship as can be seen on figure 28. 
Figure 28. Presentation of the significant relationship between size and sports performance in Premier League.
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The German football competitions is not showing any significant relationships, the same as in the results from 8.2.2. Also the measure of validity is scoring very low, as displayed on table 12, three values score below 0.5 and therefore these results should be handled with care.
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Size
	0.932
	0.992

	Profitability
	0.479°
	0.863

	Debt
Sports
	0.202°
0.424°
	0.025°
0.805



°: below minimum value
Table 12. Convergent and reliability measures for the Bundesliga.



[bookmark: _Toc42431172]8.7.3 Jupiler Pro League (2)

The Jupiler Pro League shows the same pattern as the German football league and no significant relationships can be found between the different constructs, as can be seen in on table 13 and in appendix V. The validity is once again scoring rather low with two values below 0.5 and two close to that value. 
	Latent Variables
	Convergent Validity (AVE)
	Reliability (ICR)

	Size
	0.623
	0.942

	Profitability
	0.326°
	0.641°

	Debt
Sports
	0.568
0.490°
	0.926
0.904



°: below minimum value
Table 13. Convergent and reliability measures for the Jupiler Pro League.
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	Country
	R2
	Adjusted  R2

	BE
	.573
	.516

	GE
	.763
	.731

	UK
	.602
	.542


Although this work focuses on a comparison across and between the leagues, it is also interesting to take into account the individual clubs more formally. Imai & Kim (2019) indicate that making use of fixed effects in a statistical regression model allows to vary freely across individuals, or here football clubs. It is mostly used in social sciences to control for any case-specific (time-invariant) attributes. Panel data is a requirement to perform a fixed effects regression. The model follows the same setup as the GLM in 8.5, the only difference is the fixed factors are the clubs now. This model indicates now R2-values higher than 0.5 for all three competitions, as can be seen on table 13. 





Table 13. R2 and Adjusted  R2 for the three countries

The most striking observation is that profitability now shows a significant influence on the dependent variable sporting performance for all three competitions, as can be seen on table 14. Germany is the only country where debt also has a significant and negative relationship with sporting performance. This once again shows the sustainable way in which the Bundesliga operates. 
	Country
	
Variable
	
β-Value

	BE

GE


UK


	Profit

Profit
Debt

Profit

	2.23**

0.940**
-2.022*

0.313*










**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 14. General Linear Model with fixed effects – significant results.

This relationship was also found in the 8.6. The complete output can be found in appendix VI. At the same time, the positive effect of sportive and size disappears, as this now is being captured by ‘club’ fixed effects. Not only do these findings reveal that there are considerable differences between clubs; ‘within’ clubs, sporting success and profitability do go hand in hand (which seems to boil down for UK and BE clubs as a ‘loss’ minimizing strategy). 







9. [bookmark: _Toc42431174]Limitations and further research

Like all literature this research was subject to some limitations. Firstly, the data is limited to three competitions. Future research might benefit from including data on clubs in the Spanish, Italian and French competitions. It could also be very interesting to add another competition, comparable to the Belgian one, to analyze the difference between top competitions and lower ranked competitions. The effect of the implemented Financial Fair play rules can also be of interest for future research (see in this respect the recent evolution of net income in the Premier League towards more profitability).
Another limitation relates to the absence of two top teams in the Bundesliga (Bayer Leverkussen and Wolfsburg), this could lead to biased results for this competition. For the execution of the PROMETHEE II several German clubs did not have any equity indication in their financial statements which led to a financial ranking with only 5 variables instead of 9. Another aspect relates to the Belgian competition which is not completely the same as the other two. As Belgian clubs perform on average less well within European tournaments (compared to England and Germany), this might influence the interpretation of the overall models, but still makes a comparison between (and within) countries possible. 
Future research could definitely be performed to investigate the clubs individually to make more comparisons between clubs and eventually divide them into clusters or groups. This could be interesting to define the different business models in European soccer and is definitely an intriguing path to explore in future research. The last part, concerning the fixed effects signals the relevance of such an approach. 






10. [bookmark: _Toc42431175]Conclusion

The performance of the competitions in England, Germany and Belgium have been analyzed in several ways in this research and have also led to various results. First of all, the descriptives give an indication of the trends in the three competitions. Revenue increased in all three competitions, but is accompanied with higher total and long-term debt, only the Bundesliga is able to maintain a steady level of debt. If we look into the mean net income we see that this mean is overall positive in Germany, whereas in the Premier League this swings from year to year with several years indicating significant losses and in Belgium this number oscillates around 0. In terms of net transfers, Belgium is the only competition which is able to maintain a mean positive net transfer balance. In the Premier League this number is getting more and more downhill every year. If we look at the implementation of PROMETHEE II and the PLS-SEM, based on the work of Galariotis et al. (2018), a clear positive relationship between sportive and business performance for the English and Belgian competition is found, they reinforce each other. After questioning the used financial dimension of performance, this dimension has been redefined by means of a factor analysis. This led to three new constructs: size, profitability and debt. In the next step the correlation over time was investigated. The sportive performance in yeart  and in yeart-1 had a positive correlation with profitability. The General Regression Model showed similarities between England and Belgium, where size and debt form the significant variables, whereas in Germany these are size and profitability. The investigation through partial correlation brought up that size and sports are partially correlated in all three competitions. Belgium had two out of its three significant partial path coefficients in common with the two other competitions. Next, the redefined PLS-SEM showed only a significant relationship between size and sports performance and vice versa in the Premier League and none for the other two.  
In the last step the clubs in particular are investigated through a linear regression with fixed effects to look deeper into the heterogeneity of the individual clubs. There we do find out that if we investigate the clubs individually, that profitability is the only significant variable to explain sporting performance for all three competitions. 


In this work the negative financial input on the reinforcing relationship between sporting and business performance, as found in the work of Galariotis et al. (2018), is not obtained. This analysis do show very similar relationships for England and Belgium, where business and sportive performance do form a reinforcing relationship, but after redefining, only the Premier League shows the same dynamics between size and sporting performance, this is a very similar result to the work of Syzmanski (1998). Germany, on the other hand is completely different and never shows this particular phenomenon, but indicates a significant relationship between profitability and sporting performance. This thesis also shows that the link between financial and sporting results in European football is practically non-existent. This says something about the financial vision of football clubs. These clubs in general indeed appear to have a tendency to create debt and sacrifice financial health to obtain sporting success. Football clubs in England and Belgium are rather money consuming machines than money making machines whereas we can conclude that the ‘average’ business model of the Bundesliga shows more sustainability over the long term. 
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Figure 1. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients - UK - PLS-SEM model. 
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Figure 2. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients -Germany - PLS-SEM model.
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Figure 3. P-values and T-statistics for path coefficients Belgium - PLS-SEM model.

[bookmark: _Toc42431179]Appendix II


	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,750

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	2912,716

	
	df
	36

	
	Sig.
	,000



Figure 4. Output KMO and Bartlett’s Test – Factor Analysis
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Figure 5. Scree Plot principal components analysis.

	Component Matrixa
	
	
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component
	
	
	
	Component

	 
	1
	2
	                   3
	
	
	 
	1
	2
	3

	REVENUE
	0,813
	0,438
	-0,019
	
	
	REVENUE
	0,853
	0,219
	0,279

	OI
	-0,313
	0,876
	0,127
	
	
	OI
	-0,021
	0,916
	-0,204

	NI
	-0,246
	0,882
	0,243
	
	
	NI
	-0,006
	0,944
	-0,072

	TOTASS
	0,914
	0,305
	-0,142
	
	
	TOTASS
	0,942
	0,035
	0,245

	TOTDEBT
	0,779
	-0,232
	0,492
	
	
	TOTDEBT
	0,398
	-0,225
	0,833

	TOTALEQUITY
	0,823
	0,226
	-0,277
	
	
	TOTALEQUITY
	0,889
	-0,061
	0,101

	FIXTASS
	0,932
	0,112
	-0,091
	
	
	FIXTASS
	0,872
	-0,130
	0,335

	LTDEBT
	0,599
	-0,219
	0,715
	
	
	LTDEBT
	0,162
	-0,103
	0,938

	NETTRANFER
	-0,669
	0,183
	0,380
	
	
	NETTRANFER
	-0,659
	0,437
	-0,019


Figure 6. Output component matrix (left) and rotated component matrix (right).







Appendix III - Assumptions of General model
Appendix 1
Linearity (1)
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Multicollinearity (2)

	Correlations

	
	Sporting
	Size
	Profitabilty
	Debt

	Pearson Correlation
	Sporting
	1.000
	.447
	.151
	.182

	
	Size
	.447
	1.000
	.000
	.000

	
	Profitabilty
	.151
	.000
	1.000
	.000

	
	Debt
	.182
	.000
	.000
	1.000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	Sporting
	.
	.000
	.002
	.000

	
	Size
	.000
	.
	.500
	.500

	
	Profitabilty
	.002
	.500
	.
	.500

	
	Debt
	.000
	.500
	.500
	.

	N
	Sporting
	347
	347
	347
	347

	
	Size
	347
	347
	347
	347

	
	Profitabilty
	347
	347
	347
	347

	
	Debt
	347
	347
	347
	347



	

	
	VIF

	
	Size
	1,000

	
	Profitabilty
	1,000

	
	Debt
	1,000












Autocorrelation (3)
	Country
	Durbin Watson

	All
	1.805












Homoscedasticity (4)
[image: ]


Normal distribution of residuals (5)

[image: ]



Outliers (6)
	

	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Cook's Distance
	.000
	.235
	.005
	.017
	347




[bookmark: _Toc42431180]Appendix IV – Assumptions for each country
Linearity (1)

[image: ]
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Multicollinearity (2)

	Correlations

	Country
	Sporting
	Size
	Profitabilty
	Debt

	BE
	Pearson Correlation
	Sporting
	1.000
	.555
	.470
	.534

	
	
	Size
	.555
	1.000
	.432
	.423

	
	
	Profitability
	.470
	.432
	1.000
	.586

	
	
	Debt
	.534
	.423
	.586
	1.000

	
	Sig. (1-tailed)
	Sporting
	.
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	
	Size
	.000
	.
	.000
	.000

	
	
	Profitability
	.000
	.000
	.
	.000

	
	
	Debt
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.

	
	N
	Sporting
	120
	120
	120
	120

	
	
	Size
	120
	120
	120
	120

	
	
	Profitability
	120
	120
	120
	120

	
	
	Debt
	120
	120
	120
	120

	GE
	Pearson Correlation
	Sporting
	1.000
	.810
	.574
	-.077

	
	
	Size
	.810
	1.000
	.596
	-.110

	
	
	Profitability
	.574
	.596
	1.000
	.202

	
	
	Debt
	-.077
	-.110
	.202
	1.000

	
	Sig. (1-tailed)
	Sporting
	.
	.000
	.000
	.202

	
	
	Size
	.000
	.
	.000
	.117

	
	
	Profitability
	.000
	.000
	.
	.014

	
	
	Debt
	.202
	.117
	.014
	.

	
	N
	Sporting
	119
	119
	119
	119

	
	
	Size
	119
	119
	119
	119

	
	
	Profitability
	119
	119
	119
	119

	
	
	Debt
	119
	119
	119
	119

	UK
	Pearson Correlation
	Sporting
	1.000
	.407
	-.014
	.339

	
	
	Size
	.407
	1.000
	-.098
	-.242

	
	
	Profitability
	-.014
	-.098
	1.000
	.098

	
	
	Debt
	.339
	-.242
	.098
	1.000

	
	Sig. (1-tailed)
	Sporting
	.
	.000
	.442
	.000

	
	
	Size
	.000
	.
	.156
	.006

	
	
	Profitability
	.442
	.156
	.
	.157

	
	
	Debt
	.000
	.006
	.157
	.

	
	N
	Sporting
	108
	108
	108
	108

	
	
	Size
	108
	108
	108
	108

	
	
	Profitability
	108
	108
	108
	108

	
	
	Debt
	108
	108
	108
	108

	


	
	
	
	
	
	



	COUNTRY

	
	VIF

	BE
	(Constant)
	

	
	Size
	1,299

	
	Profit
	1,625

	
	Debt
	1,611

	GE
	(Constant)
	

	
	Size
	1,697

	
	Profit
	1,747

	
	Debt
	1,140

	UK
	(Constant)
	

	
	Size
	1,068

	
	Profit
	1,016

	
	Debt
	1,068



	Country
	
Durbin Watson

	BE
GE
UK
	2.323
1.910
1.964


Autocorrelation (3)




[image: ]Homoscedasticity (4)
[image: ][image: ]
Values of the residuals are normally distributed (5)
[image: ]
[image: ]

[image: ]



Outliers (6)

	
	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Cook's Distance
	BE
GE
UK
	0.000
0.000
0.000
	0.210
0.176
0.287
	0.011
0.015
0.013
	0.028
0.036
0.035
	120
120
108
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Figure 1. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients -All competitions - PLS-SEM model (2).
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Figure 2. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients - UK - PLS-SEM model (2).
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Figure 3. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients - GE - PLS-SEM model (2).
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Figure 4. P-values and T-statistics for Path Coefficients - BE - PLS-SEM model (2).














Appendix VI 
Output GLM with fixed factor. 
	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:   SPORTING

	COUNTRY
	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Noncent. Parameter
	Observed Powerb

	BE
	Corrected Model
	292.335a
	14
	20.881
	10.064
	.000
	.573
	140.900
	1.000

	
	Intercept
	28.034
	1
	28.034
	13.512
	.000
	.114
	13.512
	.954

	
	SIZE
	3.494
	1
	3.494
	1.684
	.197
	.016
	1.684
	.251

	
	PROFIT
	15.379
	1
	15.379
	7.412
	.008
	.066
	7.412
	.770

	
	DEBT
	.810
	1
	.810
	.390
	.533
	.004
	.390
	.095

	
	CLUB
	74.117
	11
	6.738
	3.248
	.001
	.254
	35.723
	.988

	
	Error
	217.850
	105
	2.075
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	1702.128
	120
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Corrected Total
	510.186
	119
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GE
	Corrected Model
	662.967c
	14
	47.355
	23.904
	.000
	.763
	334.652
	1.000

	
	Intercept
	124.112
	1
	124.112
	62.649
	.000
	.376
	62.649
	1.000

	
	SIZE
	.466
	1
	.466
	.235
	.629
	.002
	.235
	.077

	
	PROFIT
	18.849
	1
	18.849
	9.515
	.003
	.084
	9.515
	.863

	
	DEBT
	10.515
	1
	10.515
	5.308
	.023
	.049
	5.308
	.626

	
	CLUB
	81.072
	11
	7.370
	3.720
	.000
	.282
	40.924
	.996

	
	Error
	206.031
	104
	1.981
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	1827.561
	119
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Corrected Total
	868.997
	118
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UK
	Corrected Model
	335.973d
	14
	23.998
	10.038
	.000
	.602
	140.537
	1.000

	
	Intercept
	347.849
	1
	347.849
	145.504
	.000
	.610
	145.504
	1.000

	
	SIZE
	.113
	1
	.113
	.047
	.828
	.001
	.047
	.055

	
	PROFIT
	13.440
	1
	13.440
	5.622
	.020
	.057
	5.622
	.650

	
	DEBT
	4.053
	1
	4.053
	1.695
	.196
	.018
	1.695
	.252

	
	CLUB
	129.943
	11
	11.813
	4.941
	.000
	.369
	54.355
	1.000

	
	Error
	222.330
	93
	2.391
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	1636.902
	108
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Corrected Total
	558.303
	107
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = .573 (Adjusted R Squared = .516)

	b. Computed using alpha = .05

	c. R Squared = .763 (Adjusted R Squared = .731)

	d. R Squared = .602 (Adjusted R Squared = .542)




	Parameter Estimates

	Dependent Variable:   SPORTING

	COUNTRY
	Parameter
	B
	Std. Error
	t
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	BE
	Intercept
	4.539
	1.503
	3.021
	.003

	
	SIZE
	2.330
	1.796
	1.298
	.197

	
	PROFIT
	2.233
	.820
	2.723
	.008

	
	DEBT
	1.308
	2.094
	.625
	.533

	
	[CLUB=Cercle Brugge]
	.130
	.654
	.199
	.842

	
	[CLUB=Charleroi]
	-1.054
	.645
	-1.634
	.105

	
	[CLUB=Club Brugge KV]
	1.777
	.689
	2.577
	.011

	
	[CLUB=KAA Gent]
	.909
	.717
	1.268
	.208

	
	[CLUB=Koninklijke Racing Club Genk]
	.862
	.696
	1.239
	.218

	
	[CLUB=KV Kortrijk]
	.030
	.649
	.046
	.964

	
	[CLUB=KV Mechelen]
	-.391
	.645
	-.607
	.545

	
	[CLUB=Lokeren]
	-.549
	.645
	-.852
	.396

	
	[CLUB=RSCA]
	2.544
	.789
	3.226
	.002

	
	[CLUB=Standard]
	1.093
	.756
	1.446
	.151

	
	[CLUB=STVV]
	-.992
	.648
	-1.532
	.128

	
	[CLUB=Zulte Waregem]
	0a
	.
	.
	.

	GE
	Intercept
	1.097
	.587
	1.871
	.064

	
	SIZE
	.221
	.455
	.485
	.629

	
	PROFIT
	.940
	.305
	3.085
	.003

	
	DEBT
	-2.022
	.877
	-2.304
	.023

	
	[CLUB=Augsburg]
	-.704
	.662
	-1.064
	.290

	
	[CLUB=Borussia  Mönchengladbach]
	.721
	.770
	.936
	.352

	
	[CLUB=Borussia Dormtund]
	3.384
	.840
	4.029
	.000

	
	[CLUB=Eintracht Frankfurt]
	.040
	.643
	.062
	.951

	
	[CLUB=FC Bayern München]
	5.786
	1.147
	5.046
	.000

	
	[CLUB=FC Köln]
	-.590
	.643
	-.917
	.361

	
	[CLUB=FC Schalke 04]
	2.016
	.886
	2.277
	.025

	
	[CLUB=Hamburg HSV]
	.682
	.694
	.983
	.328

	
	[CLUB=Hannover 96]
	-.625
	.652
	-.960
	.339

	
	[CLUB=Herta BSC]
	.056
	.644
	.087
	.930

	
	[CLUB=SV Werder Bremen]
	.768
	.640
	1.201
	.232

	
	[CLUB=TSG 1899 Hoffenheim]
	0a
	.
	.
	.

	UK
	Intercept
	1.632
	.524
	3.114
	.002

	
	SIZE
	.049
	.226
	.217
	.828

	
	PROFIT
	.313
	.132
	2.371
	.020

	
	DEBT
	-.355
	.273
	-1.302
	.196

	
	[CLUB=Arsenal]
	2.283
	.850
	2.684
	.009

	
	[CLUB=Aston Villa]
	.354
	.738
	.480
	.632

	
	[CLUB=Chelsea]
	7.067
	1.575
	4.486
	.000

	
	[CLUB=Everton]
	.926
	.737
	1.258
	.212

	
	[CLUB=Fulham]
	.320
	.738
	.434
	.666

	
	[CLUB=Liverpool]
	2.137
	.768
	2.781
	.007

	
	[CLUB=Manchester City]
	3.173
	1.177
	2.695
	.008

	
	[CLUB=Manchester United]
	4.535
	.864
	5.250
	.000

	
	[CLUB=Newcastle United]
	-.347
	.731
	-.474
	.636

	
	[CLUB=Stoke City]
	.238
	.736
	.324
	.747

	
	[CLUB=Tottenham Hotspur]
	1.347
	.790
	1.705
	.092

	
	[CLUB=West Ham United]
	0a
	.
	.
	.

	a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.

	b. Computed using alpha = .05



Sports Performance


Business 
Performance


Financial Performance


BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	15135273.083333332	16781154.166666668	15832619.166666666	19935311.416666668	22362599.416666668	23571118.083333332	23457304.75	38049405.166666664	42936291.083333336	38666220.833333328	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	100426989.46416666	107167293.90583333	105482509.78833334	117296926.50999999	125525470.19833334	133031006.92749996	153279426.45916665	179399102.16166666	185275702.40666667	222655648.2775	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	115063750	121581833.33333334	134745583.33333337	138405750	146746333.33333334	186765500	189855583.33333331	200843250	237990999.99999997	Country	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Revenue




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1978163.5	330625	164825.6666666666	2959569	890631.41666666674	-862508.25	-1216567.333333333	2699751.25	3994116.583333333	-1601929.4166666667	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-814377.39249999984	-244895.93916666671	410234.95166666666	4919274.644166667	3041819.995000001	3258752.4991666665	3094884.1591666662	9532469.9041666649	7289388.1774999984	5422796.9749999996	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-7690000.0000000019	-16479166.666666666	-24733583.333333332	-13830250	-18782416.666666668	8664838.166666666	-703666.66666666674	-13641750	6781333.333333333	Country	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year

Mean Net Income






BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	9725640.916666666	8781726	10538693.583333334	12047073.583333332	11179981.666666668	13393113.583333332	13648003.833333334	17699440.75	19734655.833333336	24900310.333333336	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	76629121.549999982	77722324.233333334	54026693.112499997	49188840.875	53769208.7575	71381743.341666669	100163934.13333333	109188407.20666668	132893602.86750001	145743330.31666669	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	140746916.66666666	143743250	159703083.33333331	162182333.33333331	158647416.66666669	185537500	206460999.99999997	234466250	275851916.66666669	Country	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Fixed Assets




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	17142304.833333332	18487759.833333332	20580827.666666664	23860115.25	20728143.25	23912656.499999996	23416755.75	31847472.000000004	37068512.333333328	39865313	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	126004822.22250003	131213685.70999999	119901497.40166669	121496367.23916666	132485251.16666667	145542709.80083334	160321797.53249997	185061251.71083331	206603938.11416668	223536952.02833334	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	191113666.66666669	204076416.66666666	224841166.66666666	229232416.66666669	237257227.25	291424500	327213916.66666663	384356750	462635333.33333331	Country	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Total Assets




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	50560000.000000007	-2810000	23045000	56700000	6580000	14525000	34220000	56240000	38275000.000000007	46395000	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-27680000	-91010000	-9210000.0000000019	-7389999.9999999981	-83730000	-61090000.000000007	-93155000	-8510000.0000000075	-7340000.0000000009	-34270000	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-291740000	-42820000	-296530000	-173480000	-285620000	-310230000	-449710000	-444485000	-543500000	COUNTRY	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year

Sum Nettransfer






BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	4213333.333333334	-234166.66666666669	1920416.6666666665	4725000	548333.33333333337	1210416.6666666667	2851666.6666666665	4686666.666666667	3189583.333333334	3866250	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-2306666.6666666665	-7584166.666666667	-767500.00000000012	-615833.33333333314	-6977500	-5090833.333333334	-7762916.666666667	-709166.66666666733	-611666.66666666674	-2855833.3333333335	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	-24311666.666666664	-3568333.3333333335	-24710833.333333332	-14456666.666666666	-23801666.666666668	-25852500	-37475833.333333336	-37040416.666666664	-45291666.666666672	Country	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year

Mean Nettransfer




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	3233190.5	3103582.833333334	3501982.083333333	3635619.333333333	7608018.916666667	10482349	7254965.5833333321	8850448.3333333321	9846204	10240044.083333334	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	23481306	20727968.75	25228525	14402750	32320334.666666664	19789375	17490421.3325	20763394.499999996	20111428.476666667	25887829.135833334	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	99307083.333333328	104632333.33333333	109911416.66666667	133729333.33333334	144124416.66666669	124342916.66666666	123751916.66666667	124857583.33333333	141102999.99999997	COUNTRY	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean LT-debt




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	12438230.25	10926985.25	14068181.25	14356118.75	13196855.666666668	16335073.25	17097942.083333332	22610119.5	25574899.083333336	27477682.249999996	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	68935833.220833331	72718428.369166687	51323369.755833328	47975636.966666661	54836284.735000007	51791948.662727274	47757704.030833334	50883257.974166669	73588764.160833329	76561898.74499999	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	217997250	210292666.66666666	240848666.66666669	238818833.33333331	323867000	268042166.66666666	285492833.33333331	351255166.66666669	386657083.33333337	COUNTRY	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Total Debt




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	5392529.916666667	5605899.333333334	5920362.25	8532240.5000000019	7209388.4166666651	7054188.583333333	5331548.583333334	8303661.666666666	10939846.166666666	11063460.666666668	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	26179269.210833337	27594887.833333328	46053482.44166667	49967867.828333333	52220629.30083333	64236906.145833336	64867274.290000007	76861803.247500002	82833410.783333346	93818779.907499999	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	56214583.333333336	79377083.333333343	87238333.333333328	90004416.666666657	96069583.333333328	129724916.66666667	164686250	162688833.33333331	251815666.66666669	COUNTRY	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Equity




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	512767.58333333326	407171.5	447848.83333333331	417130.58333333331	87014.083333333343	92243.833333333328	388174.66666666669	290690.25	250743.75000000003	364830.25	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	4143119.8466666671	4101608.8425000003	3902293.7666666666	4199868.6824999992	5173343.0558333341	4656517.1358333332	6022676.8399999999	6864071.375	7021722.0191666679	8214084.9283333318	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	2943916.6666666665	3046916.666666667	2574083.3333333335	3523666.666666667	4631833.333333334	4468500	4648750	4227666.666666667	4680416.666666666	COUNTRY	
2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year


Mean Porvisions




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1051.7898381290254	1215.0482551573075	1204.6638676097346	1144.252569999177	1207.5028977232359	1005.3386593099438	1250.1798415184392	1336.6489694822308	1219.0679700816497	1170.6221144475185	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1407.4682675680228	1441.36475293751	1278.1322897364382	1495.6568767121419	2119.121481660341	1647.1277477608503	1551.4955925582119	1729.6912058695668	1292.4661374407524	1528.1744928891512	 UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1383.5104273834027	1121.1733327791674	1252.6296168082445	1263.5030789348441	1291.5383478154038	1190.528898425182	1175.5667709133979	1111.1889694116269	1354.1893111813527	1268.0299129333939	Year


Herfindahl (S) 




BE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1465.5921699252826	1377.4858954069155	1355.0119277055317	1523.2555599708996	1551.8212497542004	1368.060152337692	1505.3269927276876	1552.2477309563753	1504.6165721529371	1238.9026018828934	GE	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1064.7791623305216	1209.3366575385789	1146.0513892425317	1106.5963035341204	1333.9062476969812	1419.3474477939981	1325.6067173472672	1391.4006423903784	1342.7180582142551	1250.7479943033213	UK	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	1001.9289823266261	1021.5338652027988	966.96297135950704	1023.8393119626664	1023.2562147842888	1010.2683000673784	1056.6529295010394	1070.4738855632197	1111.1662931080411	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	2011-2012	2012-2013	2013-2014	2014-2015	2015-2016	2016-2017	2017-2018	Year



Herfindahl (R) 




France-Belgium	2005/06	2006/07	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/2018	2018/2019	13.552	16.224999999999998	25.968	24.843	25.840000000000003	26.677999999999997	21.777999999999999	24.6	20.200000000000003	15.215999999999994	12.749000000000002	14.265000000000001	17.914999999999999	18.597999999999999	Spain-Belgium	2005/06	2006/07	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/2018	2018/2019	28.049999999999997	31.56	48.566000000000003	48.941000000000003	51.857000000000006	55.328999999999994	51.786000000000008	53.625000000000007	61.412999999999997	62.798999999999992	65.712999999999994	62.598000000000006	68.498000000000005	63.669000000000004	England-Belgium	2005/06	2006/07	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/2018	2018/2019	21.938000000000002	26.047999999999998	49.048999999999992	54.173999999999992	53.955999999999996	58.784999999999997	52.01	48.562999999999995	48.448000000000008	43.191000000000003	36.284000000000006	33.562000000000005	41.105000000000004	45.562000000000005	Italy-Belgium	2005/06	2006/07	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/2018	2018/2019	24.077999999999996	24.428000000000001	33.709999999999994	37.584999999999994	36.437999999999995	33.552	27.581000000000003	29.747000000000007	30.638000000000005	33.31	30.438999999999993	30.931999999999995	37.748999999999995	34.824999999999996	Germany-Belgium	2005/06	2006/07	2007/08	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/2018	2018/2019	11.957000000000001	10.092000000000002	22.022000000000002	31.37	36.306999999999995	42.436000000000007	42.786000000000008	45.214000000000006	45.341000000000008	42.215000000000003	40.177000000000007	37.098000000000006	32.927000000000007	32.027000000000008	Year
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