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Central Question: 
 
Should teams have to spend the money they get from revenue sharing on players’ 
salaries? 
 
Situation Description (con position): 
 
The Executive Director of the Major League Baseball Players Association, 
Michael Weiner, is a big proponent of making the revenue sharing money go to 
players’ salaries.  Being in charge of a union fighting for the players, it is obvious 
that he has a vested interest in the players and their wellbeing.  He believes that the 
point of the revenue sharing agreement is to make sure the teams who do not 
produce winning seasons need to pay players more.  He contends that increasing 
players’ salaries is the only way to make a team better.  The Association is having 
a conference with the MLB to discuss this possibility in two weeks.  I am going to 
be able to go and sit in and be the official representative opponent of this change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

To: Michael Weiner 
From: Mikaylee Tevlin 
Date: February 28, 2010 
Re: Recommendation on Revenue Sharing 
 
Revenue sharing has been an important tool for Major League Baseball.  However, the point of 
this program is not solely to increase players’ salaries and there are many reasons to keep it the 
way it is currently.   
 
More Wins=Less Revenue Sharing 
As a team gets more wins, they receive less money from this program.  The idea behind this is 
that a successful team will start making more money on its own.  This is good in theory; 
however, in certain markets this is more difficult than it appears.  Some teams will never be able 
to make as much money as others because in their small market it is harder to develop interest 
and a fan base.  It is unfair for an owner to pocket the money, but they are the ones responsible 
for making the decisions on what is best for their team. 
 
Other Options for Spending 
International Free Agents and Minor Leagues 
There are other ways for a team to improve than just increasing players’ salaries.  Frank 
Coonelly from the Pittsburgh Pirates increased spending on international free agents based on his 
belief that international players tend to play better and are able to play longer.   
 
Teams have also started making their minor league teams more successful so that better players 
will move up in their program.  These options are just as important to a team as players’ salaries 
because only approximately one out of every five hundred baseball players skip the minor 
leagues.  Having a good minor league is instrumental to having a good team.  The Pirates have 
also spent money on developing a good farm system which in just two years jumped at least ten 
places to 16th overall.   
 
Many people argue that the revenue sharing money is for players’ salaries and teams should 
spend their own money on these other options.  The problem with this is that all the money goes 
into the same account and is not tracked separately.  It has also been argued that either the teams 
that are giving big amounts of money or MLB should control exactly where the money goes, but 
this is not acceptable in a free market system and could also be seen as un-American in such an 
American sport. 
 
Operating Costs 
General Operating Costs for MLB teams are substantial and a team cannot be fielded without 
paying these bills.  If a stadium is not kept up to date, or does not have good parking, people are 
unlikely to attend games.  Fans are more likely to watch a bad team in a nice stadium than a 
decent team in a deteriorating stadium.  These expenditures can improve a team because having 
up to date batting cages and practice facilities builds morale, as well as skills.  Even if these 
expenditures didn’t make the team better, they would be necessary because without them it is 
hard to have a team at all. 



 
Enforcement is Hard 
It is always hard to enforce a new rule.  Accounting rules are even harder to enforce.  Teams are 
already required, under the collective bargaining agreement, to provide an in-depth account of all 
expenditures for the year.  It is asking a lot for a team to keep a separate accounting procedure 
for the revenue sharing money.  Also, enforcement of spending the money from revenue sharing 
on players’ salaries would require monitoring by the MLB which would take a lot of time.   
 
One possible solution to enforcing this rule would be to have an accountant dedicated to looking 
at revenue sharing money.  The MLB would have a hard time requiring teams to hire these 
people because it would be another expense, so the MLB would have to provide these 
accountants which would be a lot of time, work and funds. 
 
High Payroll ≠ Success 
There are several examples of teams with high payrolls not experiencing successful seasons.  
Following I will talk about experiences of the Yankees and the Mariners.    
 
Yankees 
Up until this past World Series the Yankees had not won a World Series since 2000.  That is 
eight years without a championship.  This would not seem so out of place if you didn’t know 
they had the highest payroll.  The Yankees don’t just have a higher payroll; they have a much 
larger payroll.  In 2009 alone their payroll was over $50 million more than the next highest team. 
 
Mariners 
The Mariners also have a very high payroll.  They are typically within the top ten teams for 
money spent on payroll.  The Mariners have a large crowd following.  Unfortunately, the 
Mariners are also typically among the worst teams in the league as far as wins and losses. 
 
People try to argue this with the fact that there are examples of teams that show a decrease in 
payroll automatically leading to a losing season.  The problem with this argument is there are 
many examples of teams that prove that this is not a direct connection.   
 
Players are Already Paid a Lot 
The players are already paid a good deal of money to be on any team.  The minimum salary a 
player could receive in 2008 was $390,000 a year.  This is much more than many other people 
live on each year.  Baseball players do not need to make more than they already do, especially if 
they are not performing. 

All teams can agree that players’ salaries are important to a team.  If there was any way to 
guarantee that a specific plan for spending money would be the best, every team would do it.  
Unfortunately, there is no way for this to happen, so teams must do what they each believe is 
best.  There are many different philosophies and so requiring the revenue sharing money go to 
players’ salaries is unreasonable and unnecessary.  Thank you for your time and please stop 
fighting the MLB on this issue.  We are trying to do what is best for our sport. 

 



 

 

Executive Summary 

Central Question:  
Should teams have to spend the money they get from revenue sharing on players’ salaries? 

Pros 

• Players’ salaries have a large effect 
on team performance. 

• Big teams should be able to 
determine where the money goes that 
is coming from them. 

• Increasing payroll will see the most 
immediate result. 

• The league should have control over 
team’s player salaries. 

• It is important for the players to 
benefit from the revenue sharing 
agreement. 

• This would clarify the revenue 
sharing agreement rule which would 
make it easier to enforce. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cons 

• A team cannot be expected to invest 
revenue sharing money in payroll 
when receipts will be less if a team 
gains fans and sales. 

• Teams must be able to spend money 
on other opportunities they believe 
will make them better such as 
increased spending on international 
free agents and in the player draft, 
overhauling its minor league system 
and adding scouts. 

• A team could spend some money on 
payroll and use some money for 
general operating costs. 

• How would this rule be enforced? 

• Payroll does not directly result in a 
successful team 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Background 

In 1997 Major League Baseball created a new revenue sharing system which requires successful 
teams to pay millions of dollars every year to unsuccessful teams. This system is supposed to 
create a better competitive balance among all 30 Major League Baseball teams. Since the 
revenue sharing system has been in effect a number of "big market" teams like the Yankees, 
Mets, and Red Sox have given huge chunks of money every season to a group of "small market" 
teams that include the Kansas City Royals, the Tampa Bay Devil Rays and the Florida Marlins.  
All teams are required to contribute 34% of their net local revenues to allocate among the teams.  
Time has shown that teams who use revenue sharing dollars to attract and retain talented players 
become more competitive on the field and more profitable on the books.  However, the Major 
League Baseball's revenue sharing agreement does not require recipients to spend the "shared" 
revenue on ballplayers. The only requirement is that the teams use the money "to improve the 
product on the field." The League has not enforced even that vague requirement. In reality, the 
money can go anywhere, even into the owner’s pockets  

As long as the rules remain lax and enforcement non-existent, teams will be able to take 
advantage of the system. Many changes have been suggested. 

John Henry, the managing principal owner of the Red Sox, summed up the current problem best 
when he said “over a billion dollars has been paid to seven chronically uncompetitive teams, five 
of whom have had baseball’s highest operating profits. Who, except these teams, can think this is 
a good idea?” 

 

 

Central Question:  
Should teams have to spend the money they get from revenue sharing on players’ salaries? 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Mikaylee Tevlin 
 

PROS 

Pirates President Frank Coonelly is against paying too high of salaries.  He came up with 
a slotting system which would have teams agree to pay a certain amount for a first draft 
pick and so on down the draft.  This way teams would not have to worry about paying too 
much because it would be the same across the board.  He does believe he uses the money 
to increase the product on the field, but he does it through other outlets such as player 
development.  Coonelly believes he is following the revenue sharing agreement even 
though his team is consistently at the bottom for players’ salaries.  He is quoted as saying, 
“it would take a phone call from the commissioner's office to divert from the immediate 
plan”.   With the recent action taken against the Marlin’s, Coonelly has had to do a lot of 
talking to the media who have been trying to attack his team.  I have been given the 
opportunity to point out my opinions, get his responses, and be published in ESPN 
Magazine.   

• Players’ salaries have a large effect on team performance. 

Without having good baseball players on the field, it is physically impossible to have a 
good team.  Good players are expensive, especially when a team is competing with teams 
who already have a bigger budget.  Also, they are competing against teams with big 
names and it is hard to draw a good player away from a dynasty team.  In order for teams 
to improve their product on the field, the most important factor is having better players.  
To get these players the team is going to have to spend more money on salaries.  The 
revenue sharing program was designed to help teams accomplish this.  A team that 
spends more money on players’ salaries will have the best players and the best results.  
An example of how players’ salaries affect the team is the Florida Marlins.  The Marlins 
won the World Series title in 2003.  That year, the team had a respectable $54 million 
payroll. Rather than retain the players that got them the title the Marlins traded them 
away for much cheaper players.  By shedding these stars, Florida was able to cut its 
payroll down to $14.9 million in 2006, which was less than 20% of the Major League 
average of $78 million. It was also less than half of the $31 million in revenue sharing 
dollars the team received that year. So, rather than using the money to retain or attract on-
field talent, the owners kept it and this $43 million dollar profit became MLB’s best 
profit in 2006.  It is completely irresponsible to the league, and the other teams, that the 
owners would keep this money as profit; meanwhile their team is not improving but 
rather getting significantly worse. 



Counterargument: Players’ salaries are just one of many things that affect team 
performance. 

• Big market teams should be able to determine where the money goes that is coming from 
them. 

If a team is basically making donations to other teams to have better competition they 
should be able to say, “We want you to spend this money on making your team better by 
having better athletes”, or “We want you to have a better field for us to come play at”.  It 
is hard to know who should be able to make a decision about where the money goes; 
however, the way it is currently is frustrating the teams giving the money because they 
feel as though the money is just turning into profit for the other teams.  This could 
possibly lead to getting rid of the revenue sharing program completely.  Eventually the 
big end teams will refuse to continue to give money to other teams that are not using it in 
the way that the teams understood they would when they put in their money.  These big 
teams believed that the money would go to players’ salaries and that is where it should 
go. 

Counterargument:  All teams are required to put in a percentage of their money, the less 
profitable teams just put in less and get out more.  There is no reason the teams putting in 
more and getting out less should dictate where the money goes once the less profitable 
team receives it. 

• Increasing payroll will see the most immediate result. 

Increasing the payroll makes a team better and more able to compete.  The revenue 
sharing money was to make a more immediate result that could lead to more money for 
the team.  They could then spend on things such as their minor leagues and building 
better stadiums.  If there is a bad team with a great stadium, it is most likely going to be 
empty and a waste of the team’s money.  Also, although building a team from the minors 
is important it is more important, to get a good team quickly, and then develop a great 
program that is well respected. 

Counterargument: There are some teams who have a high payroll but are consistently not 
succeeding on the field. 

• The league should have control over team’s players’ salaries. 

The league should be able to control players’ salaries.  They were trying to increase 
salaries by developing the revenue sharing system.  Currently there is no cap limiting 
players’ salaries, but there is also no minimum.  If teams want to have better competition, 
it is important to have players of equal talent.  With some teams spending significantly 
more on player’s salaries, it is no wonder that other teams are not as good.  The reason 
that revenue sharing was adopted was to make teams more evenly fielded and players’ 
salaries is the big difference between the teams.  Many other sports have minimum and 



maximum salaries which works well for them to have a more evenly based playing field.  
There will always be those disappointing teams; however, with talent distributed more 
evenly, it is less likely to have one disappointing year after the next for the same team. 

Counterargument: The league can offer suggestions to how much a team pays their 
players; however, they should not have total control.   

• It is important for the players to benefit from the revenue sharing agreement. 

The revenue sharing agreement was originally made with the idea of increasing players’ 
salaries.  It is unfair to players to be playing on a team that has a lot of profit, but they are 
considered to be at the bottom of the list of talented baseball players.  That could even 
make them play worse because they feel like no one believes in them, and that they are 
not worth the money.  Since 2000, the Royals’ ticket sales have declined 18%, while the 
team valuation has increased from $96 million to $282 million The Royals’ revenue 
sharing proceeds have doubled since 2002, while their payroll has increased only 6% 
annually.  This shows that players are not getting very much out of the revenue sharing, 
which makes it hard to keep these players and to keep them motivated to play well. 

Counterargument: The players are already paid a good deal of money and they do not 
need to make more, especially if they are not performing. 

• This would clarify the revenue sharing agreement rule which would make it easier to 
enforce. 

Adding this caveat onto the already existing revenue sharing rule would make it easier to 
enforce because the rule would be clear as to exactly where the money should go.  The 
way it is now, a team can justify the money going straight to profit, however, if the rule 
says the money must go to the players’ salaries anything else would be against the law.  It 
would not be hard for a team to report the money separately on a different balance sheet. 

Counterargument:  The teams should not have to report the money separately and 
therefore making this rule actually complicates things.  How is MLB going to verify 
where the money is going? 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Cons 

The Executive Director of the Major League Baseball Players Association, Michael Weiner, is a 
big proponent of making the revenue sharing money go to players’ salaries.  Being in charge of a 
union fighting for the players, it is obvious that he has a vested interest in the players and their 
wellbeing.  He believes that the point of the revenue sharing agreement is to make sure the teams 
who do not produce winning seasons need to pay players more.  He contends that increasing 
players’ salaries is the only way to make a team better.  The Association is having a conference 
with the MLB to discuss this possibility in two weeks.  I am going to be able to go and sit in and 
be the official representative opponent of this change. 

• A team cannot be expected to invest revenue sharing money in payroll when receipts will 
be less if a team gains fans and sales. 

One important caveat to the revenue sharing program is that the amount of money a team 
receives is based on how they performed the previous year.  The less successful your 
team, the more money you get from revenue sharing.  Therefore, if you are getting 
revenue sharing and your team improves you may not receive as much money the 
following year.  The idea is that a team will start making more money on its own and no 
longer need the revenue sharing money; however, this can be very hard in certain 
markets.  Some teams are never going to be able to make as much money as others 
because they are in a small market and they cannot develop more interest and fans.  
Teams then are faced with different issues.  Although it is not fair for the owners to 
pocket the money, it is hard to tell them what to do when they are afraid that getting a 
better team will lead to so much less money. 

Counterargument: After a team becomes more successful, they start to get more money 
from fans and other sources and do not need the revenue sharing money as much. 

• Teams must be able to spend money on other opportunities they believe will make them 
better, such as increased spending on international free agents and in the player draft, 
overhauling its minor league system and adding scouts. 

There are many ways other than increasing payroll to see a team improve.  Many people 
believe that international players tend to play better and are able to play longer.  Some 
teams, such as the Pittsburgh Pirates, have increased spending on international free agents 
to make their teams better.  The Pirates have also set up a $5million academy in the 
Dominican Republic to improve their team.  Another thing many teams are doing is 
making their minor league programs more successful, in turn making their team more 
successful.  Another example of the Pirates doing this has led to their farm system 



jumping from 26th to at least 16th overall in a span of two years.  It is hard to say that 
this will not also lead to a better Pirates team when these players move up to the team. 

Counterargument: The teams can spend their own money on other opportunities; the 
money from revenue sharing is for players’ salaries. 

• A team could spend some money on payroll and use some money for general operating 
costs. 

If there was a formula to produce a winning baseball team, most owners and managers 
would follow it.  The one element that is agreed on is that money plays an important role.  
How that money is spent and what success it brings is open for debate.  Many people 
believe that other elements than just players’ salaries are important.  Teams can agree that 
one important aspect is players’ salaries, however, it is also usually agreed that this is not 
the only way to make a team better.  General operating costs are substantial and they 
cannot field a team without certain elements.  Without keeping the stadium up to date and 
having good parking, people are less likely to make the effort to attend games, especially 
if the team loses more games than it wins.  These expenditures may not necessarily make 
the team better, but without them, it is hard to have a team at all. 

Counterargument:  These costs should be paid with revenue from the team, not from the 
revenue sharing agreement. 

• It is hard to enforce a rule that is not specific and clear. 

It is hard to enforce any type of rule over a big number of teams, not to mention rules 
about certain accounting figures.  Under the terms of the collective bargaining agreement, 
each team is obligated to provide an in-depth account of its expenditures each year.  The 
problem with regulating the revenue sharing program based on this rule is that the money 
would go on the balance sheet the same as all the other incoming money, and it is hard to 
then separate that out to show where that exact money is going. MLB would have to 
require this however, to see where the money is going that they are giving them.  This 
year the Marlins committed to spend the revenue sharing money on player development 
and salaries and let the league monitor their finances for the next three years.  But does 
the league have time to closely monitor all the teams’ revenue sharing money? 

Counterargument: The rule wouldn’t be too hard to enforce.  The league could require 
that teams have an accountant dedicated just to go over revenue sharing money, or they 
could require teams to fill out a balance sheet based only on revenue sharing money. 

• Payroll does not directly result in a successful team 

There are many examples of teams who have very high payrolls and it does not result in a 
successful team.  Up until this past World Series the Yankees had not won since 2000 
and they have the highest payroll in the league.  The Mariners also have a consistently 



high payroll but they are typically among the worst in the league as far as wins and 
losses.  The Mariners do, however, have a large crowd following. 

Counterargument:  There are also many examples that show a decrease in a team’s 
payroll automatically leading to a losing team. 
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