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The accounting treatments in professional football 
clubs in Italy from a Business Model perspective 

Dott. CARLO REGOLIOSI 

ABSTRACT: In football-related studies, the main assumption always stated that they are merely seeking sporting results and through 
them an increase in entertainment-related revenues. Coherently, annual reports include revenues from entertainment activities (e.g. 
ticket sales, merchandising, TV rights) as the main line item in the income statements. A closer look at the economic determinants 
of the performance of these entities in Italian context shows that several clubs usually sell the rights of their best players instead of 
keeping them to produce a more entertaining sporting event. Since not all professional football teams are always high loss-producers, 
, this paper highlights that (i) the reason of the different economic results among football firms is likely be due to the fact that not all 
they run the same Business Model (some clubs providing “entertainment” whilst other teams providing “developed players”), and 
(ii) the Accounting Model has to be modified in order to comprehend into the main line item of revenues also the sales of players 
rights. To strengthen the above arguments, the following have been tested: (i) the association between the “developing and trading” 
registration rights of worthy players and operating performance; and (ii) the association between the degree of concentration of the 
boards of directors (as a proxy of the degree of a for-profit orientation of the business) and the operating performance. Strong 
associations for both the tests have been found, thus underlining that the core activity of Italian football clubs is not merely the 
provision of entertainment, but there is a strong evidence that most clubs operate in accordance with proper economic criteria. The 
paper mainly provides a two-fold contribution: first, since it addresses the debate over the use of Business Model (“BM”) in 
financial reporting that has come to light in recent times (inter alia, see Penman 2007) and is a currently ongoing issue (EFRAG 
2013) where the opposing positions seem to be particularly far from each other (Page 2012). Second, as it finds the reason of the 
“missing link” between operating (or net) results and sporting results of Football Clubs in Italian context: the Business Model 
profit firms run does not imply sporting results, as they are not entertainment providers. As a result, the contribution of the paper 
could also help International Football Institutions to better ask for financial and economic requirements and make all the “football 
stakeholders” (Mass Media, supporters and the Institutions) be fully aware of the current conditions of sustainability for Italian 
Professional Football teams. 
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1. Introduction  

Even if Italian professional football teams (especially the top teams) have always been 
considered as unprofitable, often not searching for profit at all (LAGO, BARONCELLI and 
SZYMANSKI, 2004: 167-186), this paper attempts to explore (i) why some firms do not fail to 
make profits every year and (ii) whether the very different economic results among football 
firms could be explained by different business models.  

Previous studies have identified the economic essence of football clubs as the produc-
tion of entertainment. The main assumption has been that these firms have been seeking 
better sporting results and through them an increase in entertainment related revenues, not-
withstanding the absence of any substantial association between sporting results and eco-
nomic returns.  
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Our empirical analysis investigates whether identification of different business models 
explains persistent differences in profitability. 

Several research contributions over the last thirty years have investigated the role – if any 
– of the Business Model in financial reporting and in more recent years this debate has sig-
nificantly increased, and the paper deals with this, with specific regard to professional foot-
ball clubs in Italy.  

The sector chosen is the Italian professional football industry, mainly because of the 
significant difference between (i) the way the football sector is always talked about (mainly 
as an industry always producing large losses(1)) and (ii) the way firms belonging to this indus-
try run their activities (and achieve their economic results). This difference is also strength-
ened by a financial statement concern: the annual reports of these firms suffer from a par-
ticular lack of usefulness, given the way in which economic and financial information is cur-
rently prepared and presented. The annual reports of Italian football firms include revenues 
from entertainment (sporting) activities (ticket sales, merchandising, TV rights, etc) as the 
main line item in the income statement, while the remaining forms of revenue (e.g. those 
from the sale of player’s rights or from property management) are excluded, being summa-
rized in “Other revenues”. 

Our analysis of data from Italian Series A football clubs suggest that clubs combine, in 
different proportions, two business models: 

Business Model A is based on maximising entertainment revenues through sporting 
success; 

Business Model B is based on maximising profits through development of players and 
sale of their enhanced registration rights (PRRs). 

Only the revenues of BM “A” are usually reported as income in financial statements, 
whilst the revenues of BM “B” usually are reported as “Other Income” or sometimes as 
“extraordinary Income”. 

 
The paper is structured as follows:  
 in the first section, the general context of the paper is set by providing a snapshot of 

the two-fold starting points, the research questions are expressly derived from 
 in the second section, a specific literature review is provided so examining the re-

search questions from a theoretical perspective.  
 the third section provides an indication of the expected relevance of this paper as a 

contribution to existing research. 
 the following section concerns the identification of the research hypotheses and the 

fifth identifies the methodology. 
 the following section presents the empirical results whilst the final section includes 

comments on the empirical results, offers possible explanations and answers the re-
search questions, also proposing some considerations for further research. 

 

 
____________  
 

(1) See, for instance, some football related websites, edited by professional experts dealing with both football and 
business-related topics: http://marcobellinazzo.blog.ilsole24ore.com/; http://www.tifosobilanciato.it/; 
http://luckmar.blogspot.it/; http://www.federsupporter.it/ 

 
 

 
 

2. Italian Football Industry and Research Questions 

2.1. The Italian context: profit makers vs loss producers 
In recent market research (Deloitte 2014) on the European football industry has high-

lighted that this sector achieved a total turnover of over almost EUR 19.9 bn in 2012/2013 
with the English “Premier League” leading the ranking with total revenues of approximately 
EUR 2.9 bn followed by the German “Bundesliga” (EUR 2.0 bn), the Spanish “Liga” (EUR 
1.9 bn), the Italian “Serie A” (EUR 1.7 bn) and the French “Ligue 1” (EUR 1.3 bn).  

While the Italian football market only ranks fourth in terms of revenues, it presents the 
highest cost-to-revenue ratio signaling that containing the costs associated with football 
players is a key factor to improve the economic and financial performance of Italian clubs.  

Furthermore, aggregated data from PwC (2013) seem to be very useful in providing a 
snapshot of the Italian professional football industry. In this report, several measures have 
been observed, such as total sales (split into revenues from competitions, revenues from TV 
rights, merchandising, etc.), and asset and liability key factors (including players’ registration 
rights and net financial position) for each of the following groups: “Serie A” league, “Serie 
B” league (Italian second division) and “Lega Pro” league (Italian third division) during the 
period from season 2007-2008 to season 2011-2012. 

Data relating to Serie A are given more emphasis and space in the document and, exam-
ining the associated graphs and tables (pp. 84-95), it is possible to note some interesting fac-
tors which are useful in describing the economic status of Italian professional football 
teams: 

 the increasing weight of Income from the Sale of PRRs(2) on total revenues (from 
12% in season 2007-2008 to 20% in season 2011-2012),  

 the decreasing weight of TV rights sales (in absolute terms the relative weight was 
quite high at 43% in season 2011-2012, but it was far higher four seasons before, at 
53%),  

 the relative increase in players’ wages (from EUR 949m in season 2007-2008, to 
EUR 1,182m in the latest season), and, eventually  

 the trend of the aggregated net income (from a cumulated loss of EUR 150m during 
season 2007-2008 to a cumulated loss of EUR 282m in season 2011-2012). 

 
The following Table 1 helps to summarize the situation of the Italian professional foot-

ball industry in recent years (Serie A only). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
____________  
 

(2) The income from the Sale of PRRs is the sum of gains and losses arising from the trading of players. This 
activity has always been considered as “ancillary”, “subsidiary” to the main activity of professional football teams, 
as the main (both for amount and nature) cash inflows had always originated from Entertainment-related activities. 
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Table 1– Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 Highlights 
 

2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 Average
R&OI R&OI R&OI R&OI R&OI R&OI R&OI R&OI

2,236,818.18 2,161,159.81 1,904,259.47 1,954,496.21 2,034,991.10 1,767,148.74 1,525,637.62 1,497,962.36 1,885,309.19 

Gains Gains Gains Gains Gains Gains Gains Gains
464,121.89 483,960.94 368,022.37 304,388.34 392,672.39 217,178.64 194,541.97 183,723.41 326,076.24 

Wages Wages Wages Wages Wages Wages Wages Wages
1,164,555.12 1,202,249.11 1,152,400.89 1,173,165.75 1,079,140.09 973,501.30 841,746.90 790,878.65 1,047,204.72 

Net Income Net Income Net Income Net Income Net Income Net Income Net Income Net Income
-156,522.17 -231,590.64 -355,189.18 -278,507.88 -153,359.89 -204,228.95 -228,489.27 -119,427.24 -215,914.40  

R&OI (Revenues and Other Income): revenues from entertainment activities plus gains from player registration 
right sales.  

Gains: income from player registration right sales.  
Wages: personnel cost.  
Net income: net profit. 
The teams of the Italian “Serie A” league which the paper refers to are listed here below (they are the teams playing in the Serie A as of 
beginning of season 2012-2013): Atalanta, Bologna, Cagliari, Catania, Chievo, Fiorentina, Genoa, Inter, Juventus, Lazio, Milan, 
Napoli, Palermo, Parma, Pescara, Roma, Sampdoria, Siena, Torino, Udinese. 

 
Significant differences in economic results (Net Profit) appear among the teams. Dealing 

with the Operating performance results, Table 2 below shows the Annual Adjusted Ebit 
(EBIT plus Gains from player sales when presented as Extraordinary Items less Losses from 
players trading when presented as Extraordinary Items. 

 
Table 2– Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Adjusted Ebit (AdjEBIT) 

 
2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 Average

EUR k Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT
Atalanta 2,209.94 -5,236.83 -15,259.65 -3,703.69 8,721.86 4,745.22 7,230.13 -3,424.56 -589.70 
Bologna -6,454.30 -1,717.61 -1,720.74 -13,898.45 -12,141.79 -3,450.52 -6,368.99 -8,964.04 -6,839.55 
Cagliari -3,412.61 14,631.43 -2,167.42 -2,457.70 1,474.48 6,244.02 -5,537.91 -6,857.39 239.61 
Catania 442.23 8,335.09 10,213.30 4,175.38 8,430.04 4,650.31 6,258.06 457.34 5,370.22 
Chievo 11,084.00 3,570.75 297.49 -32.73 -3,871.08 1,339.47 3,690.05 3,430.21 2,438.52 
Fiorentina 548.02 1,230.99 -49,772.47 -34,917.21 8,846.62 -9,195.63 -4,026.65 -29,062.64 -14,543.62 
Genoa -34,765.42 -9,003.93 -8,100.54 -15,733.93 1,827.95 3,078.43 -10,465.52 -11,381.43 -10,568.05 
Inter -74,726.81 -84,547.54 -85,712.53 -84,120.28 -149,666.20 -139,073.12 -188,038.20 -173,378.57 -122,407.90 
Juventus -3,806.01 -41,188.37 -92,154.79 5,219.71 14,041.16 -8,996.66 6,469.67 -33,948.37 -19,295.46 
Lazio -4,775.30 -721.55 21,541.58 7,666.16 22,815.32 33,872.51 16,556.90 18.64 12,121.78 
Milan 58.00 4,994.00 -74,250.00 -77,176.00 4,562.00 -73,026.00 -11,877.00 47,751.00 -22,370.50 
Napoli 9,389.81 26,245.58 15,712.10 3,221.60 20,142.39 17,215.70 3,187.26 -8,280.90 10,854.19 
Palermo -24,326.41 -3,189.74 13,064.42 -15,073.01 22,469.59 -2,703.41 3,266.63 -11,311.04 -2,225.37 
Parma -21,252.91 13,684.60 -1,272.99 5,794.59 -7,955.76 -2,970.51 -4,166.25 4,106.08 -1,754.14 
Pescara 3,726.76 -4,178.75 -5,456.11 -6,109.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -1,502.17 
Roma -35,017.00 -47,698.00 -21,540.00 -20,590.00 2,191.00 28,573.00 22,311.00 -6,740.00 -9,813.75 
Sampdoria -14,364.61 -55,292.85 -24,627.49 -18,243.46 -19,721.08 -1,856.83 -12,043.02 -14,388.09 -20,067.18 
Siena 6,172.80 -20,100.64 -28,525.78 -4,685.70 -6,459.28 -7,217.56 -5,533.01 -7,579.10 -9,241.03 
Torino 7,214.06 -18,922.43 -21,615.91 -16,097.55 -11,099.46 -4,794.33 -4,027.51 -5,913.50 -9,407.08 
Udinese 37,987.92 22,541.18 12,724.90 -2,552.95 13,550.71 5,653.69 -10,860.25 6,113.23 10,644.80 
Total - 144,067.82 - 196,564.61 - 358,622.65 - 289,314.51 - 81,841.53 - 147,912.23 - 193,974.61 - 259,353.13 - 208,956.39  

Source: Our dataset from one-by-one analysis of annual reports 
 
Most teams annually lose several EUR m, whilst few, but an increasing number of, clubs 

gain. The revenue streams for professional football clubs stem from the following three 
main sources:  

 
 

 
 

1. Entertainment: TV rights (whose allocation among 2012-2013 “Serie A” league clubs 
is shown in Table 2.1 below), ticket sales, merchandising;  

2. Net Income from Sales of Players’ Rights (NIfSPR), whose distribution is shown in 
Table 3.  

3. Revenues from own stadium related business activities (in Italy, only Juventus at 
present can earn from its stadium, VENDEMIALE 2013): hosting, food and beverage, 
exhibitions, and other travelling and leisure sources. 

 
Table 2.1 Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Allocation of TV rights (€M) 

 
The annual reports of clubs in Serie A during 2012 2013 for the last 8 years (annual re-

ports relating to fiscal years 2006-2013) have been analyzed(3). 
Notwithstanding the Revenue source from the stadium, in Table 3 the net income (gains 

minus losses) arising from the sales of PRRs is shown. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
____________  
 

(3) The different timeframe considered also explains the differences in our balances for each measure compared to 
those from PwC (2013). 

Equal 
part Fans Citizens

Previous 
season

Last 5 
years 

Historical 
Results Total

Juventus 17,31       51,19         3,11           4,12           11,13         8,24           95,10         
Milan 17,31       35,04         4,28           3,71           11,74         7,83           79,91         
Inter 17,31       35,98         4,28           2,47           12,36         7,42           79,82         
Napoli 17,31       21,33         4,15           3,92           9,89           4,94           61,54         
Roma 17,31       16,22         5,69           3,09           10,51         7,00           59,82         
Lazio 17,31       8,40           5,69           2,89           8,04           5,77           48,10         
Fiorentina 17,31       6,18           1,35           3,50           8,65           6,59           43,58         
Udinese 17,31       3,77           0,73           3,30           9,27           3,30           37,68         
Palermo 17,31       5,35           1,68           0,62           7,42           2,47           34,85         
Sampdoria 17,31       3,09           1,19           1,44           6,18           5,36           34,57         
Cagliari 17,31       5,26           0,76           2,06           5,56           2,88           33,83         
Torino 17,31       4,64           3,11           1,03           1,24           6,18           33,51         
Genoa 17,31       3,09           1,19           0,82           6,80           3,71           32,92         
Atalanta 17,31       2,81           1,49           1,24           4,33           4,12           31,30         
Bologna 17,31       3,50           1,34           1,65           2,47           4,53           30,80         
Catania 17,31       3,32           1,47           2,68           3,71           1,65           30,14         
Parma 17,31       2,11           0,60           2,27           4,94           2,06           29,29         
Chievo 17,31       2,09           0,37           1,85           3,09           0,41           25,12         
Siena 17,31       1,39           0,37           0,41           1,85           0,82           22,15         
Pescara 17,31       1,57           0,44           0,21           0,62           1,24           21,39         

Total 346,14   216,33     43,29       43,28       129,80     86,52       865,36     
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-156,522.17 -231,590.64 -355,189.18 -278,507.88 -153,359.89 -204,228.95 -228,489.27 -119,427.24 -215,914.40  

R&OI (Revenues and Other Income): revenues from entertainment activities plus gains from player registration 
right sales.  

Gains: income from player registration right sales.  
Wages: personnel cost.  
Net income: net profit. 
The teams of the Italian “Serie A” league which the paper refers to are listed here below (they are the teams playing in the Serie A as of 
beginning of season 2012-2013): Atalanta, Bologna, Cagliari, Catania, Chievo, Fiorentina, Genoa, Inter, Juventus, Lazio, Milan, 
Napoli, Palermo, Parma, Pescara, Roma, Sampdoria, Siena, Torino, Udinese. 

 
Significant differences in economic results (Net Profit) appear among the teams. Dealing 

with the Operating performance results, Table 2 below shows the Annual Adjusted Ebit 
(EBIT plus Gains from player sales when presented as Extraordinary Items less Losses from 
players trading when presented as Extraordinary Items. 

 
Table 2– Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Adjusted Ebit (AdjEBIT) 

 
2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 Average

EUR k Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT Adj EBIT
Atalanta 2,209.94 -5,236.83 -15,259.65 -3,703.69 8,721.86 4,745.22 7,230.13 -3,424.56 -589.70 
Bologna -6,454.30 -1,717.61 -1,720.74 -13,898.45 -12,141.79 -3,450.52 -6,368.99 -8,964.04 -6,839.55 
Cagliari -3,412.61 14,631.43 -2,167.42 -2,457.70 1,474.48 6,244.02 -5,537.91 -6,857.39 239.61 
Catania 442.23 8,335.09 10,213.30 4,175.38 8,430.04 4,650.31 6,258.06 457.34 5,370.22 
Chievo 11,084.00 3,570.75 297.49 -32.73 -3,871.08 1,339.47 3,690.05 3,430.21 2,438.52 
Fiorentina 548.02 1,230.99 -49,772.47 -34,917.21 8,846.62 -9,195.63 -4,026.65 -29,062.64 -14,543.62 
Genoa -34,765.42 -9,003.93 -8,100.54 -15,733.93 1,827.95 3,078.43 -10,465.52 -11,381.43 -10,568.05 
Inter -74,726.81 -84,547.54 -85,712.53 -84,120.28 -149,666.20 -139,073.12 -188,038.20 -173,378.57 -122,407.90 
Juventus -3,806.01 -41,188.37 -92,154.79 5,219.71 14,041.16 -8,996.66 6,469.67 -33,948.37 -19,295.46 
Lazio -4,775.30 -721.55 21,541.58 7,666.16 22,815.32 33,872.51 16,556.90 18.64 12,121.78 
Milan 58.00 4,994.00 -74,250.00 -77,176.00 4,562.00 -73,026.00 -11,877.00 47,751.00 -22,370.50 
Napoli 9,389.81 26,245.58 15,712.10 3,221.60 20,142.39 17,215.70 3,187.26 -8,280.90 10,854.19 
Palermo -24,326.41 -3,189.74 13,064.42 -15,073.01 22,469.59 -2,703.41 3,266.63 -11,311.04 -2,225.37 
Parma -21,252.91 13,684.60 -1,272.99 5,794.59 -7,955.76 -2,970.51 -4,166.25 4,106.08 -1,754.14 
Pescara 3,726.76 -4,178.75 -5,456.11 -6,109.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -1,502.17 
Roma -35,017.00 -47,698.00 -21,540.00 -20,590.00 2,191.00 28,573.00 22,311.00 -6,740.00 -9,813.75 
Sampdoria -14,364.61 -55,292.85 -24,627.49 -18,243.46 -19,721.08 -1,856.83 -12,043.02 -14,388.09 -20,067.18 
Siena 6,172.80 -20,100.64 -28,525.78 -4,685.70 -6,459.28 -7,217.56 -5,533.01 -7,579.10 -9,241.03 
Torino 7,214.06 -18,922.43 -21,615.91 -16,097.55 -11,099.46 -4,794.33 -4,027.51 -5,913.50 -9,407.08 
Udinese 37,987.92 22,541.18 12,724.90 -2,552.95 13,550.71 5,653.69 -10,860.25 6,113.23 10,644.80 
Total - 144,067.82 - 196,564.61 - 358,622.65 - 289,314.51 - 81,841.53 - 147,912.23 - 193,974.61 - 259,353.13 - 208,956.39  

Source: Our dataset from one-by-one analysis of annual reports 
 
Most teams annually lose several EUR m, whilst few, but an increasing number of, clubs 

gain. The revenue streams for professional football clubs stem from the following three 
main sources:  

 
 

 
 

1. Entertainment: TV rights (whose allocation among 2012-2013 “Serie A” league clubs 
is shown in Table 2.1 below), ticket sales, merchandising;  

2. Net Income from Sales of Players’ Rights (NIfSPR), whose distribution is shown in 
Table 3.  

3. Revenues from own stadium related business activities (in Italy, only Juventus at 
present can earn from its stadium, VENDEMIALE 2013): hosting, food and beverage, 
exhibitions, and other travelling and leisure sources. 

 
Table 2.1 Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Allocation of TV rights (€M) 

 
The annual reports of clubs in Serie A during 2012 2013 for the last 8 years (annual re-

ports relating to fiscal years 2006-2013) have been analyzed(3). 
Notwithstanding the Revenue source from the stadium, in Table 3 the net income (gains 

minus losses) arising from the sales of PRRs is shown. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
____________  
 

(3) The different timeframe considered also explains the differences in our balances for each measure compared to 
those from PwC (2013). 

Equal 
part Fans Citizens

Previous 
season

Last 5 
years 

Historical 
Results Total

Juventus 17,31       51,19         3,11           4,12           11,13         8,24           95,10         
Milan 17,31       35,04         4,28           3,71           11,74         7,83           79,91         
Inter 17,31       35,98         4,28           2,47           12,36         7,42           79,82         
Napoli 17,31       21,33         4,15           3,92           9,89           4,94           61,54         
Roma 17,31       16,22         5,69           3,09           10,51         7,00           59,82         
Lazio 17,31       8,40           5,69           2,89           8,04           5,77           48,10         
Fiorentina 17,31       6,18           1,35           3,50           8,65           6,59           43,58         
Udinese 17,31       3,77           0,73           3,30           9,27           3,30           37,68         
Palermo 17,31       5,35           1,68           0,62           7,42           2,47           34,85         
Sampdoria 17,31       3,09           1,19           1,44           6,18           5,36           34,57         
Cagliari 17,31       5,26           0,76           2,06           5,56           2,88           33,83         
Torino 17,31       4,64           3,11           1,03           1,24           6,18           33,51         
Genoa 17,31       3,09           1,19           0,82           6,80           3,71           32,92         
Atalanta 17,31       2,81           1,49           1,24           4,33           4,12           31,30         
Bologna 17,31       3,50           1,34           1,65           2,47           4,53           30,80         
Catania 17,31       3,32           1,47           2,68           3,71           1,65           30,14         
Parma 17,31       2,11           0,60           2,27           4,94           2,06           29,29         
Chievo 17,31       2,09           0,37           1,85           3,09           0,41           25,12         
Siena 17,31       1,39           0,37           0,41           1,85           0,82           22,15         
Pescara 17,31       1,57           0,44           0,21           0,62           1,24           21,39         

Total 346,14   216,33     43,29       43,28       129,80     86,52       865,36     
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Table 3 – Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Net Income from Sales of Players Rights 
(NIfSPR) 

 
2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 Average

EUR k NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR
Atalanta 14,590.57 11,357.60 570.81 7,803.61 15,727.26 9,082.18 10,672.71 16,835.50 10,830.03
Bologna 19,666.54 21,723.16 11,360.80 8,958.79 5.33 9,001.04 2,122.13 1,651.65 9,311.18
Cagliari 2,850.17 23,756.86 76.09 -1,369.33 5,383.48 17,309.39 2,295.87 326.17 6,328.59
Catania 3,218.39 10,529.22 14,895.61 5,488.90 11,021.73 4,994.83 2,626.75 2,950.00 6,965.68
Chievo 23,165.81 13,793.10 4,241.32 4,273.77 3,639.69 12,918.94 11,081.23 3,225.21 9,542.39
Fiorentina 31,271.21 33,175.59 -11,355.26 2,950.92 27,568.94 3,081.66 14,792.51 -434.94 12,631.33
Genoa 22,980.74 37,530.92 58,796.54 37,478.71 37,512.62 20,378.01 4,618.60 629.87 27,490.75
Inter 26,508.00 38,413.55 30,762.14 72,259.00 4,570.07 7,850.77 19,320.01 6,847.19 25,816.34
Juventus 8,202.00 14,821.00 14,832.00 12,723.00 15,695.00 16,169.00 38,523.00 4,048.67 15,626.71
Lazio 1,308.32 10,183.84 18,507.47 5,852.32 9,275.51 1.00 10,580.35 -196.24 6,939.07
Milan 23,378.00 53,161.73 23,269.92 24,020.24 73,999.45 19,644.44 15,546.90 40,440.87 34,182.69
Napoli 29,367.46 3,874.17 7,723.29 6,618.36 9,951.40 362.48 0.00 23.07 7,240.03
Palermo 8,632.39 27,054.56 23,416.09 -246.56 48,309.40 8,534.15 22,538.92 11,817.57 18,757.06
Parma 18,840.59 51,718.45 34,911.23 33,200.69 25,251.98 5,369.04 4,575.40 21,355.26 24,402.83
Pescara 14,199.21 4,613.18 3,198.97 603.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,826.82
Roma 27,096.00 14,604.00 5,062.00 19,639.00 16,381.00 15,047.00 8,400.00 1,384.00 13,451.63
Sampdoria 22,566.00 -2,941.00 6,889.00 2,389.00 5,688.03 8,521.03 768.04 14,136.60 7,252.09
Siena 22,901.21 9,042.45 8,060.14 9,293.77 12,004.58 6,185.19 995.01 1,062.42 8,693.10
Torino 12,791.00 -482.00 3,281.00 8,261.00 8,216.00 6,585.00 704.00 0.00 4,919.50
Udinese 71,361.61 50,278.71 34,575.43 23,586.71 30,921.25 23,393.09 8,939.83 14,033.52 32,136.27
Total 404,895.21 426,209.09 293,074.56 283,785.07 361,122.70 194,428.24 179,101.27 140,136.39 285,344.07  
Source: Our dataset from one-by-one analysis of annual reports 

 
Table 3.1 – Components of Total Revenues Over Time 

 

 %/To tal  Sal e s 
 Enter tainment 

Revenues% 
 Gains from Players 

Trading% 
2006 87,7351% 12,2649%
2007 87,2485% 12,7515%
2008 87,7102% 12,2898%
2009 80,7040% 19,2960%
2010 84,4263% 15,5737%
2011 80,6737% 19,3263%
2012 77,6064% 22,3936%
2013 79,2508% 20,7492%  

 
In Table 3 and Table 3.1 the share of total Revenues from traditional entertainment re-

lated revenues and the Net Income from Sales of Players’ Rights (NIfSPR) are shown. They 
both vary considerably among Italian “Serie A” teams so suggesting there are teams more 
involved in the “developing and trading” activities than others. 

Thereby, there are teams more devoted to an activity that could be described as follows 
(Type B): 

1. identify young potentially-top players,  
2. pay small amounts for their PRRs and for their wages,  
3. develop them until they become professionally mature, and 

 
 

 
 

4. sell their PRRs just before the moment they want their agreements and wages to      
be increased rather than devoted to the “traditional” activity that could be described 
as follows (Type A): 

1. identify established top players 
2. pay a large amount for their PRRs and wages 
3. hold them for the period they attract entertainment revenues (through sporting 

success) 
4. free them at the end of their career or when they want to leave, receiving a small or 

nil amount in return 
 
Type B firms may not enjoy great sporting success even if they do not necessarily dis-

close fairly such a strategy for the pressure being around them. The distinction between 
Type A firms and Type B ones is not a once-for-all split, as a firm could belong to the Type 
B for a certain period and then switch to the Type A, or vice versa and to some extent both 
activities could co-exist at the same time within each club. 

The governance of clubs may influence choice between the different models. All the 
Professional Football teams in Italy are wholly owned by families or a single owner. There is 
no publicly controlled company, nor widespread ownership. However there are difference in 
the size and the composition of the Board of Directors (BoD) and of other control bodies 
which could possibly enforce profit-oriented strategies towards the “narrow road” of avoid-
ing emotive pressures from the outside or from the owner himself. 

2.2. The Italian context: the accounting model 
The consistency between the actual accounting model of Italian Professional Football 

teams and the sources of revenues as stated above has been tested. 
In the Italian Civil Code (only three of the Italian Football clubs are listed and so IAS-

IFRS compliant) and according to Federal Accounting Rules (“NOIF”), even if the percent-
age of Income from players trading on Total Revenues is increasingly important, not all 
football teams include these gains in the “Total Revenues” section (“Valore della produzi-
one” according to art. 2425 Civil Code), of “Ordinary Income”(EBIT). 

In this “ordinary revenues section” entertainment revenues are split up. In the main line 
item (“Main Revenues”) only revenues from ticketing are recognized, whilst all the other 
revenues (TV Rights, but also merchandising, as well as the Gains from Players Trading, 
when included among ordinary revenues) are disclosed in total as “Other revenues” (“Altri 
Ricavi e Proventi”, a residual item that sums up to more than 88%, increasing over time). 

Table 4 below shows this clearly. 
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Table 3 – Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Net Income from Sales of Players Rights 
(NIfSPR) 

 
2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 Average

EUR k NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR NIfSPR
Atalanta 14,590.57 11,357.60 570.81 7,803.61 15,727.26 9,082.18 10,672.71 16,835.50 10,830.03
Bologna 19,666.54 21,723.16 11,360.80 8,958.79 5.33 9,001.04 2,122.13 1,651.65 9,311.18
Cagliari 2,850.17 23,756.86 76.09 -1,369.33 5,383.48 17,309.39 2,295.87 326.17 6,328.59
Catania 3,218.39 10,529.22 14,895.61 5,488.90 11,021.73 4,994.83 2,626.75 2,950.00 6,965.68
Chievo 23,165.81 13,793.10 4,241.32 4,273.77 3,639.69 12,918.94 11,081.23 3,225.21 9,542.39
Fiorentina 31,271.21 33,175.59 -11,355.26 2,950.92 27,568.94 3,081.66 14,792.51 -434.94 12,631.33
Genoa 22,980.74 37,530.92 58,796.54 37,478.71 37,512.62 20,378.01 4,618.60 629.87 27,490.75
Inter 26,508.00 38,413.55 30,762.14 72,259.00 4,570.07 7,850.77 19,320.01 6,847.19 25,816.34
Juventus 8,202.00 14,821.00 14,832.00 12,723.00 15,695.00 16,169.00 38,523.00 4,048.67 15,626.71
Lazio 1,308.32 10,183.84 18,507.47 5,852.32 9,275.51 1.00 10,580.35 -196.24 6,939.07
Milan 23,378.00 53,161.73 23,269.92 24,020.24 73,999.45 19,644.44 15,546.90 40,440.87 34,182.69
Napoli 29,367.46 3,874.17 7,723.29 6,618.36 9,951.40 362.48 0.00 23.07 7,240.03
Palermo 8,632.39 27,054.56 23,416.09 -246.56 48,309.40 8,534.15 22,538.92 11,817.57 18,757.06
Parma 18,840.59 51,718.45 34,911.23 33,200.69 25,251.98 5,369.04 4,575.40 21,355.26 24,402.83
Pescara 14,199.21 4,613.18 3,198.97 603.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,826.82
Roma 27,096.00 14,604.00 5,062.00 19,639.00 16,381.00 15,047.00 8,400.00 1,384.00 13,451.63
Sampdoria 22,566.00 -2,941.00 6,889.00 2,389.00 5,688.03 8,521.03 768.04 14,136.60 7,252.09
Siena 22,901.21 9,042.45 8,060.14 9,293.77 12,004.58 6,185.19 995.01 1,062.42 8,693.10
Torino 12,791.00 -482.00 3,281.00 8,261.00 8,216.00 6,585.00 704.00 0.00 4,919.50
Udinese 71,361.61 50,278.71 34,575.43 23,586.71 30,921.25 23,393.09 8,939.83 14,033.52 32,136.27
Total 404,895.21 426,209.09 293,074.56 283,785.07 361,122.70 194,428.24 179,101.27 140,136.39 285,344.07  
Source: Our dataset from one-by-one analysis of annual reports 

 
Table 3.1 – Components of Total Revenues Over Time 

 

 %/To tal  Sal e s 
 Enter tainment 

Revenues% 
 Gains from Players 

Trading% 
2006 87,7351% 12,2649%
2007 87,2485% 12,7515%
2008 87,7102% 12,2898%
2009 80,7040% 19,2960%
2010 84,4263% 15,5737%
2011 80,6737% 19,3263%
2012 77,6064% 22,3936%
2013 79,2508% 20,7492%  

 
In Table 3 and Table 3.1 the share of total Revenues from traditional entertainment re-

lated revenues and the Net Income from Sales of Players’ Rights (NIfSPR) are shown. They 
both vary considerably among Italian “Serie A” teams so suggesting there are teams more 
involved in the “developing and trading” activities than others. 

Thereby, there are teams more devoted to an activity that could be described as follows 
(Type B): 

1. identify young potentially-top players,  
2. pay small amounts for their PRRs and for their wages,  
3. develop them until they become professionally mature, and 

 
 

 
 

4. sell their PRRs just before the moment they want their agreements and wages to      
be increased rather than devoted to the “traditional” activity that could be described 
as follows (Type A): 

1. identify established top players 
2. pay a large amount for their PRRs and wages 
3. hold them for the period they attract entertainment revenues (through sporting 

success) 
4. free them at the end of their career or when they want to leave, receiving a small or 

nil amount in return 
 
Type B firms may not enjoy great sporting success even if they do not necessarily dis-

close fairly such a strategy for the pressure being around them. The distinction between 
Type A firms and Type B ones is not a once-for-all split, as a firm could belong to the Type 
B for a certain period and then switch to the Type A, or vice versa and to some extent both 
activities could co-exist at the same time within each club. 

The governance of clubs may influence choice between the different models. All the 
Professional Football teams in Italy are wholly owned by families or a single owner. There is 
no publicly controlled company, nor widespread ownership. However there are difference in 
the size and the composition of the Board of Directors (BoD) and of other control bodies 
which could possibly enforce profit-oriented strategies towards the “narrow road” of avoid-
ing emotive pressures from the outside or from the owner himself. 

2.2. The Italian context: the accounting model 
The consistency between the actual accounting model of Italian Professional Football 

teams and the sources of revenues as stated above has been tested. 
In the Italian Civil Code (only three of the Italian Football clubs are listed and so IAS-

IFRS compliant) and according to Federal Accounting Rules (“NOIF”), even if the percent-
age of Income from players trading on Total Revenues is increasingly important, not all 
football teams include these gains in the “Total Revenues” section (“Valore della produzi-
one” according to art. 2425 Civil Code), of “Ordinary Income”(EBIT). 

In this “ordinary revenues section” entertainment revenues are split up. In the main line 
item (“Main Revenues”) only revenues from ticketing are recognized, whilst all the other 
revenues (TV Rights, but also merchandising, as well as the Gains from Players Trading, 
when included among ordinary revenues) are disclosed in total as “Other revenues” (“Altri 
Ricavi e Proventi”, a residual item that sums up to more than 88%, increasing over time). 

Table 4 below shows this clearly. 
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Table 4 – Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Main Revenues Share 
 

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2013

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2012

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2011

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2010

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2009

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2008

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2007

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2006 Average

Palermo 6,10% 5,60% 4,29% 11,95% 6,87% 10,29% 10,60% 20,34% 9,50%
Sampdoria 6,25% 11,85% 8,11% 12,13% 12,32% 13,04% 15,07% 15,33% 11,76%
Udinese 5,99% 7,89% 6,79% 8,49% 11,50% 9,56% 8,62% 15,09% 9,24%
Torino 8,07% 12,39% 11,48% 10,62% 10,75% 12,85% 16,96% 20,90% 13,00%
Napoli 9,96% 16,10% 16,79% 15,48% 15,03% 16,86% 21,32% 34,04% 18,20%
Parma 4,49% 3,82% 4,60% 6,47% 6,35% 13,03% 11,43% 7,41% 7,20%
Genoa 4,16% 3,93% 4,90% 6,64% 10,55% 10,78% 18,28% 32,67% 11,49%
Pescara 8,32% 15,77% 10,86% 27,90% 15,71%
Catania 7,07% 7,89% 7,75% 13,05% 13,29% 15,94% 14,27% 20,59% 12,48%
Cagliari 3,22% 3,65% 5,78% 9,23% 8,26% 6,80% 9,77% 11,80% 7,31%
Bologna 6,20% 6,10% 9,40% 11,42% 18,51% 13,50% 16,94% 15,77% 12,23%
Atalanta 6,38% 7,02% 7,27% 9,27% 7,68% 10,70% 13,81% 13,00% 9,39%
Fiorentina 8,07% 6,37% 11,24% 13,86% 10,38% 15,53% 13,03% 19,01% 12,19%
Siena 2,37% 4,21% 2,92% 3,72% 4,18% 4,75% 6,28% 8,69% 4,64%
Chievo 3,05% 3,52% 5,34% 9,52% 10,51% 3,54% 7,68% 12,96% 7,02%
Lazio 9,82% 10,00% 8,76% 10,15% 10,45% 10,82% 10,75% 11,29% 10,25%
Juventus 13,41% 14,89% 6,71% 7,59% 7,67% 6,86% 4,15% 6,93% 8,53%
Inter 9,75% 9,87% 12,63% 12,86% 13,71% 16,81% 13,50% 13,55% 12,83%
Milan 10,30% 10,25% 10,99% 11,66% 9,71% 11,89% 10,74% 9,53% 10,63%
Roma 17,01% 14,77% 25,60% 19,46% 21,40% 21,90% 25,01% 18,64% 20,47%
Av erag e 7,50% 8,79% 9,11% 11,57% 11,01% 11,87% 13,06% 16,19% 11,20%  

Source: Our dataset from one-by-one analysis of annual report 
 
From a normative perspective, in the IFRS Conceptual Framework revenue “arises in the 

course of the ordinary activities of an entity and is referred to by a variety of different names including sales, 
fees, interest, dividends, royalties and rent” (IASB 2012). Considering that most EU football clubs 
file their financial statements according to IFRSs, from this perspective, the notion of reve-
nues proposed in the Conceptual Framework could be accepted as describing the “operat-
ing” top line of football entities.  

As a consequence, it is to point out that in so far as the existence of firms of Type B is ac-
cepted, a significant modification of the Annual Report occurs. The Type B firms hold the 
players in order neither to achieve sporting results by their use, nor to achieve economic reve-
nues from entertainment. The show (the match) is the way to collect their own customers (the 
teams belonging to Type A) and to convince them to buy some players, paying a high amount 
for them. For instance, from such a perspective the inclusion of PRRs among Intangible non 
current assets could be disputed, and the evaluation (measurement) criteria as well. 

2.3. The Research Questions 
Form what previously argued, some concerns have been arising out. 
The substance of them can be summarized in the following research items: 
RQ1: Which are the “ordinary” or “operating” revenues for football clubs? And what 

are the more transparent and useful presentation criteria to show the different revenue 
streams among all the revenues in the Income Statement? 

RQ2: Is present representation of economic performance and assets and liabilities situa-
tion coherent to the way all Italian football clubs try to achieve their economic goals? 

 
 

 
 

In order to address the topics the RQs imply, two more issues have to be faced: the first 
one deals with the BM concern, since the option for considering “ordinary” (or not) some 
revenue sources depends on their importance in the comprehensive activity of the firm. So 
the BM related option – Type A and Type B concern, is surely a crucial point of the investi-
gation. Second, the ability to ensure the pursue of the for-sporting-success or for-profit purposes 
which each BM implies is probably also due to governance factors (particularly BoD-related 
and oversight-related elements). 

Therefore the RQs are strongly related each other as, for instance, the choice for stating 
as ordinary both entertainment revenues and players sales revenues (RQ1) would imply a 
significant modification in current Italian financial statements, both income and balance 
sheet ones (RQ2). 

Moreover, even the business model and governance-related issues exposed here above 
are strongly related each other since the likelihood to achieve profit objectives is usually 
higher when all those elements are well drawn and all together pursued. 

3. Literature Review 

3.1. The economic rationale of football clubs according to existing literature 
For the last thirty years, football championships have attracted significant interest not 

only from club supporters, but also from accounting academics. Nevertheless, many studies 
have tried to investigate this particular business from an accounting perspective, shedding 
light on some features of the Income Statement (“IS”) or the Balance Sheet (“BS”) (e.g. de-
preciation of players’ registration rights and the related recognition and measurement of in-
tangible assets, see inter alia TRUSSEL, 1977, MORROW 1992, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1999, MICHIE 
and VERMA 1999, ROWBOTTOM 2002, AMIR and LIVNE 2005, FORKER 2005, REGOLIOSI 
2010). Only a few researchers have tried to find evidence regarding one aspect of deeper 
concern, that is the search for the determinants able to explain their economic durability in 
their ‘market’. 

In addition, most studies have only considered either (i) major teams and/or listed teams 
(in the Italian context, see RISALITI and VERONA 2013), or (ii) aggregated and often by 
country data (LAGO, SIMMONS and SZYMANSKI, 2006, BURAIMO, SIMMONS and SZYMANSKI, 
2006, LAGO and BARONCELLI, 2006, GOUGUET and PRIMAULT 2006, FRICK and PRINZ, 
2006, ASCARI and GAGNEPAIN, 2006, MORROW, 2006, Barros 2006, Dejonghe and 
VANDEWEGHE, 2006, UEFA, 2010, DELOITTE 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010). None of the Italian studies considered the whole “Serie A” league, as has been 
done for other countries with their respective major leagues, although from a more limited 
perspective (for example, HALL, SZYMANSKI and ZIMBALIST (2002) test the existence of an 
association between a club’s performance and level of payroll expense). 

The conditions of economic durability of some of those clubs largely depend on sub-
stantial equity injections by their main shareholders. A pure ‘surplus-maximization’ approach 
similar to those applicable to out-and-out businesses has always been believed difficult to 
apply to those teams, as their strategic and managerial choices are seldom comparable to 
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Table 4 – Italian “Serie A” 2012-2013 teams Main Revenues Share 
 

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2013

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2012

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2011

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2010

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2009

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2008

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2007

Main 
Revenues 
Share 2006 Average
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Torino 8,07% 12,39% 11,48% 10,62% 10,75% 12,85% 16,96% 20,90% 13,00%
Napoli 9,96% 16,10% 16,79% 15,48% 15,03% 16,86% 21,32% 34,04% 18,20%
Parma 4,49% 3,82% 4,60% 6,47% 6,35% 13,03% 11,43% 7,41% 7,20%
Genoa 4,16% 3,93% 4,90% 6,64% 10,55% 10,78% 18,28% 32,67% 11,49%
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Catania 7,07% 7,89% 7,75% 13,05% 13,29% 15,94% 14,27% 20,59% 12,48%
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The substance of them can be summarized in the following research items: 
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have tried to investigate this particular business from an accounting perspective, shedding 
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2010). Only a few researchers have tried to find evidence regarding one aspect of deeper 
concern, that is the search for the determinants able to explain their economic durability in 
their ‘market’. 

In addition, most studies have only considered either (i) major teams and/or listed teams 
(in the Italian context, see RISALITI and VERONA 2013), or (ii) aggregated and often by 
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2009, 2010). None of the Italian studies considered the whole “Serie A” league, as has been 
done for other countries with their respective major leagues, although from a more limited 
perspective (for example, HALL, SZYMANSKI and ZIMBALIST (2002) test the existence of an 
association between a club’s performance and level of payroll expense). 

The conditions of economic durability of some of those clubs largely depend on sub-
stantial equity injections by their main shareholders. A pure ‘surplus-maximization’ approach 
similar to those applicable to out-and-out businesses has always been believed difficult to 
apply to those teams, as their strategic and managerial choices are seldom comparable to 
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those of firms (GUZMAN and MORROW 2007 refer to football clubs as “unusual businesses”, 
p. 309)(4).  

For what concerns the second group of studies, instead, the co-existence of a few large 
teams together with many small ones generates some distortions in the market: for example, 
if one club alone loses EUR 100M and eight other smaller teams in the same league gain 
EUR 10M each, then the balance of the whole sector indicates a situation of economic ten-
sion, whilst a closer look into the specific economic conditions and Business Model(5) could 
lead to a different conclusion. 

A common misconception about professional football clubs is that their existence 
would be largely (somehow, only) explained by their efforts in winning competitions and 
championships. This is where the difficulty in trying to consider professional football clubs 
as out-and-out businesses is rooted. Of course, professional football clubs are not necessar-
ily simply ‘profit maximisers’. Therefore, a specific focus on the economic and governance 
determinants of football clubs’ operations may shed light on the drivers of their perform-
ance and better explain their activities in terms that differ from their claimed nature of ‘sui 
generis’, mere sport result-maximiser entities.  

From this perspective, for SZYMANSKI e KUYPERS (1999) the annual turnover depends 
on sporting results (see also HOEHN e SZYMANSKI 1999) which in turn depend on the aver-
age level of football player wages in the long term (MURPHY 1999a and MURPHY 1999b), 
and relegation causes several financial problems (GERRARD 2002). Both of these two sets of 
findings  do not reveal any link between sporting results and economic returns unless when 
measuring economic results as turnover (also “sporting revenues” for BARAJAS et al. 2005), 
that of course is the sum of “the income from match tickets and the pools (combined as the TAP vari-
able), television rights (TV) and advertising/sponsorship (ADV)” (BARAJAS et al. 2005, p. 12), ex-
cluding the results of the trading activity of players’ registration rights. 

Only the latter considers a different hypothesis: do economic returns depend on sport-
ing results? The answer shows that when profitability (not the revenues) is considered in 
association with sporting results the degree of significance of the association tested becomes 
much weaker (BARAJAS et al. 2005, par. 5, pp. 14-17, BOLLEN 2010). 

 
____________  
 

(4) From a purely economic perspective, football clubs are very peculiar entities as the competitive conditions of 
the market they operate in are different from the ordinary competitive conditions of firms which do not operate either 
in monopolistic or oligopolistic conditions. Football (as any other sport) clubs benefit the most when there is a perfect 
degree in competition with the other teams in the same league. The existence of a team that is far more competitive 
than the others in the same league (a sort of monopoly situation) pushes its earnings close to zero, and even in the case 
of a few strong competitors (a second-best hypothesis in main stream economic theories) the reasonable expected 
returns are lower than those arising from a market with a situation of perfect competition (see Neal 1964). From this 
perspective it has also been noted that “sports fan interest is greatest when sporting competition is at its most intense” (BOUGHES 
and DOWNWARD 2003, p. 88) and that sports fans are football teams customers. See also ROTTENBERG 1956, 
CAIRNS, JENNET, SLOANE 1986 and DOBSON and GODDARD 2001. From a different perspective, EL HODIRI and 
QUIRK (1971) contributed to better understanding the peculiarities of the football business environment according 
to antitrust rules (for the Italian antitrust regulation, see AUTORITÀ GARANTE DELLA CONCORRENZA E DEL MER-
CATO 2008; 2013). 

(5) The notion of ‘Business Model’ has assumed several meanings and no shared definition exists among different 
disciplines where this term is most frequently adopted (ZOTT, AMIT and MASSA 2010; PAGE 2012 provided an over-
view of the term BM in the context of financial regulation). Throughout this paper the notion of BM will be consid-
ered by referring, in general, to those factors that are able to explain the operating performance of football clubs. The 
following section 3.2 goes into the debate over the definition and usefulness of BM concern in financial Reporting. 

 
 

 
 

3.2. The debate over the use of Business Model in financial reporting: academic and 
practitioners’ insights 

Business Model definition 
The debate over the use of Business Model (“BM”) in financial reporting has come to 

light in recent times (inter alia, see PENMAN 2007) and is a currently ongoing issue (EFRAG 
2013) where the opposing positions seem to be particularly far from each other (PAGE 2012).  

The IASB (2013) points out that IAS-IFRSs explicitly refer only once to the concept of 
Business Model (in IFRS 9), but in several other standards the reference to this concept 
seems to be implicit see EFRAG 2013, p. 4). The IASB (2013) noted that previous stan-
dards have never provided a clear definition of the Business Model concept. The IIRC 
2013a has attempted to provide a similar definition and suggested the following definition 
for a Business Model: ’the chosen system of inputs, business activities, outputs and outcomes that aims to 
create value over the short, medium and long term.’ (p. 14). The final version of the <IR> Frame-
work defines BM as “its system of transforming inputs, through its business activities, into outputs and 
outcomes that aims to fulfil the organization’s strategic purposes and create value over the short, medium and 
long term” (IIRC 2013b: 25). 

Finally, the BM of any firm “at a minimum, […] would indicate: what activities it undertakes 
within the firm and how these are organised, what it buys and sells in market transactions, which markets it 
operates in (i.e. who it buys from and who it sells to), and the nature of its relationships with these parties” 
(ICAEW 2010: 10). 

 
Business Model and Accounting Treatments 
For RONEN 2012 as the exit value(6) of an asset is the result of the failure of the BM (“if 

the things go wrong”), and the use value is the amount of “discounted expected cash flows when the 
asset is employed as intended by management, i.e., in accord with the Business Model” (p. 711), the 
benchmark treatment for every asset (and liability) should be the value in use. Therefore, the 
choice for net selling price as exit value could be consistent with the preference for value in 
use, to the extent the deliberated use is not the sale; whereas if it were their usual behavior, it 
would not point out a BM failure, but a BM option itself. 

Turning to practitioners, the IASB summarizes the different theses regarding the possi-
ble disadvantages of using the BM concept for financial reporting purposes in three catego-
ries: i) they “think it reduces comparability”; ii) they “think it could encourage less neutral reporting 
because it could encourage preparers to present the most favorable outcome”; and iii) they “believe that the 
Business Model concept is difficult to define and apply on a consistent basis” (IASB 2013: 189). 

 
The most important themes on the BM concept, are two-fold: (1) there is not a unique 

definition of the concept of BM; (2) there is no agreement on the way BM should impact (or 
not) financial reporting issues. 

When applying the IASB theoretical framework to football clubs, it is not tenable that all 
the firms are able to provide entertainment as their out-and-out business. Since the BMs are 
the synthesis of several elements, not all football firms could have (or mix in the same way) 
the same elements, so they could have different “BMs”.  
 
____________  
 

(6) RONEN 2012 develops his own thought with explicit respect to financial instruments. For non financial instru-
ments the exit value can be referred to as a sort of “market” value for secondhand goods. 
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As noted above, the mainstream literature on football clubs has always concerned their 
ability to provide entertainment, by using football players as an attraction to increase their 
fan base and earn from the ticket sales and merchandising activities. The sale of TV rights of 
their national and international matches have increased their income, especially since the 
1990s and especially for major teams.  

Nevertheless, in football industry a different and more profit-oriented path could be 
pursued. For instance, by selling the players at the top of their price, so earning a large 
amount of money, but renouncing to high level competition.  

This different BM (which in turn could be named as “player development” BM) drives 
to different reporting needs. For instance, dealing with PRRs, the first arising issue concerns 
their presentation in the BS as Intangible Assets or Current Assets; second, besides the de-
preciated historical cost and the value in use (generally determined by the use of discounted 
cash flows, and not applicable for PRRs, as Ias 38 states), other measurement models are 
available (deprival value, market value, substitution cost, and so on). And even with the 
same label, different measurement criteria could be used. For example, the recognition crite-
ria for most of non current assets requires the application of the amortization process over 
historical cost instead of maintaining “gross” historical cost. On the contrary, for some un-
defined useful life intangibles the amortization is forbidden, whilst the annual impairment 
process is needed. 

As a consequence, there is a significant economical difference in the choice of whether 
an asset has to be amortized (as most of instrumentally used non current assets have to be) 
or not (as inventories, or Investment Properties). It depends not on the management inten-
tion but certainly (i) on the way they manage those assets and (ii) on the targeted population 
they try to sell them to; that is, it depends on the BM they pursue (see EFRAG 2013, p. 4). 

The selection of the more suitable recognition and measurement treatment has to be 
supported by a reliable line of reasoning, for not all the teams (or not always) manage their 
PRRs in the way to better pursue sporting and related entertainment economical results. 

In the end, RONEN 2012 asserts “for both manufacturing firms and those that (superficially) only 
buy and sell the same assets, an ideal accounting system comprises the three measurements: discounted cash 
flows, exit values, and realization prices”. 

The existence of different accounting treatments for the same item is the coherent con-
sequence of the existence of different BMs.  

4. A summary of the previous issues and the relevance of the contribution 

The question concerning the association (if any) between operating (or net) results and 
sporting results has always concealed the underlying issue of the nature of BMs in the con-
text of football clubs. The need for an in-depth analysis of economic sustainability of foot-
ball teams as profit-oriented firms has arisen over recent years, and is going to be perceived 
as increasingly relevant in next few years. 

Especially today, while football clubs are subject to the strict conditions imposed by the 
UEFA Financial Fair Play (2012) which pushes in the direction of requiring clubs to secure 
– by almost any means, their financial break-even, it is important to understand what fea-
tures make football a business which is still worth investing in for many private entrepre-
neurs. The revenues traditionally regarded as “operating” for football clubs – that is, reve-

 
 

 
 

nues from sporting events and related ones, no longer explain the profitability and market 
persistence of certain football clubs, whilst other sources of income need investigation in 
order to identify elsewhere in the financial statements the drivers of profitability of these 
entities and, by this means, better defining their BM.  

Profitable football teams might have chosen a different BM (the “player development” 
one), and as long as a team wants to be performing, it has to partially sacrifice sporting po-
tency by selling some good players each year. 

The way economic determinants are disclosed, both in the income statement and in the 
balance sheet, could question the ordinary view of PRRs as non-current assets, to be re-
placed by an alternative view, as they are to some extent the “inventories” of the football 
clubs activity. Accordingly, the agreement length – the rationale premise for the amortiza-
tion process, loses all meaning and the amortization is no longer needed. 

Furthermore, the governance elements of professional sport clubs are important factors 
when analysing the clubs’ approaches to achieving business objectives, through their BMs(7). 
The type B BM football clubs, so those requiring their squad “painful” sales of best players, 
need a close-knit BoD, so as not to deviate from the targeted goals(8). 

Some governance literature discusses the importance of the strong “consensus” in the 
BoD as a key factor to pursue economic goals despite any regret for likely unsatisfying 
sporting results. Accordingly, KLEIN 2002 recalls that “Lipton and Lorsch (1992), Jensen (1993), 
and Yermack (1996) argue that the board's decision-making quality decreases with board size because the 
more people in the group, the lower the group's coordination and processing skills (see Steiner 1972, Hack-
man 1990). Yermack (1996) finds evidence consistent with this argument” (p. 438). Accordingly, some 
authors – EISENBERG, SUNDGREN and WELLS (1998) – state that “increased problems of commu-
nication and coordination [occur, ndA] as group size increases, and decreased ability of the board to control 
management, thereby leading to agency problems stemming from the separation of management and control” 
(p. 37) (see also BHAGAT and BLACK, 1996, HERMALIN and WEISBACH 2000)(9).  

 
In summary the expectations are the following:  
a) football teams pursue different patterns of profitability which differ from the mere 

production of revenues by means of ticket sales or brand merchandising, and 
b) sporting results are far from being the unique or the ordinary focus of these entities 

when it comes to setting their profitability targets. 
It appears that:  

 
____________  
 

(7) In the particular context of professional football clubs –at least in Italy, the traditional Agency (Jensen and 
Meckling 1976) and Managerial Capitalism (Berle and Means 1932) theories do not necessarily explain the nature of 
the relationship that exists between clubs’ owners and managers. This is because the degree of control that the former 
exercise on the latter, with respect to the core business decisions (such as buying/selling key players or hiring/firing a 
team’s coach), is so pervasive that there is a low level of information asymmetry. Furthermore, at present, most chair-
men or CEOs of Italian football clubs are the owners themselves. This may suggest that governance-related features 
need to be interpreted in a way that considers this peculiarity of football teams, so that for example, a small number of 
members of the BoD does not necessarily signal a situation of lack of transparency or a reduced degree of collegial 
decision making, but it reflects the fact that majority owners are also directly involved in the clubs top management. 

(8) In the business of professional sport, these issues are possibly even stronger because directors may find it quite 
difficult to choose strategic plans if these imply poor sport results, upsetting supporters, even when such plans are 
deemed necessary for the firm’s survival. 

(9) “We do not argue that good corporate governance produces good corporate performance. Some of the most successful companies are 
managed by entrepreneurs who disdain what we view as good corporate governance” (LIPTON and LORSCH 1992, p. 64).  
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(i) most teams – generally the small and medium ones, do not compete with the real-
istic expectation of winning the championship or of being placed in the top 
ranks of any tournament (see also LAGO and BARONCELLI, 2006: 22), and  

(ii) their choices in terms of keeping their best players and players’ trading policies do 
not necessarily seem consistent with the objective of increasing a team’s po-
tential to win competitions(10). 

 
The existence of those clubs both being not the best performers in their league in terms 

of final ranking or number of trophies, but being more likely profit-makers raises the ques-
tion of why this happens and what are the determinants of this state of affairs or, in other 
words, what their BM is. 

The lenses through which football clubs are usually analysed, that is looking at them as 
mainly show-business providers, appear to be unsatisfactory. 

Even for major clubs, which the ‘BM’ of show providers seems to fit best, the sale of 
TV rights and tickets proves not to be sufficient for economical sustainability (as shown in 
literature). 

5. The Research hypotheses 

In order to answer to the above RQs, firstly, the BM of the Football clubs has to be ex-
plored; second, the classification of “ordinary” (operating) revenues has to be set accord-
ingly. 

As stated above, two different BMs must be identified: the “traditional” and the “alter-
native” ones (Type A and B, respectively). As the BMs may co-exist each other, the degree 
of intensity of each of them has been identified as the ratio (for ordinary BM) between en-
tertainment related revenues and total revenues (Revenues and Other Income – R&OI) and 
the ratio (for alternative BM) between Net Income from Sales of PRRs and total revenues 
(R&OI). 

Further, the following economic hypothesis has to be tested: 
HP1 The operating performance of football clubs is a direct function of the 

degree of intensity of BM B, so that of the relative weight of Net Income from Sales of 
PRRs as a share of football clubs’ total adjusted revenues (R&OI). 

As previously highlighted, some governance related element are key drivers in order to 
maintain the selected BM B towards supporters, media and so on, which likely disagreed 
such a choice; accordingly the following governance hypothesis has also to be tested: 

HP2 The operating performance of football clubs is a direct function of the 
degree of concentration of the boards of directors.  

 
The first hypothesis builds on the evidence that market(11) for football players’ rights rep-

 
____________  
 

10 If “the mission of professional football clubs can be described as to offer their spectators entertainment through the game of foot-
ball” (CINCIMINO et al. 2012, p. 116) and therefore the only ‘customers’ of football clubs are their fans, then probably 
none of the Italian professional teams would achieve economic equilibrium. 

 
 

 
 

resent a relevant and increasing source of revenue for most Italian football teams (from 
12.26% of total revenues in 2006 to 20.75% in 2014). Particularly, these markets have always 
been observed as a source of valuable reserves for football teams which, in the course of 
their ‘ordinary activities’ – that is, in providing sport shows, can rely on these resources 
when economic and/or financial difficulties arise as a result of excessively onerous operating 
costs or investments. 

By looking at the finances of Italian professional clubs a different picture emerges as 
many teams, especially small and medium sized ones, rely on those markets as their primary 
source of earnings.  

The second hypothesis focuses on the need for these teams to maximise their operating 
‘room of manoeuvre’ that is their ability to take decisions which are in the best interest of 
the club’s economic performance (especially regarding those decisions a large fan-base could 
appreciate “to a limited extent”). Some corporate governance literature attributes the ability 
to take more rapid and sharper actions to relatively smaller boards as opposed to largely de-
mocratic structures(12). Consistent with these studies, when governance structures of football 
clubs, e.g. BoD, increase their degree of democracy, the operating performance proportion-
ally deteriorates. 

If verified, this test shows how a lean and narrow governance structure may better ‘pro-
tect’ the economic viability of football clubs from social and emotional pressures which may 
lead to anti-economic operating decisions. 

6. Methodology 

In order to test HP 1, the determinants of operating profitability have been analysed in 
terms of the main sources of revenues for Italian professional football clubs during fiscal 
years 2006-2013. In order to test HP 2, the association between the size of the Boards of 
Directors and the operating profitability (YERMACK 1996, BHAGAT and BLACK 1996) has 
been tested for each Italian football team during fiscal periods 2006-2013. 

To verify the existence of any association between both some BM drivers and govern-
ance related variables and the operating profitability of football clubs, as expressed in terms 
of the Adjusted RoA (as largely dealt with below in section 6.2), a model has been estimated 
where the Adjusted RoA is an interactive function of economic and financial related vari-
ables, discussed below in section 6.3.1 and a set of governance variables, discussed in section 
6.3.2. 

 
 

 
_________________________________________________________________________________________  
 

(11) The reference to the term “market” should not be intended in the sense of “active market” as defined in IAS 
38 Intangible Assets as the market for players’ rights does not qualify as an active one according to the requirements of 
this standard.  

(12) The relative weight of the ownership composition in such an analysis has not been ignored. Nonetheless, no 
test on this topic has been run because all Italian professional clubs are narrowly owned by a single owner, or a family. 
Despite the fact some of them are listed on the Italian stock Exchange, their floating minorities are very poor, and 
mainly inactive. So, in the Italian football context the characteristics of the ownership are not a concern. 
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6.1. The sample  
The observed clubs are all those involved in the Serie A league during season 2012-2013. 

Their consolidated (if any) or separate financial statements for the seven-year period be-
tween 2006 and 2013 (a total of 156 reports) have been analysed. For most clubs, the report-
ing period ends on June 30th each year, whilst for a few clubs the reporting period ends on 
December 31st. 

Therefore for one club in the sample, financial statements for years 2006 through 2008 
were not available as the legal entity it belonged to during that period defaulted in 2009. The 
complete list of clubs is reported above in Table 2. 

Three of the clubs above are listed on the Italian Stock Exchange, all of these clubs are 
controlled by a sole owner or by a family, all of whom are involved in the football club’s 
activities having a chair on the BoD (and sole owners are often CEOs themselves). The dis-
tinction between listed firms and non listed firms seems to be meaningless as the share of 
publicly exchanged stocks is very limited and the significant equity injections which several 
of these clubs have requested from their main shareholders over the years have significantly 
diluted the interests of minority investors. The distinction between IAS-IFRS compliant an-
nual reports and Italian GAAP compliant annual reports does not impact on the results nor 
does it require specific adjustments to the methodology applied, as any line item been 
checked and the specific results and ratios have been calculated, based on the underlying 
substance of any singular issue. 

Data were obtained by a one-by-one analysis of the annual reports. 

6.2. The dependent variable 
In order to verify the existence of any association between the determinants of the BM 

and the operating performance, an adjusted version of the Return on Assets ratio (“Adj 
RoA”) has been tested as a proxy of the profitability as our dependent variable.  

To achieve a logical configuration of this ratio, a two-step process is needed. 
Firstly, for both listed and non-listed companies, the line items included in the Income 

Statement have been considered as required under Italian GAAP (“ITA GAAP”) and which 
total up to the “Risultato della Produzione”, also referred to as Operating profit balance 
(“OPER”). Since the line items included in the IFRS income statement (rectius statement of 
Profit and Loss) differ in name from the items included in OPER under Italian GAAP, con-
sistency was achieved through the appropriate review of the notes referring to each single 
line item. Thus, regardless of the ‘taxonomy’ adopted in each set of statements (ITA GAAP 
and IFRSs respectively), line items were fully comparable content-wise. 

In order to ensure that the operating profitability includes revenues, gains, costs and 
losses from both the provision of sport entertainment and the activities of players’ devel-
opment and sale, the OPER balance has been adjusted to include items (such as gains and 
losses from the sale of the players’ rights) classified under ITA GAAP as extraordinary 
items(13), as expressed in the Equation 1 below: 

 
 
____________  
 

(13) In NOIF accounts (the Italian football federation accounting and organizational rules), each club may choose 
to recognize gains and losses from sales of PRRs either as extraordinary or operating items. 

 
 

 
 

[1] AdjEBIT = [OPER + GAINS (from Player Rights sales) – LOSSES (from Player 
Rights sales)] 

 
The denominator of the Adjusted ROA is the sum of total assets at the end of the fiscal 

year and can be observed by the following Equation 2: 
 
[2] AdjROA = AdjEBIT/Total Assets  
 
As a robustness analysis, a further dependent variable, the Adjusted Return on PRRs 

(“Adj RoPRRs”) has been run. The numerator of this ratio is the same as the previous vari-
able, whereas the denominator is the sum of the book value of the PRRs, the most impor-
tant asset to create value, as expressed in the following Equation 3.  

 
[3] AdjRoPRRs = AdjEBIT/PRRs 
 
This ratio provides a significant contribution to the main analysis, because it is more fo-

cused on the specific features of the football club, whereas the former variable has a wide-
spread validity. 

6.3. The selection of the independent variables 

6.3.1 ECONOMIC VARIABLES 
The test involving economic variables highlights two potentially different BMs, as de-

scribed in above sections. 
The extent to which a club relies on BM Type B is measured by the following Equation 4 
 
[4] BUS_MOD = NIfSPR/Total Sales  
 
where NIfSPR is the Net Income for Sales of PRRs.  
 
In order to verify whether the amortization process could impact the above association, 

a robustness test has also been run, using an alternative driver as expressed in the following 
Equation 5 

 
[5] BUS_MOD 2 = NIfPM/Total Sales  
 
where NIfPM Net Income for Player Management, that is the NIfSPR as defined above 

minus the annual amortization amount. 
 
Four control variables are used to control for: 
(i) the size of the clubs expressed in terms of the natural log of total Sales (“SIZE”),  
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scribed in above sections. 
The extent to which a club relies on BM Type B is measured by the following Equation 4 
 
[4] BUS_MOD = NIfSPR/Total Sales  
 
where NIfSPR is the Net Income for Sales of PRRs.  
 
In order to verify whether the amortization process could impact the above association, 

a robustness test has also been run, using an alternative driver as expressed in the following 
Equation 5 

 
[5] BUS_MOD 2 = NIfPM/Total Sales  
 
where NIfPM Net Income for Player Management, that is the NIfSPR as defined above 

minus the annual amortization amount. 
 
Four control variables are used to control for: 
(i) the size of the clubs expressed in terms of the natural log of total Sales (“SIZE”),  
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(ii) the degree of its financial leverage, expressed as the ratio between the Net Finan-
cial Position and the Equity(14) (“LEV”),  

(iii) the value of its players’ rights expressed in terms of the natural log of its net book 
value (“LNPRR”) and  

(iv) the ratio between the total personnel cost and the amortization charges for the 
players’ registration rights (“PERS&AMO”).  
This ratio expresses the embedded value of players-in-force; since the annual 
personnel cost of players highlights the current value of the squad and the 
amortization charge flows from its book value, coeteris paribus the higher the 
above ratio the higher the non paid (embedded) value for these rights. 

 
6.3.2 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE VARIABLES 
The size of the Board of Directors (“BoD SIZE”) has been considered, as expressed in 

terms of the total number of directors (Klein 2002) in each of the 20 teams for the 7 years 
considered; as noted above, one club defaulted in 2009, therefore the observations in the 
sample have been 156. 

Two other CG related variables have been used to ensure that the above association is 
not biased by: 

the percentage of women among the directors, in order to verify whether the higher the 
presence of people not generally interested in sporting results on the board the more rele-
vant the profit-oriented behavior of the club (“GEND”); 

the nature of the authority in charge of performing external audit activities (“AUDIT”), 
this is expressed by means of a dummy variable to indicate the use of external auditors (1) or 
of the Board of Statutory Auditors (0)(15). 

6.4. Descriptive Statistics 
In Table 5 below some descriptive statistic (mean and standard deviation) of the selected 

variables is reported, distinguishing among the football teams. 
 

 
____________  
 

(14) According to the Italian annual reports’ schemes, the loans from the owners are not a part of the equity, since 
they are presented among the liabilities. As the substance-over-form principle has to be pursued in such a case, the 
owners loans have been added up as parts of the equity. 

(15) The BSA is an oversight body, whose task could be compared to the US Audit Committee, even if the mem-
bers are not directors. According to Italian laws, in non listed entities they can be appointed to audit financial state-
ments as external auditors, other than their own tasks of laws respect oversight.  

 
 

 
 

Table 5 – Descriptive Statistics 
 

Stats Adj RoA Adj RoPRRs BUS_MOD BUS_MOD 2 BoD Size LNPRR LEV SIZE AUDIT PERS&AMO GEND
Atalanta mean -0.00 -0.07 0.24 0.08 7.12 9.95 2.94 10.74 0.88 3.60 0.03

sd 0.13 0.21 0.14 0.16 0.99 0.51 2.47 0.21 0.35 0.89 0.06
Bologna mean -0.25 -0.39 0.20 0.01 5.62 9.74 -2.80 10.54 1.00 4.18 0.12

sd 0.23 0.39 0.12 0.10 3.16 1.13 8.07 0.61 0.00 1.96 0.17
Cagliari mean -0.01 -0.34 0.11 -0.01 8.12 9.44 -0.20 10.69 0.00 4.16 0.00

sd 0.08 1.31 0.14 0.16 1.64 0.14 0.32 0.30 0.00 2.24 0.00
Catania mean 0.11 0.35 0.15 0.04 3.25 9.33 0.11 10.64 0.38 4.38 0.00

sd 0.09 0.24 0.07 0.09 0.71 0.91 0.83 0.40 0.52 2.68 0.00
Chievo mean 0.03 0.10 0.22 0.09 4.12 9.65 3.07 10.63 0.00 3.82 0.00

sd 0.06 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.64 0.44 2.04 0.26 0.00 1.43 0.00
Fiorenti mean -0.10 -0.85 0.10 -0.22 10.25 11.26 -0.06 11.45 0.75 1.96 0.00

sd 0.13 1.51 0.17 0.28 0.46 0.16 0.07 0.29 0.46 0.23 0.00
Genoa mean -0.12 -0.31 0.31 0.02 3.75 10.86 2.65 11.12 1.00 2.15 0.00

sd 0.16 0.43 0.14 0.14 0.46 0.97 3.26 0.72 0.00 1.03 0.00
Inter mean -0.28 -1.06 0.09 -0.09 15.38 11.76 -5.23 12.37 1.00 4.08 0.02

sd 0.12 0.64 0.07 0.07 0.52 0.26 5.94 0.16 0.00 1.04 0.03
Juventus mean -0.06 -0.22 0.08 -0.11 8.62 11.37 -2.47 12.31 1.00 3.47 0.03

sd 0.11 0.47 0.06 0.10 1.06 0.28 9.15 0.17 0.00 0.93 0.07
Lazio mean 0.07 0.30 0.08 -0.07 2.00 10.52 0.75 11.44 1.00 2.85 0.00

sd 0.08 0.38 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.40 0.94 0.12 0.00 0.63 0.00
Milan mean -0.06 -0.18 0.12 -0.02 10.88 11.53 -4.28 12.55 1.00 4.86 0.04

sd 0.14 0.49 0.06 0.08 1.55 0.20 0.70 0.12 0.00 0.79 0.06
Napoli mean 0.09 0.16 0.05 -0.17 4.25 10.35 17.37 11.29 0.75 2.28 0.45

sd 0.15 0.51 0.07 0.08 1.04 0.71 45.45 0.87 0.46 1.51 0.22
Palermo mean -0.03 -0.06 0.22 -0.04 7.25 10.96 0.26 11.29 1.00 1.83 0.14

sd 0.13 0.26 0.13 0.18 0.46 0.19 0.21 0.24 0.00 0.26 0.01
Parma mean -0.02 -0.05 0.37 0.18 7.88 10.40 0.74 11.00 1.00 2.98 0.11

sd 0.07 0.30 0.20 0.18 2.30 0.92 0.88 0.41 0.00 1.61 0.05
Pescara mean -0.42 -1.90 0.26 0.14 4.50 8.46 0.30 9.54 0.50 7.94 0.00

sd 0.54 2.76 0.08 0.08 1.29 1.16 1.68 0.94 0.58 4.30 0.00
Roma mean -0.07 -0.15 0.08 -0.07 11.50 10.87 -0.48 12.07 1.00 4.08 0.28

sd 0.17 0.46 0.05 0.05 0.93 0.32 2.31 0.15 0.00 0.72 0.13
Sampdori mean -0.23 -0.67 0.14 -0.10 8.50 10.39 1.10 10.80 1.00 3.69 0.12

sd 0.19 0.64 0.16 0.24 1.07 0.29 0.44 0.26 0.00 0.83 0.01
Siena mean -0.16 -0.47 0.19 -0.03 8.12 9.91 3.81 10.56 0.88 4.04 0.08

sd 0.14 0.37 0.11 0.10 2.36 0.87 8.85 0.46 0.35 2.15 0.07
Torino mean -0.20 -0.54 0.12 -0.10 6.50 9.86 2.17 10.59 1.00 3.93 0.06

sd 0.18 0.53 0.11 0.12 1.69 0.31 5.26 0.39 0.00 2.04 0.07
Udinese mean 0.06 0.24 0.35 0.13 4.75 10.75 0.19 11.38 1.00 1.72 0.22

sd 0.08 0.32 0.10 0.18 0.71 0.11 0.21 0.36 0.00 0.38 0.05
Total mean -0.07 -0.26 0.17 -0.02 7.19 10.42 1.01 11.19 0.81 3.49 0.09

sd 0.19 0.82 0.15 0.17 3.46 0.95 11.31 0.79 0.39 1.86 0.14  

Adj RoA = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) 
and the book value of Total Assets. Adj RoPRRs = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale 
of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) and the book value of Player Registration Rights. BUS_MOD = Ratio between Net In-
come from the Sale of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales(*). BUS_MOD 2 = Ratio between Net Income from 
the Management of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales(*). LEV = Ratio between Net Financial Position and 
Equity. LNPRR = Logarithm of the book value of Player Registration Rights. PERS&AMO= The ratio between Personnel Cost 
and Amortization charge from Player Registration Rights. SIZE = Logarithm of Total Sales. BoD SIZE = the number of board 
members. GEND = The ratio between the number of women among the directors and their total number . AUDIT (Dummy 
variable) = 1 if the auditors are from an external team, 0 otherwise. 
(*) Adjusted Total Sales is the sum between total ordinary sales and Net Income from the Sale of Player Registration Rights 

 
Here below, some scatterplot of explanatory and dependent variables is shown. 
The scatterplots here below show the correlation between the main explanatory vari-

ables (BUS_MOD, BUS_MOD 2 and BoD SIZE) and the two selected dependent variables 
AdjRoA and AdjRoPRRs. The teams have been split in two subgroups, depending on 
whether the team won the championship at least once in the last fifteen years. In the plot, 
the two subgroups can easily be observed as triangles and circles. 

As it can clearly be observed in the scatterplots, the correlation between the selected ex-
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(ii) the degree of its financial leverage, expressed as the ratio between the Net Finan-
cial Position and the Equity(14) (“LEV”),  

(iii) the value of its players’ rights expressed in terms of the natural log of its net book 
value (“LNPRR”) and  

(iv) the ratio between the total personnel cost and the amortization charges for the 
players’ registration rights (“PERS&AMO”).  
This ratio expresses the embedded value of players-in-force; since the annual 
personnel cost of players highlights the current value of the squad and the 
amortization charge flows from its book value, coeteris paribus the higher the 
above ratio the higher the non paid (embedded) value for these rights. 

 
6.3.2 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE VARIABLES 
The size of the Board of Directors (“BoD SIZE”) has been considered, as expressed in 

terms of the total number of directors (Klein 2002) in each of the 20 teams for the 7 years 
considered; as noted above, one club defaulted in 2009, therefore the observations in the 
sample have been 156. 

Two other CG related variables have been used to ensure that the above association is 
not biased by: 

the percentage of women among the directors, in order to verify whether the higher the 
presence of people not generally interested in sporting results on the board the more rele-
vant the profit-oriented behavior of the club (“GEND”); 

the nature of the authority in charge of performing external audit activities (“AUDIT”), 
this is expressed by means of a dummy variable to indicate the use of external auditors (1) or 
of the Board of Statutory Auditors (0)(15). 

6.4. Descriptive Statistics 
In Table 5 below some descriptive statistic (mean and standard deviation) of the selected 

variables is reported, distinguishing among the football teams. 
 

 
____________  
 

(14) According to the Italian annual reports’ schemes, the loans from the owners are not a part of the equity, since 
they are presented among the liabilities. As the substance-over-form principle has to be pursued in such a case, the 
owners loans have been added up as parts of the equity. 

(15) The BSA is an oversight body, whose task could be compared to the US Audit Committee, even if the mem-
bers are not directors. According to Italian laws, in non listed entities they can be appointed to audit financial state-
ments as external auditors, other than their own tasks of laws respect oversight.  
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Catania mean 0.11 0.35 0.15 0.04 3.25 9.33 0.11 10.64 0.38 4.38 0.00

sd 0.09 0.24 0.07 0.09 0.71 0.91 0.83 0.40 0.52 2.68 0.00
Chievo mean 0.03 0.10 0.22 0.09 4.12 9.65 3.07 10.63 0.00 3.82 0.00

sd 0.06 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.64 0.44 2.04 0.26 0.00 1.43 0.00
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sd 0.13 1.51 0.17 0.28 0.46 0.16 0.07 0.29 0.46 0.23 0.00
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sd 0.16 0.43 0.14 0.14 0.46 0.97 3.26 0.72 0.00 1.03 0.00
Inter mean -0.28 -1.06 0.09 -0.09 15.38 11.76 -5.23 12.37 1.00 4.08 0.02

sd 0.12 0.64 0.07 0.07 0.52 0.26 5.94 0.16 0.00 1.04 0.03
Juventus mean -0.06 -0.22 0.08 -0.11 8.62 11.37 -2.47 12.31 1.00 3.47 0.03

sd 0.11 0.47 0.06 0.10 1.06 0.28 9.15 0.17 0.00 0.93 0.07
Lazio mean 0.07 0.30 0.08 -0.07 2.00 10.52 0.75 11.44 1.00 2.85 0.00

sd 0.08 0.38 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.40 0.94 0.12 0.00 0.63 0.00
Milan mean -0.06 -0.18 0.12 -0.02 10.88 11.53 -4.28 12.55 1.00 4.86 0.04

sd 0.14 0.49 0.06 0.08 1.55 0.20 0.70 0.12 0.00 0.79 0.06
Napoli mean 0.09 0.16 0.05 -0.17 4.25 10.35 17.37 11.29 0.75 2.28 0.45

sd 0.15 0.51 0.07 0.08 1.04 0.71 45.45 0.87 0.46 1.51 0.22
Palermo mean -0.03 -0.06 0.22 -0.04 7.25 10.96 0.26 11.29 1.00 1.83 0.14

sd 0.13 0.26 0.13 0.18 0.46 0.19 0.21 0.24 0.00 0.26 0.01
Parma mean -0.02 -0.05 0.37 0.18 7.88 10.40 0.74 11.00 1.00 2.98 0.11

sd 0.07 0.30 0.20 0.18 2.30 0.92 0.88 0.41 0.00 1.61 0.05
Pescara mean -0.42 -1.90 0.26 0.14 4.50 8.46 0.30 9.54 0.50 7.94 0.00

sd 0.54 2.76 0.08 0.08 1.29 1.16 1.68 0.94 0.58 4.30 0.00
Roma mean -0.07 -0.15 0.08 -0.07 11.50 10.87 -0.48 12.07 1.00 4.08 0.28

sd 0.17 0.46 0.05 0.05 0.93 0.32 2.31 0.15 0.00 0.72 0.13
Sampdori mean -0.23 -0.67 0.14 -0.10 8.50 10.39 1.10 10.80 1.00 3.69 0.12

sd 0.19 0.64 0.16 0.24 1.07 0.29 0.44 0.26 0.00 0.83 0.01
Siena mean -0.16 -0.47 0.19 -0.03 8.12 9.91 3.81 10.56 0.88 4.04 0.08

sd 0.14 0.37 0.11 0.10 2.36 0.87 8.85 0.46 0.35 2.15 0.07
Torino mean -0.20 -0.54 0.12 -0.10 6.50 9.86 2.17 10.59 1.00 3.93 0.06

sd 0.18 0.53 0.11 0.12 1.69 0.31 5.26 0.39 0.00 2.04 0.07
Udinese mean 0.06 0.24 0.35 0.13 4.75 10.75 0.19 11.38 1.00 1.72 0.22

sd 0.08 0.32 0.10 0.18 0.71 0.11 0.21 0.36 0.00 0.38 0.05
Total mean -0.07 -0.26 0.17 -0.02 7.19 10.42 1.01 11.19 0.81 3.49 0.09

sd 0.19 0.82 0.15 0.17 3.46 0.95 11.31 0.79 0.39 1.86 0.14  

Adj RoA = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) 
and the book value of Total Assets. Adj RoPRRs = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale 
of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) and the book value of Player Registration Rights. BUS_MOD = Ratio between Net In-
come from the Sale of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales(*). BUS_MOD 2 = Ratio between Net Income from 
the Management of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales(*). LEV = Ratio between Net Financial Position and 
Equity. LNPRR = Logarithm of the book value of Player Registration Rights. PERS&AMO= The ratio between Personnel Cost 
and Amortization charge from Player Registration Rights. SIZE = Logarithm of Total Sales. BoD SIZE = the number of board 
members. GEND = The ratio between the number of women among the directors and their total number . AUDIT (Dummy 
variable) = 1 if the auditors are from an external team, 0 otherwise. 
(*) Adjusted Total Sales is the sum between total ordinary sales and Net Income from the Sale of Player Registration Rights 

 
Here below, some scatterplot of explanatory and dependent variables is shown. 
The scatterplots here below show the correlation between the main explanatory vari-

ables (BUS_MOD, BUS_MOD 2 and BoD SIZE) and the two selected dependent variables 
AdjRoA and AdjRoPRRs. The teams have been split in two subgroups, depending on 
whether the team won the championship at least once in the last fifteen years. In the plot, 
the two subgroups can easily be observed as triangles and circles. 

As it can clearly be observed in the scatterplots, the correlation between the selected ex-
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planatory both economic related and governance related variables and the dependent vari-
ables give a first positive impression to the hypotheses, as the slopes of the linear prediction 
lines are according to previous expectations. 

The plots also show the existence of strong heteroscedasticity in the selected sample. In 
addition, the teams have been split along several features which could in turn identify spe-
cific clusters (the sales, the victories, the relegations, and so on) to test the existence of some 
subgroups (if any), nonetheless no cluster has been found in the sample. 

 
Figure 1 – Scatterplots of Correlation of Explanatory variables for a Pooled Sample 

of 156 Annual reports (Years 2006-2013) 
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7. Results 

7.1. The regression analysis  
In order to test the hypotheses described in the section 5, a building up approach has 

been performed, which in turn is composed of several steps. 
As the first step, the Equation 6 to test has been defined as follows: 
 
[6] AdjRoA = α + β₁ BUS_MOD + β₂ LEV + β₃ LNPRR + β₄ PERS&AMO + β5 

SIZE + β6 BoD SIZE + β7 GEND + β8 AUDIT + ɛ 
 
As the second test, a simple OLS regression model has been run on the Equation 6. The 

related empirical results are presented in the first column of Table 6 here below. 
 

Table 6 – Explanatory variables of Adjusted ROA Based on Regressions for a Pooled 
Sample of 156 Annual reports (Years 2006-2013) 

 
OLS FE RE

LNPRR -0.097 *** -0.047 -0.074 ** 
(0.002) (0.131) (0.015)

LEV 0.000 0.001 0.000
(0.784) (0.493) (0.895)

SIZE 0.239 *** 0.319 *** 0.244 ***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

BoD SIZE -0.022 *** -0.011 -0.023 ***
(0.000) (0.156) (0.000)

AUDIT -0.167 *** -1.093 *** -0.165 ***
(0.000) (0.009) (0.000)

PERS&AMO -0.031 *** 0.0033 -0.021 ***
(0.000) (0.699) (0.010)

BUS_MOD 0.295 *** 0.249 *** 0.306 ***
(0.000) (0.005) (0.000)

GEND 0.126 0.229 * 0.141
(0.147) (0.076) (0.145)

Constant -1.405 *** -3.063 *** -1.718 ***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Adj. R2 0.5508 0.6930 0.5647 a

N 156 156 156
BP test 9.55 ***
Hausman test 30.07 ***  

(***), (**), (*) Significant at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively (a) in the RE analysis the R² is not adjusted 
 
AdjRoA = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) 
and the book value of Total Assets. AdjRoPRRs = Ratio between Operating Profit adjusted for Gains and Losses from the Sale 
of Player Registration Rights (NIfSPR) and the book value of Player Registration Rights. BUS_MOD = Ratio between Net In-
come from the Sale of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales. BUS_MOD 2 = Ratio between Net Income from the 
Management of Player Registration Rights and Adjusted Total Sales. LEV = Ratio between Net Financial Position and Equity. 
LNPRR = Logarithm of the book value of Player Registration Rights. PERS&AMO= The ratio between Personnel Cost and 
Amortization charge from Player Registration Rights. SIZE = Logarithm of Total Sales. BoD SIZE = the number of board 
members. GEND = The ratio between the number of women among the directors and their total number . AUDIT (Dummy 
variable) = 1 if the auditors are from an external team, 0 otherwise. 
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planatory both economic related and governance related variables and the dependent vari-
ables give a first positive impression to the hypotheses, as the slopes of the linear prediction 
lines are according to previous expectations. 

The plots also show the existence of strong heteroscedasticity in the selected sample. In 
addition, the teams have been split along several features which could in turn identify spe-
cific clusters (the sales, the victories, the relegations, and so on) to test the existence of some 
subgroups (if any), nonetheless no cluster has been found in the sample. 
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[6] AdjRoA = α + β₁ BUS_MOD + β₂ LEV + β₃ LNPRR + β₄ PERS&AMO + β5 

SIZE + β6 BoD SIZE + β7 GEND + β8 AUDIT + ɛ 
 
As the second test, a simple OLS regression model has been run on the Equation 6. The 

related empirical results are presented in the first column of Table 6 here below. 
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Since the simple OLS equation could not be enough to test a panel data sample, in the 
second column of the table cross section and time fixed effect have been introduced. Fi-
nally, in the last column of Table 5, the random effects estimator can be observed. All the 
standard errors are robust to heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation. 

At the bottom of the table, the Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test and the 
Hausman test are reported. These tests highlight the need for the introduction of random 
effects instead of fixed ones. 

As shown in Table 5, the Adjusted R² varies between 0.551 and 0.693 which are fairly 
high, compared to regression models applied in previous similar studies (YERMACK 1996, 
EISENBERG et al. 1998, DOBSON et al. 2000, BARAJAS et al. 2005). 

Since both the Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test and the Hausman one sug-
gest the use of random effect, only the results of the third column are now commented on. 
As nearly all the columns highlight the same results, therefore the outcomes might be con-
sidered robust to different model specification. 

 
AdjRoA is significantly positively associated to BUS_MOD (p < 0.01) and negatively as-

sociated with Board Size (p < 0.01). Thus, both of the Research Hypotheses can be ac-
cepted. 

Regarding the control variables, AdjRoA is significantly negatively associated with 
LNPRR (p < 0.05), and AUDIT (p < 0.01), and also with PERS&AMO (p < 0.05), while it 
is positively associated with SIZE (p < 0.01). 

 
The positive association between AdjRoA and BUS_MOD is consistent with the ini-

tial hypothesis and with the theoretical framework which the paper referred to (LAGO, 
BARONCELLI and SZYMANSKI, 2004). These results indicate that the way to perform posi-
tive profitability for Italian professional football clubs in the Serie A league is by running a 
different pattern. The main determinant of profitability of these teams is the positive re-
sults of the activity previously named as “player development” (Type B BM), so that the 
process of discovering, recruiting, developing and eventually selling young talented people, 
is to earn important gains. The higher the ratio of income from the sale of PRRs on total 
sales, the higher is the profitability of the firms. 

The negative association between AdjRoA and Board Size is also consistent with the 
initial hypothesis and with part of the literature. This association could be explained by 
highlighting that a close board concentration allows for more profit-oriented activities and 
partly ‘immunizes’ the club from social pressures on improving competitive sporting re-
sults at the expense of economic performance. This evidence also suggests that further 
research may confirm whether the understanding of the governance structure of football 
clubs is correct in terms of the ownership structure of the club in other countries. In fact, 
the combination of the two factors, (i) negative correlation between operating perform-
ance and board size and (ii) positive correlation between ownership concentration and 
operating performance, would indicate that clubs with a closer ownership oversight and 
with a direct involvement in the management of the club’s operating activities are key fac-
tors to explain football clubs profitability.  

The associations between the control variables and the independent variables are con-
sistent with previous literature. In particular, the negative association between AdjRoA 
and the presence of an external (single person or firm) auditor may be because, in Italy, 

 
 

 
 

especially individual entrepreneurs may be more willing to perceive external auditors as a 
burden to their ‘entrepreneurial freedom’. Conversely, appointing a high quality auditor 
can be a signal of financial statement quality and financial strength. The preference to ap-
point the Board of Statutory Auditors (BSA) as external auditors adds a supplementary 
task for the members that may reduce their level of oversight, leading to weaker attention 
in guaranteeing that reliable and faithfully representational financial statements are issued. 
By these means, clubs could more easily implement earning management practices by re-
ducing the degree of oversight (even if this could also increase the level of risks in operat-
ing and financial activities the club is exposed to). The negative association may also arise 
because entities with concentrated ownership do not need a high level of external over-
sight. So, for a sort of substitution effect, the narrower the ownership, a lower level of 
monitoring may be needed to achieve economic efficiency. 

The negative association between PERS&AMO and the Adjusted RoA is rather im-
portant as well. The PERS&AMO ratio is lower as the carrying amount of the players’ 
rights is high (and amortization amount accordingly) and/or the personnel costs are low. 
It increases as a team retains the players for a longer period, especially if the first agree-
ment is renewed, since the depreciation amount drops (being re-stated over a longer pe-
riod), whilst the personnel cost probably increases (two coherent effects which drive the 
PERS&AMO ratio to an upgrade). Those teams devoted to discover, recruit, develop and 
sell PRRs rarely retain their players (especially the best players) for such a long time (the 
average agreement expiring time is 3.5-years). Further, the depreciation method allowed 
for Italian football clubs by Italian rules (NOIF and fiscal law as well) provides for a 
higher depreciation amount in earlier years, not a flat distribution over time and several 
clubs apply. Coherently this event emphasizes the result.  

The teams that select the “player development activities” BM (Type B) instead of re-
taining them to achieve more important successes they eventually sell them with a signifi-
cant gain before they may ask for a wage increase and an agreement extension , so getting 
a constantly lower level of the ratio PERS&AMO, and this is associated to a higher level 
of profitability as well. 

The other teams devoted to the “entertainment” BM (Type A) often retain their best 
players until their book value is completely amortized (because of their age, their injuries, 
their motivation after playing a long time, and so on). Furthermore, they often renew the 
agreement length, in order to retain longer their top players (by increasing their wages as 
well), until even their current value is likely almost meaningless. Accordingly, their 
PERS&AMO ratio becomes higher and higher, and this is associated to a lower level of 
profitability as well. 

There is no association both between the leverage ratio and the operating profitability, 
and between the gender composition of the board and the operating result. 

7.2. The robustness check 
Two different robustness checks have been conducted:  
1. the first one deals with the substitution of the dependent variable (“AdjRoA”) with 

another profitability variable, as described above (“AdjRoPRRs”) which in turn is 
more focused on the assets primarily involved in the economic and sporting success 
of football teams (PRRs); 
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sight. So, for a sort of substitution effect, the narrower the ownership, a lower level of 
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cant gain before they may ask for a wage increase and an agreement extension , so getting 
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The other teams devoted to the “entertainment” BM (Type A) often retain their best 
players until their book value is completely amortized (because of their age, their injuries, 
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agreement length, in order to retain longer their top players (by increasing their wages as 
well), until even their current value is likely almost meaningless. Accordingly, their 
PERS&AMO ratio becomes higher and higher, and this is associated to a lower level of 
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more focused on the assets primarily involved in the economic and sporting success 
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2. the second one deals with the substitution of the main economic explanatory variable 
(“BUS_MOD”) with another BM-related variable “BUS_MOD 2”, that number 
among its numerator elements not only the Net Income from the Sales of PRRs but 
also their yearly amortization. 

 
In Table 7 below the results for these numbered tests are shown. 
 

Table 7 – Explanatory variables of Adjusted ROA and Adjusted RoPRRs Based on 
Regressions for a Pooled Sample of 156 Annual reports (Years 2006-2013) 

 

I II III IV
LNPRR -0.074 ** -0.039 -0.713 *** -0.591 ***

(0.015) (0.186) (0.000) (0.000)
LEV 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.001

(0.895) (0.814) (0.729) (0.910)
SIZE 0.244 *** 0.194 *** 1.135 *** 0.960 ***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
BoD SIZE -0.023 *** -0.021 *** -0.067 *** -0.059 ***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.003)
AUDIT -0.165 *** -0.154 *** -0.177 -0.138

(0.000) (0.000) (0.256) (0.352)
PERS&AMO -0.021 *** -0.273 *** -0.190 *** -0.215 ***

(0.010) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
BUS_MOD 0.306 *** 1.148 ***

(0.000) (0.002)
GEND 0.141 0.159 * 0.388 0.445

(0.145) (0.082) (0.375) (0.285)
BUS_MOD 2 0.388 *** 0.300 ***

(0.000) (0.000)
Constant -1.718 *** -1.481 *** -4.490 *** -3.574 ***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
R2 0.5647 0.6136 0.5014 0.5410
N 156 156 156 156

Adj RoA Adj RoPRRs

  
Qualitatively there is no change in the results. The signs of the coefficients are not modi-

fied, andR2 is rather the same. 

7.3. The sensitivity analysis 
In order to provide a sensitivity check to the results in Table 6, a two-fold test has also 

been run: 
1. the first one deals with the elimination of one team from the analysis, repeating the 

test for all the teams of the sample (“Cross Section Sensitivity Analysis”); 
2. the second one deals with the elimination of one year results from the whole analysis, 

repeating the test for all the years of the 8-year period (“Time Series Sensitivity 
Analysis). 

 
Both the tests have been run with BUS_MOD as explanatory variable. 
Taking one club or one year out, the coefficients of the BUS_MOD variable do not vary 

meaningfully, and are always significant. 

 
 

 
 

Both the Cross Section and Time Series sensitivity analyses show the validity of the 
main test performed. The Cross Section analysis highlights no outliers have a significant im-
pact over the whole sample. 

8. Conclusions, limitations and suggestions for future research 

In this paper, some evidence have arisen that Italian professional football clubs in the 
“Serie A” league can be investigated as for profit businesses; profitability and governance 
patterns exist and are worth exploring to better understand the conditions of economic du-
rability of football clubs.  

The importance of understanding the economic determinants of football clubs is in  
(i) expressing more informed judgments regarding the economic viability of football 

clubs (Uefa FFP, for instance), so as to put into effect any reward mechanisms for those 
teams which show a certain ability to remain fairly competitive and, at the same time, main-
tain a reasonable level of profitability,  

(ii) gaining a deeper understanding of the Business Model of football clubs, in order to 
allow for better economic planning and for sharper actions in case of any restructuring 
plans.  

According to the hypotheses described and tested in the paper, the profitability of Ital-
ian football clubs depends on their ability to run a “player development” BM (Type B): that 
is discovering, engaging, developing and selling young talented players, despite they could 
not achieve at the moment significant sporting results. This kind of Business Model could 
be named as ‘alternative’, since football clubs have usually emphasized their role in provid-
ing entertainment through competitive sport. 

There are a number of reasons why a team could opt for a player development business 
model instead seeking sporting results (or at least, reducing its effort to achieve the latter), 
for example: some teams could select this way to earn more, some teams to reduce their 
indebtedness, some teams because are not competitively strong, some teams because they 
are preparing strong future squads with no external funding. 

From the analysis a specific lack arises in financial reporting statements: the core source 
(activity) of the operating performance of football clubs – identified in this paper, is poorly 
described in the current accounting model provided by all the clubs, both listed and non 
listed(16). As a consequence of the findings of the paper, the income statement should at least 
highlight the balance of the two main activities performed by Italian football clubs:  

(i) the result of the provision of sporting events to the public, and  
(ii) the result of players’ registration rights trading. 

 
Furthermore, some particular attention has to be paid to the Balance Sheet report. As 

long as a team is running the identified “alternative” BM (Type B), it is not “using” its own 
players to get earnings from entertainment-related sources, but to get earnings from the fu-
 
____________  
 

(16) Listed firms IAS-IFRS compliant annual reports are rather effective in depicting the economical drivers of 
these clubs. A specific section of Income Statement is generally devoted to report the net result of players’ rights activ-
ity. In disclosures, disaggregated gross and net information of individual rights are reported, along with the deprecia-
tion amount for those and personnel costs. All of these accounts are players right related elements. 
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____________  
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ture sale of the concerning PRRs. So they would be current assets rather than non-current 
assets and should not be amortized. 

Both from an Income Statement and a Balance Sheet perspective the current schemes 
of the Annual Report are unsuitable to provide a true and fair view of the underlying eco-
nomic substance of professional football teams, mainly for those club whose main source of 
revenues is based on BM B. 

In sum, the relevance of this contribution is four-fold:  
1. First, this work highlights the economic factors that could drive football firms to 

profitable results; as what the paper clearly shows, the significant degree of 
association between income from PRRs sales of Italian professional teams in the 
“Serie A” league and the operating performance they achieve highlights that one of 
the key drivers for firms like those is the choice of the BM.  

2. Second, this paper applies a deductive approach to find the BM from some “flowing 
information” in the fundamental accounts of the surveyed entities (belonging to 
professional football industry). The BM is what arises from the association between 
some specific revenue sources and the operating return, as the way assets are 
managed and transformed into cash implies that the amount of “Revenues” proceeds 
mainly (or at least at a specific degree) from a particular set of activity/customers. 
Accordingly, the Italian standard setter (alongside the Italian Football Federation, 
FIGC) should reflect on the results of the paper, otherwise the compliance to 
Annual Report rules in the Civil Code could lead to an unfair representation of the 
substance (BM) of the operations of the teams. 

3. Third, the findings of the paper could help International Football Institutions to 
better provide financial and economic suggestions (rules, such as UEFA’s Financial 
Fair Play Regulation (2012)), so being more closely connected to the in-depth 
behavior of football teams. 

4. Last, Mass Media, supporters and the FIGC (maybe also to a higher level, UEFA or 
FIFA) might now be fully aware of the current(17) conditions of sustainability for 
Italian Professional Football teams.  

 
The main limitations of this work are the following. 
The first one concern the one country setting. A wider investigation of the Business 

Model of European – at the very least, football clubs is needed, in order to better clarify if 
the evidence of this paper can be extended to the football industry as a whole. 

Second, the choice not to consider in the paper the ownership composition (neither in 
theory, nor in quantitative tests) is not currently a limitation, because of the very similar con-
centration-of-ownership degree of all the Italian football clubs. Nonetheless, if the new as-
sertions found in the paper were tested into a wider context, it would be likely that some 
arguments concerning the ownership composition as well should be included. 
 
____________  
 

(17) The word “current” has been used for two main reasons: 1) it is expectable that the forthcoming (hopefully) 
construction of self-owned stadium by several teams, or the acquisition of a previous stadium from local government 
could generate increasing inflows for them; 2) it is expectable a new generation of football managers (and owners, also) 
who are more devoted to the economic determinants of firm sustainability even in the context of increasing sporting 
competitiveness, by matching ability in managing the PRRs and the relative wages alongside the ability to open new 
streams of entertainment revenues all around the world. 

 
 

 
 

Another limitation could also arise from the observation of clubs which have not always 
played in the top league (“Serie A”) over the 8-year period under investigation. In order to 
test all the professional football clubs, also the clubs in second and third divisions could be 
considered. Otherwise, it could be opted for the clubs belonging to the top league year-by-
year. In the paper the same sample of teams has been in-depth examined in order to im-
prove the analysis with time series elements. 

The measurement aspects of the PRRs of those clubs which in turn opted for BM Type 
B (also referring to the concept of “available for sale” or “held for trading”) may need to be 
revised in order to present their current values (at least, the historical cost less annual im-
pairment loss, if any), rather than their only historical cost information.  

In this respect for football clubs one of the following statements could apply:  
a) “Where the firm’s business model is to transform inputs so as to create new assets or services as 

outputs, we would expect that historical cost would generally be the most useful basis of 
measurement”.  

b) “Where the firm’s Business Model is not to transform its inputs, but to buy and sell assets in the 
same market with the intention of profiting from changes in market prices, we would expect that fair 
value would generally be the most useful basis of measurement” (ICAEW 2010, p. 42).  

 
In particular, PRRs that are intended to be developed and sold could be classified as fol-

lows: according to the first of the above statements as they were “Inventories”, and meas-
ured by the historical cost less annual impairment loss, if any; according to the latter of the 
above statements as they were “Investment Properties” and measured using the lower of 
cost and net realisable value. Only, PRRs that are intended not to be developed and sold 
could be treated as Non-current assets (and amortized).  

The young players with hopefully important future should be treated as the first state-
ment requires, as they to some extent should be “transformed”, whilst the still well-known 
players should be recognized according a fair value approach. In this respect, as previously 
argued “Where the firm would expect to recover value through selling the asset, the recoverable amount 
would be net realisable value” (SINGLETON-GREEN 2014: 703) 

 
These issues may be considered for further analysis (possibly by broadening the scope of 

the study to other European football teams) not only by academics, but also by accounting 
standard setters which will be increasingly interested in the near future in assessing the “real” 
value of the intangible assets embedded in entities’ financial statements (IASB December 
2012).  
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assets and should not be amortized. 

Both from an Income Statement and a Balance Sheet perspective the current schemes 
of the Annual Report are unsuitable to provide a true and fair view of the underlying eco-
nomic substance of professional football teams, mainly for those club whose main source of 
revenues is based on BM B. 

In sum, the relevance of this contribution is four-fold:  
1. First, this work highlights the economic factors that could drive football firms to 

profitable results; as what the paper clearly shows, the significant degree of 
association between income from PRRs sales of Italian professional teams in the 
“Serie A” league and the operating performance they achieve highlights that one of 
the key drivers for firms like those is the choice of the BM.  

2. Second, this paper applies a deductive approach to find the BM from some “flowing 
information” in the fundamental accounts of the surveyed entities (belonging to 
professional football industry). The BM is what arises from the association between 
some specific revenue sources and the operating return, as the way assets are 
managed and transformed into cash implies that the amount of “Revenues” proceeds 
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____________  
 

(17) The word “current” has been used for two main reasons: 1) it is expectable that the forthcoming (hopefully) 
construction of self-owned stadium by several teams, or the acquisition of a previous stadium from local government 
could generate increasing inflows for them; 2) it is expectable a new generation of football managers (and owners, also) 
who are more devoted to the economic determinants of firm sustainability even in the context of increasing sporting 
competitiveness, by matching ability in managing the PRRs and the relative wages alongside the ability to open new 
streams of entertainment revenues all around the world. 

 
 

 
 

Another limitation could also arise from the observation of clubs which have not always 
played in the top league (“Serie A”) over the 8-year period under investigation. In order to 
test all the professional football clubs, also the clubs in second and third divisions could be 
considered. Otherwise, it could be opted for the clubs belonging to the top league year-by-
year. In the paper the same sample of teams has been in-depth examined in order to im-
prove the analysis with time series elements. 

The measurement aspects of the PRRs of those clubs which in turn opted for BM Type 
B (also referring to the concept of “available for sale” or “held for trading”) may need to be 
revised in order to present their current values (at least, the historical cost less annual im-
pairment loss, if any), rather than their only historical cost information.  

In this respect for football clubs one of the following statements could apply:  
a) “Where the firm’s business model is to transform inputs so as to create new assets or services as 

outputs, we would expect that historical cost would generally be the most useful basis of 
measurement”.  

b) “Where the firm’s Business Model is not to transform its inputs, but to buy and sell assets in the 
same market with the intention of profiting from changes in market prices, we would expect that fair 
value would generally be the most useful basis of measurement” (ICAEW 2010, p. 42).  

 
In particular, PRRs that are intended to be developed and sold could be classified as fol-

lows: according to the first of the above statements as they were “Inventories”, and meas-
ured by the historical cost less annual impairment loss, if any; according to the latter of the 
above statements as they were “Investment Properties” and measured using the lower of 
cost and net realisable value. Only, PRRs that are intended not to be developed and sold 
could be treated as Non-current assets (and amortized).  

The young players with hopefully important future should be treated as the first state-
ment requires, as they to some extent should be “transformed”, whilst the still well-known 
players should be recognized according a fair value approach. In this respect, as previously 
argued “Where the firm would expect to recover value through selling the asset, the recoverable amount 
would be net realisable value” (SINGLETON-GREEN 2014: 703) 

 
These issues may be considered for further analysis (possibly by broadening the scope of 

the study to other European football teams) not only by academics, but also by accounting 
standard setters which will be increasingly interested in the near future in assessing the “real” 
value of the intangible assets embedded in entities’ financial statements (IASB December 
2012).  

 
 CARLO REGOLIOSI 
 Assistant Professor “Economia Aziendale” 
 
Department “Business Studies”, University “Roma Tre” 
Via Silvio d’Amico, 77 – 00145 Roma 
carlo.regoliosi@uniroma3.it 



302 Rivista italiana di RagioneRia e di economia aziendale - maggio - giugno - luglio - agosto 2016

Reference List 

AMIR E. e LIVNE G. (2005), Accounting, Valuation and Duration of Football Player Contracts, in Journal of Business 
Finance & Accounting, Vol. 32, n. 3-4, April/May. 
ANTITRUST (2008), Indagine conoscitiva 27: Settore del calcio professionistico.  
ANTITRUST (2013), Segnalazione, 1773. 
ANTONIONI P.& CUBBIN J. (2000), The Bosman Ruling and the Emergence of a Single Market in Soccer Talent, in 
European Journal of Law and Economics, Vol. 9, Iss. 2. 
ASCARI G. & GAGNEPAIN P. (2006), Spanish Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
BARAJAS A., FeRNÁNDEZ-JARDÓN C. & CROLLEY L. (2005), Does sports performance influence revenues and eco-
nomic results in Spanish football? MPRA Paper No.3234. 
BARROS C.P. (2006), Portuguese Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
BAUER R. (2001), Aree critiche di revisione delle società di calcio, in Revisione Contabile, n. 41. 
BHAGAT, S. & BLACK, B. (1996), Do independent directors matter? March (paper presented at the American Law 
and Economics Association Meeting, Chicago, May 10-11, 1996). 
BIANCHI L.A. & CORRADO D. (2004), I bilanci delle società di calcio. Le ragioni di una crisi, Milano, Egea. 
BIANCHI M. (2002), I mali del calcio si leggono nei bilanci, in Contabilità, finanza e controllo, vol. 10. 
BIANCHI M.T. & DI SIENA M. (2000), Il bilancio delle società di calcio: gli effetti della sentenza Bosman, in 
Auditing, n. 37, gennaio-aprile. 
BOLLEN P. (2010), Influence of sports performance on financial performance in Dutch football, Master thesis 
study Financial Management, Tilburg School of Economics and Management. 
BOUGHES S. & DOWNWARD P. (2003), The Economics of Professional Sports Leagues: some insights of the re-
form of transfer market, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 2. 
BURAIMO B., Simmons R. & Szymanski S. (2006), English Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, n. 7. 
BUSARDÒ P. (2004), Il bilancio delle società di calcio professionistiche: trattamento contabile del «parco giocatori», 
in Rivista dei Dottori Commercialisti, n. 6. 
ZOTT C., AMIT R. & MASSA L. (2010), The Business Model : theoretical roots, recent developments, and future 
research, Working Paper IESE Business School. 
CAIRNS J.A., JENNET N. & SLOANE P.J. (1986), The Economics of Professional Team Sports: A Survey of Theory 
and Evidence, in Journal of Economics Studies, Vol. 1. 
CARMICHAEL F., FORREST D. & SIMMONS R. (1999), The labour market in Association Football: Who gets trans-
ferred and for how much?, in Bulletin of Economic Research, Vol. 51, Iss. 2. 
CATTURI G. (1984), La contabilizzazione dell’indennità di preparazione e di promozione nelle società di calcio, 
Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 9-10. 
CESARINI G. (1985), Aspetti particolari del bilancio d’esercizio delle società di calcio, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria 
ed Economia Aziendale, Vol. 12. 
CINCIMINO S. (2008), La valutazione e la rappresentazione della risorsa calciatore nei bilanci delle società di calcio 
professionistiche, Gulotta, Palermo, 2008. 
CINCIMINO S., TOMASELLI S. & CARINI F. (2012), The model of governance of the professional football sector in 
Italy: a critical analysis, in Journal of Sport Sciences and Law, vol. V, fasc. 3-4, sez. 1. 
COMMITTERI G.M. & MELIDONI F. (2003), Bilanci nel pallone: vecchi problemi e nuovi scenari, in Amministrazione e 
Finanza, vol. 20. 
DE VITA G. (1998), Il bilancio di esercizio nelle società di calcio professionistiche, Lega Calcio serie C. 
DEJONGHE T. & Vandeweghe H. (2006), Belgian Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1, February. 
DELLO STROLOGO A. & CELENZA D. (2008), L’esposizione in bilancio dei diritti alle prestazioni sportive dei gioca-
tori professionisti nel paradigma IAS-IFRS, in Rassegna di Diritto e Economia dello sport, Vol. 2. 
DELOITTE (2003), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2004), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2005), Annual Review of Football Finance. A Changing Landscape. 
DELOITTE (2006a), Money League Changing of the guard, February. 
DELOITTE (2006b), Annual Review of Football Finance. All Eyes on Europe. 
DELOITTE (2007), Annual Review of Football Finance 2007. Taking New Direction. 
DELOITTE (2008), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2009), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2010), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2013), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2014), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DOBSON S., GERRARD B. & HOWE S. (2000), The determination of transfer fees in English nonleague football, in 
Applied Economics, Vol. 32. 
DOBSON S. & GODDARD J. (2001), Economics of Football, Cambridge University Press. 

 
 

 
 

EISENBERG, T., SUNDGREN S. & WELLS M. (1998), Larger Board Size and Decreasing Firm Value in Small Firms, 
in Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 48. 
FIORI G. (2003), La valutazione dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni degli sportivi professionisti: una possibile me-
todologia, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 7-8. 
FORKER J. (2005), Discussion of Accounting, Valuation and Duration of Football Player Contracts, in Journal of 
Business Finance & Accounting, Vol. 32, n. 3-4. 
FRAU A. (2004), Le svalutazioni dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni degli sportivi professionisti, in Rivista Italiana di 
Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 5-6. 
FRAU A. (2007), Prima adozione degli Ias-Ifrs nelle società di calcio quotate in borsa, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria 
ed Economia Aziendale, n. 7-8. 
FRICK B. & PRINZ J. (2006), Crisis? What Crisis? Football in Germany, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1. 
GERRARD B. (2002), Going down, going down, going down: the economics of relegation, Comunicacion al 10th 
EASM Congress. Jyvaskyla, 4-7 September. 
GOUGUET J.J. & PRIMAULT D. (2006), The French Exception, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1, February. 
GRAVINA G. (2012), Il bilancio d’esercizio e l’analisi delle performance nelle società di calcio professionistiche. 
Esperienza nazionale ed internazionale, Milano, FrancoAngeli. 
GROOT L. (2005), De-commercializzare il Calcio Europeo e Salvaguardarne l'Equilibrio Competitivo: Una Proposta 
Welfarista, in Rivista di diritto ed Economia dello Sport (Journal of Law and Economics of Sport), Vol. 1, n. 2. 
GUZMÁN I. & Morrow S. (2007), Measuring efficiency and productivity in professional football teams: evidence 
from the English Premier League, in Central European Journal of Operations Research, Vol. 15, Iss. 4, pp. 309-328. 
HALL S., SZYMANSKI S. & ZIMBALIST A.S. (2002), Testing causality between team performance and payroll: The 
cases of major league baseball and English soccer, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 3, Iss. 2. 
HERMALIN B.E. & WEISBACH M. (2000), Boards of Directors as an Endogenously Determined Institution: A Sur-
vey of the Economic Literature, Working Paper (University of California, Berkeley). 
HOEHN T. & SZYMANSKI S. (1999), The Americanization of European football, in Economic Policy, Vol. 14, n. 28. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2012), Bound Volume 2012, IFRS Foundation. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2012), Feedback Statement: Agenda Consultation 2011, IFRS 
Foundation, December. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2013), Discussion Paper, A Review of the Conceptual Frame-
work for Financial Reporting 
ICAEW – Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales (2010), Business Models in accounting: the 
theory of the firm and financial reporting. 
IIRC (2013a) – International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), Consultation Draft of the International <IR> 
Framework. 
IIRC (2013b) – International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), The International Framework. 
JENSEN M. (1993), The Modern Industrial Revolution, Exit, and the Failure of Internal Control Systems’ in Journal 
of Finance, Vol. 48. 
LACCHINI M. & TREQUATTRINI R. (2008), La stima del valore economico dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni spor-
tive dei calciatori professionisti: un approccio innovativo, in Rassegna di Diritto e Economia dello sport, Vol. 1. 
LAGO U., BARONCELLI A. & SZYMANSKI S. (2004), Il Business del Calcio. Successi sportivi e rovesci finanziari, 
Milano, EGEA. 
LAGO U. & BARONCELLI A. (2006), Italian Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1. 
LAGO U., SIMMONS R. & SZYMANSKI S. (2006), The Financial Crisis in European Football. An Introduction, in 
Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
LEISENRING J., LINSMEIER T, SCHIPPER K. & TROTT E. (2011), Business-model (intent)-based accounting, in Ac-
counting and Business Research, Vol. 42, Iss. 3. 
LIPTON M. & LORSCH J. (1992), A Modest Proposal for Improved Governance, in Business Lawyer, Vol. 48. 
MALONE T.W., WEILL P., LAI R.K., D’URSO V.T., HERMAN G., APEL, T.G., & WOERNER, S.L. (2006), Do Some 
Business Model s Perform Better than Others?, Working Paper MIT Sloan School of Management. 
MANCIN M. (2009), Il bilancio delle società sportive professionistiche. Normativa civilistica, principi contabili na-
zionali e internazionali (Ias/Ifrs), Padova, CEDAM. 
MANNI F. (1990), Le società calcistiche. Problemi economici, finanziari e di bilancio, Giappichelli, Torino. 
MANNI F. (2000), Calciatori professionisti: valori in bilancio in caso di trasferimento, in Contabilità, Finanza e Control-
lo, Anno XXIII. 
MELIDONI F. & COMMITTERI G.M. (2004), Il bilancio delle società di calcio, Ipsoa, Milano. 
MICHIE J. & VERMA S. (1999), Corporate Governance and Accounting Issues for Football Clubs, Birkbeck College 
Football Governance Research Centre, London. 
MORROW S. (1992), Putting people on the balance sheet: HRA applied to professional football clubs, Royal Bank of 
Scotland Review, Vol. 174. 
MORROW S. (1995), Recording the human resource of football players as accounting assets: establishing a method-
ology, Irish Accounting Review, Vol. 2, n. 1.  



303Rivista italiana di RagioneRia e di economia aziendale - maggio - giugno - luglio - agosto 2016

Reference List 

AMIR E. e LIVNE G. (2005), Accounting, Valuation and Duration of Football Player Contracts, in Journal of Business 
Finance & Accounting, Vol. 32, n. 3-4, April/May. 
ANTITRUST (2008), Indagine conoscitiva 27: Settore del calcio professionistico.  
ANTITRUST (2013), Segnalazione, 1773. 
ANTONIONI P.& CUBBIN J. (2000), The Bosman Ruling and the Emergence of a Single Market in Soccer Talent, in 
European Journal of Law and Economics, Vol. 9, Iss. 2. 
ASCARI G. & GAGNEPAIN P. (2006), Spanish Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
BARAJAS A., FeRNÁNDEZ-JARDÓN C. & CROLLEY L. (2005), Does sports performance influence revenues and eco-
nomic results in Spanish football? MPRA Paper No.3234. 
BARROS C.P. (2006), Portuguese Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
BAUER R. (2001), Aree critiche di revisione delle società di calcio, in Revisione Contabile, n. 41. 
BHAGAT, S. & BLACK, B. (1996), Do independent directors matter? March (paper presented at the American Law 
and Economics Association Meeting, Chicago, May 10-11, 1996). 
BIANCHI L.A. & CORRADO D. (2004), I bilanci delle società di calcio. Le ragioni di una crisi, Milano, Egea. 
BIANCHI M. (2002), I mali del calcio si leggono nei bilanci, in Contabilità, finanza e controllo, vol. 10. 
BIANCHI M.T. & DI SIENA M. (2000), Il bilancio delle società di calcio: gli effetti della sentenza Bosman, in 
Auditing, n. 37, gennaio-aprile. 
BOLLEN P. (2010), Influence of sports performance on financial performance in Dutch football, Master thesis 
study Financial Management, Tilburg School of Economics and Management. 
BOUGHES S. & DOWNWARD P. (2003), The Economics of Professional Sports Leagues: some insights of the re-
form of transfer market, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 2. 
BURAIMO B., Simmons R. & Szymanski S. (2006), English Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, n. 7. 
BUSARDÒ P. (2004), Il bilancio delle società di calcio professionistiche: trattamento contabile del «parco giocatori», 
in Rivista dei Dottori Commercialisti, n. 6. 
ZOTT C., AMIT R. & MASSA L. (2010), The Business Model : theoretical roots, recent developments, and future 
research, Working Paper IESE Business School. 
CAIRNS J.A., JENNET N. & SLOANE P.J. (1986), The Economics of Professional Team Sports: A Survey of Theory 
and Evidence, in Journal of Economics Studies, Vol. 1. 
CARMICHAEL F., FORREST D. & SIMMONS R. (1999), The labour market in Association Football: Who gets trans-
ferred and for how much?, in Bulletin of Economic Research, Vol. 51, Iss. 2. 
CATTURI G. (1984), La contabilizzazione dell’indennità di preparazione e di promozione nelle società di calcio, 
Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 9-10. 
CESARINI G. (1985), Aspetti particolari del bilancio d’esercizio delle società di calcio, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria 
ed Economia Aziendale, Vol. 12. 
CINCIMINO S. (2008), La valutazione e la rappresentazione della risorsa calciatore nei bilanci delle società di calcio 
professionistiche, Gulotta, Palermo, 2008. 
CINCIMINO S., TOMASELLI S. & CARINI F. (2012), The model of governance of the professional football sector in 
Italy: a critical analysis, in Journal of Sport Sciences and Law, vol. V, fasc. 3-4, sez. 1. 
COMMITTERI G.M. & MELIDONI F. (2003), Bilanci nel pallone: vecchi problemi e nuovi scenari, in Amministrazione e 
Finanza, vol. 20. 
DE VITA G. (1998), Il bilancio di esercizio nelle società di calcio professionistiche, Lega Calcio serie C. 
DEJONGHE T. & Vandeweghe H. (2006), Belgian Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1, February. 
DELLO STROLOGO A. & CELENZA D. (2008), L’esposizione in bilancio dei diritti alle prestazioni sportive dei gioca-
tori professionisti nel paradigma IAS-IFRS, in Rassegna di Diritto e Economia dello sport, Vol. 2. 
DELOITTE (2003), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2004), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2005), Annual Review of Football Finance. A Changing Landscape. 
DELOITTE (2006a), Money League Changing of the guard, February. 
DELOITTE (2006b), Annual Review of Football Finance. All Eyes on Europe. 
DELOITTE (2007), Annual Review of Football Finance 2007. Taking New Direction. 
DELOITTE (2008), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2009), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2010), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2013), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DELOITTE (2014), Annual Review of Football Finance. 
DOBSON S., GERRARD B. & HOWE S. (2000), The determination of transfer fees in English nonleague football, in 
Applied Economics, Vol. 32. 
DOBSON S. & GODDARD J. (2001), Economics of Football, Cambridge University Press. 

 
 

 
 

EISENBERG, T., SUNDGREN S. & WELLS M. (1998), Larger Board Size and Decreasing Firm Value in Small Firms, 
in Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 48. 
FIORI G. (2003), La valutazione dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni degli sportivi professionisti: una possibile me-
todologia, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 7-8. 
FORKER J. (2005), Discussion of Accounting, Valuation and Duration of Football Player Contracts, in Journal of 
Business Finance & Accounting, Vol. 32, n. 3-4. 
FRAU A. (2004), Le svalutazioni dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni degli sportivi professionisti, in Rivista Italiana di 
Ragioneria ed Economia Aziendale, n. 5-6. 
FRAU A. (2007), Prima adozione degli Ias-Ifrs nelle società di calcio quotate in borsa, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria 
ed Economia Aziendale, n. 7-8. 
FRICK B. & PRINZ J. (2006), Crisis? What Crisis? Football in Germany, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1. 
GERRARD B. (2002), Going down, going down, going down: the economics of relegation, Comunicacion al 10th 
EASM Congress. Jyvaskyla, 4-7 September. 
GOUGUET J.J. & PRIMAULT D. (2006), The French Exception, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1, February. 
GRAVINA G. (2012), Il bilancio d’esercizio e l’analisi delle performance nelle società di calcio professionistiche. 
Esperienza nazionale ed internazionale, Milano, FrancoAngeli. 
GROOT L. (2005), De-commercializzare il Calcio Europeo e Salvaguardarne l'Equilibrio Competitivo: Una Proposta 
Welfarista, in Rivista di diritto ed Economia dello Sport (Journal of Law and Economics of Sport), Vol. 1, n. 2. 
GUZMÁN I. & Morrow S. (2007), Measuring efficiency and productivity in professional football teams: evidence 
from the English Premier League, in Central European Journal of Operations Research, Vol. 15, Iss. 4, pp. 309-328. 
HALL S., SZYMANSKI S. & ZIMBALIST A.S. (2002), Testing causality between team performance and payroll: The 
cases of major league baseball and English soccer, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 3, Iss. 2. 
HERMALIN B.E. & WEISBACH M. (2000), Boards of Directors as an Endogenously Determined Institution: A Sur-
vey of the Economic Literature, Working Paper (University of California, Berkeley). 
HOEHN T. & SZYMANSKI S. (1999), The Americanization of European football, in Economic Policy, Vol. 14, n. 28. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2012), Bound Volume 2012, IFRS Foundation. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2012), Feedback Statement: Agenda Consultation 2011, IFRS 
Foundation, December. 
IASB – International Accounting Standards Board (2013), Discussion Paper, A Review of the Conceptual Frame-
work for Financial Reporting 
ICAEW – Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales (2010), Business Models in accounting: the 
theory of the firm and financial reporting. 
IIRC (2013a) – International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), Consultation Draft of the International <IR> 
Framework. 
IIRC (2013b) – International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), The International Framework. 
JENSEN M. (1993), The Modern Industrial Revolution, Exit, and the Failure of Internal Control Systems’ in Journal 
of Finance, Vol. 48. 
LACCHINI M. & TREQUATTRINI R. (2008), La stima del valore economico dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni spor-
tive dei calciatori professionisti: un approccio innovativo, in Rassegna di Diritto e Economia dello sport, Vol. 1. 
LAGO U., BARONCELLI A. & SZYMANSKI S. (2004), Il Business del Calcio. Successi sportivi e rovesci finanziari, 
Milano, EGEA. 
LAGO U. & BARONCELLI A. (2006), Italian Football, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7, Iss. 1. 
LAGO U., SIMMONS R. & SZYMANSKI S. (2006), The Financial Crisis in European Football. An Introduction, in 
Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1, February. 
LEISENRING J., LINSMEIER T, SCHIPPER K. & TROTT E. (2011), Business-model (intent)-based accounting, in Ac-
counting and Business Research, Vol. 42, Iss. 3. 
LIPTON M. & LORSCH J. (1992), A Modest Proposal for Improved Governance, in Business Lawyer, Vol. 48. 
MALONE T.W., WEILL P., LAI R.K., D’URSO V.T., HERMAN G., APEL, T.G., & WOERNER, S.L. (2006), Do Some 
Business Model s Perform Better than Others?, Working Paper MIT Sloan School of Management. 
MANCIN M. (2009), Il bilancio delle società sportive professionistiche. Normativa civilistica, principi contabili na-
zionali e internazionali (Ias/Ifrs), Padova, CEDAM. 
MANNI F. (1990), Le società calcistiche. Problemi economici, finanziari e di bilancio, Giappichelli, Torino. 
MANNI F. (2000), Calciatori professionisti: valori in bilancio in caso di trasferimento, in Contabilità, Finanza e Control-
lo, Anno XXIII. 
MELIDONI F. & COMMITTERI G.M. (2004), Il bilancio delle società di calcio, Ipsoa, Milano. 
MICHIE J. & VERMA S. (1999), Corporate Governance and Accounting Issues for Football Clubs, Birkbeck College 
Football Governance Research Centre, London. 
MORROW S. (1992), Putting people on the balance sheet: HRA applied to professional football clubs, Royal Bank of 
Scotland Review, Vol. 174. 
MORROW S. (1995), Recording the human resource of football players as accounting assets: establishing a method-
ology, Irish Accounting Review, Vol. 2, n. 1.  



304 Rivista italiana di RagioneRia e di economia aziendale - maggio - giugno - luglio - agosto 2016

MORROW S. (1996), Football players as human assets. Measurement as the critical factor in asset recognition: a case 
study investigation, in Journal of Human Resource Costing & Accounting, Vol. 1, n. 1. 
MORROW S. (1997), Accounting for Football Players. Financial and Accounting Implications of ‘Royal Club Liégois 
and Others V Bosnian’ for Football in the United Kingdom, in Journal of Human Resource Costing & Accounting, Vol. 
2, Iss. 1. 
MORROW S. (1999), The New Business of Football, MacMillan Business. 
MORROW S. (2006), Scottish Football: It's a Funny Old Business, in Journal of Sports Economics, Vol. 7 Iss. 1. 
MORROW S. (2013), Football club financial reporting: time for a new model?, in Sport, Business and Management: An 
International Journal, Vol. 3 Iss. 4.  
MURPHY P. (1999a), Banking on Success: examining the links between performance and the increasing concentra-
tion of wealth in English elite football, Singer &Friedlander, Review 1998-99 Season. 
MURPHY P.(1999b), For richer, for poorer north of the border: examining the link between resources and perform-
ance in Scottish elite football, Singer & Friedlander, Review 1998-99 Season. 
NEALE W.C. (1964), The Peculiar Economics Of Professional Sports. A Contribution To The Theory Of The Firm 
In Sporting Competition and in Market Competition, in The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. LXXVIII February, 
No. 1.  
NICOLIELLO M. (2011), La valutazione dei diritti pluriennali alle prestazioni dei calciatori nei club italiani quotati 
dopo la transizione ai principi contabili internazionali, Rivista dei Dottori Commercialisti, n. 3. 
ONESTI T. & ROMANO M. (2004), La valutazione dei diritti pluriennali alla prestazioni sportive nelle società di cal-
cio, in Rivista dei Dottori Commercialisti, n. 2. 
PAGE M. (2012), Business Model s as a basis for regulation of financial reporting, in Journal of Management and Gov-
ernance, October. 
PENMAN S. (2007), Financial reporting quality: is fair value a plus or a minus?, in Accounting and Business Research: 
International Accounting Policy Forum, Special Issue, Vol. 37, Iss. 4. 
PEZZOLI S. (2007), Capitale e reddito delle società sportive con particolare riferimento alle società di calcio, in Rivi-
sta Italiana di Ragioneria e di Economia Aziendale, Vol. 5-6. 
PRICE WATERHOUSE COOPERS (PwC) (2013), Report Calcio 2013, (with Arel). 
REGOLIOSI C. (2006), Gli effetti degli Ias/Ifrs sui bilanci delle società calcistiche quotate, in Rivista dei Dottori Com-
mercialisti, n. 5. 
REGOLIOSI C. (2010), Alcune riflessioni aggiuntive sul valore in bilancio dei Diritti Patrimoniali relativi alle presta-
zioni dei calciatori professionisti alla luce delle novità del Regolamento FIFA, in Rivista Italiana di Ragioneria ed Eco-
nomia Aziendale. 
RISALITI G. & VERONA R. (2013), Players’ registration rights in the financial statements of the leading Italian clubs, 
in Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, Vol. 26, n.1. 
ROTTENBERG S. (1956), The baseball player’s labor market, in Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 64, Iss. 3. 
ROWBOTTOM N. (2002), The application of intangible asset accounting and discretionary policy choices in the UK 
football industry, in British Accounting Review, Vol. 34 
RUSCONI G (1990)., Il bilancio d’esercizio nell’economia delle società di calcio, Cacucci, Bari. 
SINGLETON-GREEN B. (2014), Should financial reporting reflect firms’ business models? What accounting can learn 
from the economic theory of the firm, in Journal of Management and Governance, Vol. 18. 
SLOANE P.J. (1969), The Labour Market in Professional Football, in British Journal of Industrial Relations. 
SLOANE P.J. (1971), The Economics of Professional Football: The Football Club as a Utility Maximiser, in Scottish 
Journal of Political Economy. 
SUCHMAN M.C. (1995), Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches, in Academy of Management 
Journal, Vol. 20, Iss. 3, pp. 571-610 
TANZI A. (2006), La gestione economica delle società sportive tra esigenze di bilancio e aspettative della tifoseria, in 
Rassegna Diritto ed Economia dello sport, Vol. 1-2. 
TANZI A. (1999), Le società calcistiche. Implicazioni economiche di un “gioco”, Torino, Giappichelli. 
TEODORI C. (1995),L’economia e bilancio delle società sportive.Il caso delle società di calcio, Giappichelli, Torino. 
TROINA G. (2010), Calcio ed Economia, in Troina G., 2010: Riflessioni sull’impresa tra crisi e etica, Nuova Cultura, 
Roma. 
TRUSSEL P. (1977), Human resources accounting and the football league, in Management Decision, Vol. 1 
TUNARU R, CLARK E. & VINEY H. (2005), An option pricing framework for valuation of football players, in Review 
of Financial Economics, Volume 14, Issues 3–4. 
UEFA (2010), The UEFA Club Licensing Benchmarking Report Financial Year 2010. 
UEFA (2012), The UEFA Club Licensing System and Financial Fair Play Regulations. 
VALERI M. (2008), Standard IAS/IFRS e nuove esigenze di disclosure nei bilanci delle società di calcio, Torino, 
Giappichelli. 
VENDEMIALE L. (2013), L’Udinese come la Juve: al via i lavori per lo stadio di proprietà, in Il Fatto Quotidiano online, 
www.ilfattoquotidiano.it, May 14th. 
YERMACK D. (1996), Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of directors, in Journal of Financial 
Economics, Vol. 40. 

 

  

 

 

Il “nuovo” falso in bilancio 

PROF. GIANFRANCO CAPODAGLIO  
DOTT.SSA LAURETTA SEMPRINI - DOTT.SSA VANINA DANGARSKA 

ABSTRACT: Lo studio, di tipo interdisciplinare (economico aziendale giuridico), analizza gli effetti della modifica normativa 
riguardante le false comunicazioni sociali attraverso le motivazioni delle prime sentenze della Cassazione sull’argomento successive 
all’emanazione della legge 27 maggio 2015, n. 69. Vengono messe in luce talune contraddizioni emerse dalle suddette sentenze ed 
alcuni dubbi interpretativi che sono rimasti anche dopo l’intervento della Suprema Corte a sezioni unite. 

 
PAROLE CHIAVE: fatti materiali, false comunicazioni sociali, discrezionalità tecnica, valutazioni 
 

La legge n. 69 del 27 maggio 2015 ha innovato la disciplina del reato di false comuni-
cazioni sociali, riformulando gli articoli 2621 e 2622 c.c. e introducendo gli articoli 2621-
bis e 2621-ter in tema di “fatti di lieve entità” e di “non punibilità per particolare tenuità”. 
A fronte di un generale inasprimento sanzionatorio, il legislatore ha, per contro, delimita-
to l’ambito applicativo delle nuove fattispecie all’esposizione o all’omissione di “fatti ma-
teriali rilevanti” non rispondenti al vero, eliminando l’inciso “ancorché oggetto di valuta-
zione”.  

Secondo la prima pronuncia della Cassazione (n. 33774/2015) intervenuta dopo 
l’entrata in vigore della nuova disciplina, tale modifica normativa legittima 
un’interpretazione che esclude la rilevanza penale di fatti derivanti da procedimento valu-
tativo.  

A distanza di pochi giorni (sentenza 890/2016), la Cassazione si è nuovamente pro-
nunciata, sposando, però, l’interpretazione diametralmente opposta, cioè affermando che 
la nuova normativa non ha comportato, in pratica, alcuna modifica in merito al ricono-
scimento del reato di false comunicazioni sociali. 

Altre pronunzie si sono succedute nel volgere di poche settimane con risultati altale-
nanti, sino all’intervento delle sezioni unite che, secondo la massima della sentenza, han-
no riconfermato la possibilità che il processo valutativo comporti la non verità del bilan-
cio. 

Da una prima lettura delle motivazioni (Cassazione sezioni unite, sentenza 22474 de-
positata il 27 maggio 2016) si possono trarre alcune osservazioni di particolare importan-
za. 

In primo luogo, la sentenza enuncia un principio di diritto (pag. 25, par. 12): «Sussiste il 
delitto di false comunicazioni sociali con riguardo alla esposizione o alla omissione di fatti oggetto di “va-
lutazione”, se, in presenza di criteri di valutazione normativamente fissati o di criteri tecnici generalmente 
accettati, l’agente da tali criteri si discosti consapevolmente e senza darne adeguata informazione giustifica-
tiva, in modo concretamente idoneo ad indurre in errore i destinatari delle comunicazioni». 
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