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Abstract 

 

This research looked at the varying objectives of Major League Baseball (MLB) team 

owners, as predicted based on player salaries. Typically, firms attempt to maximize profit; 

however, in MLB, this is not always the case. Instead, as many owners invest in teams mainly 

because they are passionate about baseball and their teams, it is expected that most owners strive 

to win-maximize. A similar study by Szymanski (2009) of European soccer leagues found that 

while most European soccer league teams favored win-maximization, the teams that were the 

most successful in the long run spent their money efficiently as well. In this study, equations for 

MLB profits and wins were generated using regression analysis. Profit and win-maximizing 

salary values were calculated from these equations, and then objectives were determined based 

on where a team’s payroll was positioned in relation to these values. Some of the major findings 

included that there was absolutely no linear relationship between wins and profits, that a 

significant portion of MLB teams exhibit a blended objective of win-maximization subject to a 

budget constraint (which combines win-maximization with efficient spending), and that 

ownership changes typically do not impact the objectives of a MLB team.  
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Introduction 

Although most non-sports businesses focus on profit-maximization, in professional 

sports, this is often not the case. Unlike owners of businesses, owners in professional sports have 

a number of different objectives to choose from when running their teams. First, they can elect to 

profit-maximize (like non-sports businesses), or they can focus on win-maximization, which 

might require heavy spending, in order to maximize the probability of the team making the 

postseason and winning the World Series. Most owners, however, are likely to favor a middle 

ground.  Obviously, owners are interested in winning games, as winning equals success. Success 

generates both pride and additional revenue, even if the revenue generated does not offset the 

additional costs. However, most owners also want to at least break-even, and I expect most might 

want to be profitable. So, these owners would seek to win-maximize subject to a budget 

constraint (WMBC). In the case of this study, the budget constraint assumes that a team does not 

lose money (Net Income≥ 0).  

 This study is the first of its type to be done involving American sports leagues, and in 

particular, on teams in MLB. The study, Goal! Profit Maximization Versus Win Maximization in 

Soccer (Szymanski 2009) examined the competing objectives of win-maximization (WM) and 

profit-maximization (PM). It looked at how a team would be expected to place in their soccer 

league (both English and Spanish soccer leagues were examined) if they were purely win-

maximizing, and how a team would be expected to place if it profit-maximizes. While the study 

showed that teams that purely win-maximized were most successful in the short-term, in the long 

term, being profitable and efficiently spending money is often essential for long-term success 

and survival. 

 A number of different factors have been considered to be influential in whether a team 

profit or win-maximizes, such as metropolitan area size, TV market size, ownership, revenues, 

salaries, ticket price, and stadium attendance. However, while these factors and many others 

(such as attendance and a variable for time trend) were influential when evaluating an equation 

to predict profits for all of MLB and an equation to predict wins, other factors, such as 

metropolitan area size, stadium age, and non-player expenses, were not.  

Review of Literature 

This research examines whether sports teams win maximize or profit maximize. In win- 

maximization, the owners of sports teams try to acquire as much talent as they possibly can 
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without a budget constraint, provided they don’t lose money, and therefore are able to maximize 

wins. In the past, it was assumed that sports teams, like firms in general, PM, and both the 

framework of and many later developments in sports economics were based on this assumption. 

However, as more work has been done regarding profit & utility (win) maximization, it appears 

that most professional sports teams WM to at least some extent.  As a result, hypotheses such as 

the invariance proposition (which were based on the profit-maximization hypothesis), which says 

that revenue sharing doesn’t impact competitive balance, have been questioned. Building on 

some of the foundational studies in this field, this study will give insight into not only whether 

teams currently PM or utility-maximize, but also which strategy is more efficient and effective in 

both the short and long-term.   

Research on profit and utility maximization is based on several studies, such as those of 

El-Hodiri and Quirk (EHQ) (1971) and Rottenberg (1956), and the models developed in those 

studies. The model of EHQ (1971) demonstrated that playing strengths among the teams didn’t 

have a tendency to balance out in professional sports leagues. It also showed that if the rules 

were changed to prohibit the sale of player contracts among teams, an equality of playing 

strengths would be more likely to develop. Rottenberg examined the monopsonistic baseball 

players’ labor market, which has only one buyer (a team) but many sellers (the players) 

competing to be on that team. Rottenberg also mentioned how the reserve clause helped to 

ensure an equal distribution of playing talent among opposing teams (provided that player sales 

are prohibited), since it allowed a team to renew a contract for a player (provided that player was 

paid at least 75% of the prior year’s pay). This helped poorer teams retain their players, 

promoting a greater degree of competitive balance, provided player sales were not allowed. More 

recent studies in the area of win and profit maximization, such as Syzmanski & Del-Barrio 

(GBS) (2009), were built on the foundation that these studies formed.  

As noted previously, GBS’s 2009 study showed that although teams that WM do better in 

the short-term, teams that both profit maximize and spend efficiently have the greatest long-term 

success. Teams have an incentive to WM, as poorly performing teams are relegated to a lower 

league, and relegation results in a major revenue loss. As a result, teams in the European soccer 

leagues tend to closely approximate WMBC. It is important to examine the connections between 

win/profit maximization and competitive balance in order to fully understand its implications.  
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Vrooman (1995) examined the impact of the reserve clause and salary caps on 

competitive balance. He argued that salary caps actually do more to restrict player movement 

than to improve competitive balance. That study also discussed how winning-inelastic revenue 

sharing, in which there is a greater percentage change in quantity demanded than percentage 

change in price, can both help individual teams and competitive balance. His study also found 

that free agency helped individual teams retain their identity as a firm. 

The implications of competitive balance on profit, utility, and firm maximization have 

also been analyzed in previous studies. Magill (2012) looked at the lack of competitive balance 

in the Spanish La Liga, and observed that Real Madrid and Barcelona have monopolized the 

majority of the league’s resources. The study also posed a question as to whether the current 

structure (which allows for the highest probability of success in European competition) is more 

efficient than having a league with greater competitive balance. Vrooman (2008) found that 

players received both higher salaries and a greater percentage of league revenue as a result of the 

advent of free agency, and also when new TV contracts began.  Whenever the owners were 

unwilling to pay more to players, labor negotiations and lockouts in each of the four major sports 

leagues developed. While most owners are sportsmen who highly value winning, finances 

nevertheless remain a factor. Sometimes, owners even claim that they are losing revenue or 

failing to make a profit as a tactic so that they can minimize their expenses and increase their 

return. In fact, according to Zimbalist (2003), owners have shifted profits to other ventures they 

own (related-party transactions) to disguise their real returns from their teams to justify paying 

players less.  

Competitive balance has also impacted both an owner’s economic objectives and the 

level of fan interest and attendance. Combined, these factors also influence gate revenues. Tied 

to the ideas of attendance and competitive balance is the Uncertainty of Outcome Hypothesis, 

which says that as the uncertainty of outcome of a game increases, its attendance also increases. 

While this hypothesis doesn’t hold for every sport, it does in MLB.  Knowles (1992) examined 

this hypothesis, and discovered that profit maximization and competitive balance conflict since 

individual teams can further maximize their profits by developing competitive advantage. 

However, developing a competitive advantage would decrease attendance, since the outcomes of 

the sports contests would be more certain, and in turn gate revenues would also decrease. This 
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study found specifically that attendance and profit are maximized when the home team has 

approximately a 60% chance of winning a contest (based on pre-game betting lines).  

The question of whether sports teams maximize wins or profit with regard to their actions 

on the field, the signing of player contracts by owners, attendance, and revenue sharing have also 

been examined in several studies. Zears (2009) found how a large market team in MLB that also 

profit maximizes is the most likely to have the most wins in the long term because it is both 

spending to maximize its utility and doing so efficiently in order to maximize profits. Eldridge 

(2011) found a major inefficiency in the NBA labor market: teams could exceed the salary cap to 

retain their own players. This inefficiency puts teams who poorly draft talent at a disadvantage 

since it causes players are less mobile. Romer (2006) found that football teams don’t win-

maximize on 4th down because the coaches of the teams are risk averse.  

Studies have also examined the influences of ticket pricing and gate revenue on sports 

teams, profit maximization, and utility maximization. Ferguson (1991) found that ticket prices 

would be restricted by the existing demand and cost conditions when PM exists. Fort (2004) 

found that sports teams often price in the inelastic price range, at a point where the demand for 

sports tickets isn’t significantly impacted by a slight deviation in price. Fort and Quirk (1995) 

discussed how professional sports leagues have created cross-subsidization schemes, which 

impact both profitability and the distribution of profits within the league, in order to help develop 

competitive balance. Examples of cross-subsidization schemes include the reserve clause and 

salary caps. Fort and Quirk (1995) also found that 1) an enforceable salary cap is the only cross-

subsidization scheme that can both maintain small markets teams’ financial viability and 

improve competitive balance, 2) competitive balance was not affected when free agency was 

instituted or when it replaced the reserve clause, and 3) competitive balance was impacted 

whenever the subsidies to the weak-drawing teams were eliminated, or the profits were 

redistributed within the league. Szymanski and Kesenne (2004) found that gate revenue sharing 

would not only reduce the incentives of the owners to win and make a profit, but would also 

result in the disruption of both competitive balance and the even distribution of talent. This 

differs from other studies which found no connection between gate revenue sharing and 

competitive balance. 

 This study examined whether MLB teams focus more on maximizing wins or on 

maximizing profits, and also which should be the focus in order to maximize efficiency. Possible 
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implications of both profit-maximization (PM) and win-maximization (WM), both on individual 

teams and on the world of sport as a whole, were also examined.  

 

Question and Objectives 

 One of the major focuses of prior research has been competitive balance in professional 

sports leagues, and its impact on attendance, revenue, and whether owners profit or win-

maximize. Research has also examined the impact of free agency, labor negotiations, the reserve 

clause, and salary caps on professional sports leagues and on the owner’s objectives in running a 

team. This study expands on past studies by analyzing whether specific teams in a U.S. 

professional sports league (in this case, MLB) have an objective of PM, WM, or a blended 

objective of WMBC for a 22 year time period. Various predictors of profits and wins, the 

potential impact of ownership changes on ownership objectives, and whether there is any 

relationship between profits and wins were also examined. 

 

Data Analysis 

This study involved the analysis of 22 years of data from Financial World, Forbes, and 

Rod’s (Rodney Fort’s) Sports Economics Webpage so that the necessary calculations and 

analyses could be performed. Before analyzing the data, all relevant data were combined into an 

Excel spreadsheet by team and by year. The following data were collected: MLB Team 

valuations (from Forbes and Financial World), Total Revenue, Gate Revenue, Metropolitan 

Area Income, Metro Area Population, TV market size, Salary (from several different sources), 

MLB Team Attendance, Operation Expenses, Wins, Postseason Wins, Average Ticket Price, Fan 

Cost Index, Ownership Changes, and Stadium Ages. It is important to note the 1994 MLB 

lockout. As a result of the lockout and the shortened season, some of the data had to be generated 

for 1994, such as win values (projected using 1994 win percentages). 

During the analysis, interpolation was occasionally necessary when data points were 

missing. For example, when missing Gate Revenue data for the Arizona Diamondbacks and the 

Tampa Bay Devil Rays in 1998, the gate revenue data was predicted using the 1999 Ratio of 

Gate Revenues to Total Revenues, and applying it to those teams in 1998. This approach was 

used since it is common for a team to have greater revenues and gate revenues in its first year, so 

it was important to ensure that the gate revenue numbers were as accurate as possible. Also, this 
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process was used to create three missing years of USA Today population data. There was Forbes 

data from these years, but USA Today data was also collected to validate the Forbes data. While 

Forbes and USA Today compute player expenses in slightly different ways, they are similar, and 

as a result, the ratio between the two sets of numbers in 1996 and 1999 was used, and the ratio 

used as a multiplier of the Forbes data was incrementally increased from the 1996 ratio to the 

1999 ratio.  Additional salary sources were also used to validate the salary numbers. Lastly, since 

there was no data for metropolitan area income in 2012, the 2011 data had to be used, and the 

2011 data was adjusted by the percentage increase in gross domestic product (GDP) to 

approximate the 2012 Data. The percent increase in GDP was used since it is a good metric to 

represent the economic growth which took place between the two time periods. 

During this study, it was discovered that the US Census definitions of metropolitan areas 

changed every 5-10 years as a result of a lack of uniformity in the data for some metro areas. As 

a result, the metro population data had to be recomputed under one uniform definition for the 

entire study. In this case, the 2009 definition was used. To do this, occasionally, additional 

counties and regions within a state needed to be added to a metro area in an earlier year. In 

addition, the metro area populations for the areas with two teams had to be divided in half to 

represent how only a portion of each metropolitan area would be likely to support each team.  

It was also important to account for inflation, as a dollar was worth more in 1991 than in 

2012. To do this, the monetary variables were adjusted by the consumer price index (CPI). This 

was especially important since MLB teams already spend more today than they would have 20 

years ago for a similar product, even after adjusted for inflation. To account for the remaining 

additional growth each year, a time trend variable was developed to account for the increase in 

spending over time. Since the earliest data was from 1991, 1991 was defined as t=1, 1992 as 

t=2…and 2012 as t=22.  

The first component of this analysis involved making efficiency calculations of how 

much each team is spending per win (costs per win).  Generally, teams with lower costs per win 

are PM, and teams with greater costs per win are WM. After finishing the regressions, the 

efficiency calculations were compared with the results predicted from the regressions. They were 

a useful complement to the regressions, and by listing the objectives alongside the efficiency 

numbers, any significant differences between the most likely objectives (determined by the 
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regression numbers) and the location of a team along the spectrum of the efficiency numbers 

could be identified and interpreted. 

At the very beginning of this study, a bivariate regression of profits on wins was run to 

examine if there was any apparent linear relationship between profits and wins.  

Regression analysis played a fundamental role in this study. This analysis was conducted 

using the Data Analysis Toolpack in Microsoft Excel. Due to the software limitation of a 

maximum of 16 x-variables, it was not possible to include a dummy variable for each team in the 

final analysis; nevertheless, each of the dummy variables was tested (so that the significant ones 

could be kept and included). These franchise-specific dummy variables were designed to 

increase the significance of the regression by accounting for differences across franchises. Some 

of the dummy variables tested, in addition to the team-specific ones, included Team Dummy * 

Salary (Sal), Market Size Dummy (Small, Medium, Large) * Sal, the Market Size Dummy 

Variable itself, and more.  These variables helped to analyze some qualitative factors in the 

regressions which could not otherwise be analyzed. In addition, over a dozen non-dummy 

(quantitative) variables were evaluated. These variables (including Salary, MLB Team 

Valuations, and metropolitan area income) were tested in two different equations: Wins and 

Profits. The goals when developing these regressions were to test all of the possible variables, to 

include as many significant variables as possible, to account for as much of the possible variation 

in profits or wins with my other variables, and to have an extremely low F-significance level for 

my regression. The F-significance test looks at the combined significance of all of the variables 

in the regression, rather than looking solely at T-statistics, which look at the significance of an 

individual variable. While those t-statistics are useful (as they show whether a variable is a likely 

contributor to the relationship), there were instances when although a variable was not significant 

individually, it was jointly significant. Often this was the case because the x-variables were not 

completely independent (even though ideally they should be). These tools were all essential in 

helping to test dozens of different regressions and determine the best behavioral relationship for 

each of the three variables. Using a behavioral relationship, rather than an accounting 

relationship, allows for greater insight into the behavior of teams, such as how they determine 

ticket price and try to maximize their Attendance * Ticket Price (a component of gate revenue), 

and how much they want to spend on Salaries.   
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In the end, one MLB profits equation and one MLB wins equation were utilized, although 

a number of other profits and wins equations would be later used in the determination of the 

profit and win-maximizing salary values. When analyzing which teams appeared to be PM, 

which teams appeared to be WM (both purely and with respect to a budget constraint), and 

which teams appeared to be having a blended strategy (WMBC), the derivatives of the profits 

and wins equations were used to calculate the maximizing salary values for each of the two 

equations by setting the derivatives equal to 0. However, for the point where the derivative is 

equal to 0 to be a maximum, the Sal^2 term would need to have a negative coefficient, and the 

Sal term a positive coefficient. These are considered to be the correct “sign conventions” for this 

equation. This limited the scope of the variables and equations that could be used in the analysis, 

but it was nevertheless necessary. Once those values were computed, a team’s actual spending 

was then able to be compared with the estimated salaries spent for a team if it was PM or WM, 

and their position on the spectrum could be evaluated. For PM, a confidence interval was 

developed from the value determined for PM in order to evaluate if pure PM was in the realm of 

possibility. For the equation 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑡 = 𝑏 𝑆𝑎𝑙 + 𝑐 𝑆𝑎𝑙2, the confidence interval would be 

𝑃𝑀 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 ± 2√((
−1

2𝑐
)2 ×  var b +  (

−b

2𝑐2 )2  × var c). For determination of which teams had an 

objective of WMBC, the team-specific value computed (setting the profits equation equal to 0, 

plugging in the 2012 value of Attendance * Ticket Price, and then solving for Salary) would be 

used, and then, a percentage of how close the team was to PM or WMBC was computed. 

Generally, the teams in the middle 20% were deemed to be “midway”, the teams between 

approximately 25 and 40% of an objective were considered to be favoring that objective, and the 

teams in the 25% closest to a given objective were considered to be carrying out that objective. 

Cases in which pure PM (per the confidence interval) was unable to be rejected, but pure WMBC 

was determined to be the objective were noted. For determination of pure WM, the same 

approach was used, and the teams which were closer to pure WM were considered to be “purely 

win-maximizing”. 

Although the initial intent was to test and use team-specific profits and wins equations, 

since they were generally either insignificant or differed from the overall results, they weren’t 

used, and the overall equations were used instead. As a result of the limited number of 

observations and the limited variability in the data, using the individual franchise results would 

be problematic. Another issue was that the factors which could differentiate between the 



Pennacchio 13 
 

13 

 

objectives of different teams weren’t always the factors that helped distinguish a team in one 

year from a team in another year.  

 

Discussion and Results 

 The first component of the analysis was to review what MLB teams spent in player 

salaries for each win in a given season. These “efficiency numbers” were calculated throughout 

the duration of the study, and the numbers in both the end of the time period (2012) and in the 

middle of the time period (2001) were later evaluated and compared to the team objectives, to 

evaluate where a team fell along the spectrum of profit and win-maximization. For these 

numbers, lower numbers (around 300-400) generally represented PM, and larger numbers 

(usually 550-600+) tended to represent WM. While there are some exceptions, these numbers are 

generally a useful guide.  

 The next question was whether there was any apparent relationship between the wins and 

profits of a MLB team. It was found that there was no linear relationship between these two 

variables, as shown by an r-squared value of 0.0000086 and a negative adjusted r-squared value. 

Instead, other variables, such as Sal, are a stronger predictor of Profits. This differed from the 

initial prediction of a weak (although existent) correlation between Profits and Wins, and that 

winning more would cause a team’s profits to decrease, since teams who spend more tend to win 

more, and that the owners who try to win as many games as reasonably possible would spend 

more in player salaries than they would earn back in additional revenues obtained from winning 

additional games. However, this research shows that on average, the additional costs of winning 

tend to be balanced out by the additional revenues generated.  

The next, and most important, part of this study 

was to determine the objectives of the different teams in 

MLB, in all 22 seasons between 1991 and 2012. There 

were three different objectives which were likely: PM, 

WMBC, and Pure WM. In general, businesses seek to be 

as profitable as possible. However, in MLB, there is an 

additional, more prevalent goal: to win as many games as possible. Most current MLB owners 

(the fact that very few teams presently have an objective of pure PM will be later discussed), 

have at least some focus on winning. Winning can bring great satisfaction and pride to the 

Table 1 

Term Definition 

PM Profit-Maximizing 

WM Purely Win-Maximizing, trying to 
win as many games as possible 

WMBC Win-Maximizing subject to a budget 
constraint; trying to win as many 
games as possible (through spending 

money on player salaries), but also 

making sure that the team does not 
lose money 
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owners, the players, and the fans. The objectives of owning a baseball team sometimes differ 

from typical investments which seek to maximize profit. Owners invest in a baseball team 

because they enjoy baseball and want their team to win the World Series. Winning generates 

additional revenues and satisfaction for everyone involved, and the chance to win the World 

Series. However, the majority of owners want to avoid losing money when owning a baseball 

team. So, they are willing to increase spending to win more, provided that the team does not lose 

money. While this seems like the most logical objective, some owners nevertheless seek to win 

“at all costs.” These owners are following the objective of pure WM.  

 To determine the approximate salary values (adjusted by CPI) for PM, WMBC, and pure 

WM, equations were developed to help determine which behavioral (controllable by teams) 

factors could be used to predict profits and wins.  

 After running regressions of various different variables on profits, a number of different 

findings were observed. It was found that Sal (and Sal2) were useful in predicting profits. The 

rationale behind needing the Sal2 term was twofold: a nonlinear relationship between Salaries 

and Profits was suspected, and the calculation of the maximum of a function (using a derivative) 

would require there to be a term which drops out to something other than a constant.  

This design 

achieved both 

of those 

objectives. 

Also, a 

number of other variables were found to be significant, including Attendance * Ticket Price, 

Metro Area Income, and Market Size. It was not surprising that the Attendance * Ticket Price 

variable was significant, as it is designed to somewhat resemble gate revenues for a MLB team. 

Since teams can control their ticket prices, and based on the average ticket prices, attendance at a 

stadium will vary, teams can in turn control this portion of their revenue. As revenues increase, 

all things equal, profits also will increase, so this makes sense.  

In addition, when developing this overall equation, a number of different dummy 

variables were designed for the MLB Franchises. These variables allowed significant differences 

between specific teams and the overall equations to be accounted for. In the end, it was found 

that the Yankees, Orioles, Cubs, Braves, Indians, Rockies, and Astros had greater profits than 

Table 2 

Equation F-

significance 

Adjusted 

r-squared 

Variables included (*=insignificant, **=slightly insignificant at 

10% level, ***=insignificant at 1% level) 

Profits 7.4E-59 0.378924 Att*TP, Sal (Forbes)*, Sal̂ 2 (USA Today), Metro Area Income, 

Small Market, Large Market*, KC***, NYY, BAL, CHC, ATL, 

CLE, COL***, HOU 
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would have otherwise been predicted from their market size, metro area income, salaries, and 

Attendance * Ticket Price values, and the Kansas City Royals had lower profits than would have 

been otherwise predicted. The other 21 teams were not found to be significantly different from 

the general equation. Lastly, there were two other things to point out about this regression. The 

first is that although Sal was found to be individually insignificant in this regression, the reason it 

appears that way is because the Sal2 numbers, which were very strongly correlated with the 

Salary numbers, were already significant in this regression. However, these variables are jointly 

significant (F-stat « 0.01), so both were included in the final regression.  

While some of the variables were significant in the final regression, others were not. One 

significant finding was that wins were significant in some of the equations, although not in the 

final one which was focused on. This adds another dimension to the earlier finding that there was 

no correlation between wins and profits alone, by showing that when other variables were added 

and controlled, it was found that on average, for each additional win that a team has, the profit 

for that team would decrease by about $50,000. This is similar to what was initially expected to 

occur. Also, some variables, such as stadium age, new ownership (in general, with a dummy 

variable for all years in which an ownership change took place), a variable for time trend (which 

would account for differences across years), and Metropolitan area size were found to not be 

significant at all.  

 Next, an equation to predict Wins based on a number of different factors was developed 

and tested. One major finding was that over time, a team with the same attendance, player 

expenses (adjusted by CPI), and revenues (adjusted by CPI) as the season before would be 

expected to win 0.72 fewer games 

on average. Second, it was found 

that while the attendance value is 

very significant (p-value = 0. 

0000000087), increasing attendance 

by 4,679 people each game would only be expected to result in an increase of 1/10th of a win. 

Lastly, it appears that in the first year of ownership, on average, a team wins 3.13 fewer games 

than would otherwise be predicted. The most likely explanation for this is that it takes a while for 

owners to understand how to run a MLB Franchise. Also, it was observed that any changes in the 

ownership objectives of a team after an ownership change tended to not take place during the 

Equation F-

significance 

Adjusted 

r-square 

Variables included (*=insignificant, **=slightly 

insignificant at 10% level, ***=insignificant at 

1% level) 

Wins 3.29E-46 0.318746 Attendance, Time Trend,  Sal (Forbes), TR, 

Sal̂ 2, KC, CHC, BAL, COL, OAK, ATL***, 

New Owner***, NYM***, DET***, HOU** 

Table 3 
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first year that a team had a new owner. Also, after testing team-specific dummy variables, it was 

found that the Royals, Mets, Cubs, Orioles, Rockies, and Tigers won significantly fewer games 

(generally 5-8 games) than would otherwise be predicted, and that the A’s, Braves, and Astros 

won significantly more games than would otherwise be predicted. While it was not surprising 

find that the Royals, Mets, and Cubs won fewer games than expected, it was surprising to find 

that the Yankees were not significantly different from the overall equation. However, the likely 

reason for that is that revenues played a role in the equation, and the extraordinarily high 

revenues of the Yankees enabled them to have their wins predicted relatively well by the overall 

equation. Lastly, after interpreting the intercept of this equation (which was 64.35 wins), and 

applying the time trend to future years, in 2001 (the midpoint of this study), a team would still be 

predicted to win 56 games under the conditions of no attendance, revenues, and player expenses. 

This is saying that regardless of spending and a team’s success, a team should nevertheless win 

50-60 games in a season.  

 Although many variables were found to be significant, others were not. The insignificant 

variables included Metro area size, stadium age, metro area income, and non-player expenses. 

These results were not surprising, as no relationship between these variables and the number of 

wins was predicted to occur.  

Next, the profit and win-maximizing salary values of a number of different profits and 

wins equations (both the overall equations and some equations with fewer variables) were 

computed. Since the derivatives of wins and profits were taken with respect to salary, all of the 

terms not related to salary dropped out of the derivatives as zeros. However, the fact that terms 

that may influence the relationship predicting profits (other than salaries) dropped out caused the 

profit and win-maximizing values for the equations with more variables to be both lower and less 

reasonable. This was especially the case in equations with eight or nine team-specific dummy 

variables, as those variables accounted for differences in profits and wins from the overall 

equation, and therefore it is unlikely that d(TeamDummy)/d(Sal) = 0, as should be the case if it 

dropped out of the derivative, as it did.   

Tables 4A and 4B show all of the equations which were evaluated prior to determining 

which value was used for the overall MLB team objectives. When more variables were included 

in the equations, the values were generally lower and less reasonable, as while the profit and 
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win- maximizing values of Sal were the only values being calculated, it was the case that the 

presence of other variables influenced the coefficients for the salary variables. 

Obviously, as the lowest spending teams 

today spend $60-70M (around $30M when 

adjusted by CPI), a profit-maximizing value 

that was much below $30M (adjusted by 

CPI) would not be considered to be 

reasonable. Also, the wins equation was 

designed so that the pure win-maximizing 

value would be around a value which very 

few teams spend, as theoretically, teams 

should not be spending beyond the WM 

value. 

 In the end, Profits Equation 2 and 

Wins Equation 2 were the equations utilized in the analysis. In addition, Profits Equation 5, 

which contained only Sal, Sal2, and Att * TP, was utilized in the computation of the values for 

each team which corresponded for WMBC. These values differed for each team, depending on 

the value of the Att*TP variable.   

 For the calculation of the WMBC values, Profits Equation 5 was used, and was set equal 

to 0. It was used because it contains a variable other than Sal (Att*TP), so as a result, different 

teams will have different variables, and teams with greater 

Att*TP values (and likely revenues as well) would have a 

higher zero-profit constraint. In order to make the WMBC 

values as reasonable and realistic as possible in the most 

recent years, the Att * TP values from 2012 were used in the 

calculations. The 2012 data was used, rather than earlier data, 

so that the objectives for the most recent years could be as 

accurate as possible. If earlier data were used, it would be 

found that even more teams followed the objective of 

WMBC, and that they did so starting at an earlier point in 

time. The WMBC values for each team are shown in Table 5. These values, in combination with 

Equation Variables Included Profit- Maximizing Salary 

Values (CPI adjusted) 

Profits 1 TrendSal & TrendSal̂ 2 30.06 million 

Profits 2 Salary & Salary^2 27.9 million 

Profits 3 Profits 1 + Attendance * TP 21.7 million 

Profits 4 Full Equation, replace Sal and 

Sal̂ 2 with TrendSal and 

TrendSal̂ 2 

11.63 million (11.52 

million if wins added as 

another variable) 

Profits 5 Sal, Sal̂ 2, Att*TP 6.54 million 

Profits 6 The Original Full Equation 0.38 million 

Equation Variables Included Pure Win-Max Salary 

Values 

Wins 1 Overall Equation Variables 58.05 million 

Wins 2 Attendance, Time Trend, Sal, Sal̂ 2 102.55 million 

Tables 4A and 4B 

Team Zero-Profit 

Constraint  

Team Zero-Profit 

Constraint  

AZ 38.27 MIL 55.82 

ATL 44.75 MIN 63.66 

BAL 49.18 NYM 53.32 

BOS 82.31 NYY 86.86 

CHC 61.1 OAK 42.83 

CHW 63.44 PHI 75.28 

CIN 48.13 PITT 41.56 

CLE 41.07 SD 41.33 

COL 50.59 SF 62.86 

DET 64.31 SEA 47.61 

FLA 55.01 STL 67.02 

HOU 48.26 TB 40.14 

KC 43.64 TEX 56.84 

LAA 53.02 TOR 49.79 

LAD 59.01 WSH 57.38 

Table 5 
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the PM and pure WM values computed, were used to predict the most likely objectives of 

each of the 30 MLB Teams.  

 The second to last component of this study involved 

using the $27.9M CPI-adjusted profit-max salary value, the 

various different WMBC values, and the $102.55M pure 

win-max salary value as benchmarks, and they were used in 

combination with the Salary data to evaluate where each 

team fell on the spectrum during each year and to 

approximately determine the objectives of each team. Figures 1 and 2 (on the next page) are 

tables detailing team objectives for each team for each season from 1991-2012.  

It is also important to note that the definition of profit-maximizing was determined by a 

confidence interval, which was found to be a range from $11.25 M to $44.55 M (adjusted by 

CPI). Since the lowest WMBC values are between $38M and $42 M, there were some cases in 

which teams are obviously WMBC, but PM could not be rejected. Those occurrences were 

indicated. Also, for many of the teams with blended objectives, pure PM could not be rejected.   

 A number of observations can be made from these results. First, while over 80% of the 

teams appear to be WMBC (or at least favoring that objective over PM) in 2012, in 1991, 25 

teams were found to be PM, and one team was found to be under-spending. There are a number 

of reasons for these results, even though it is likely that many teams were WMBC in 1991 (and 

the earlier years), even though they came up as PM in this study. The first reason for this is that 

the growth in spending in MLB has outpaced the growth of inflation. 

 Although CPI was used to account for inflation in my study (year-

specific values are shown in Table 7) and make monetary quantities 

equivalent, the additional spending needed to achieve the same quality 

product on the field could not be accounted for. Increased demand for 

players drove player salaries to increase at a faster rate than inflation. As 

a result, more teams came up as PM in 1991 predicted, and more teams 

came up as WMBC in 2012 than expected. The fact that no team in 1991-1997 comes up as 

WMBC or WM (and only a handful comes up as even favoring WMBC in a blend with PM) 

illustrates this.  As a result, the results in the middle years are likely the most accurate, although 

all years should be examined to look for any notable differences in the objectives of a team over 

Term Definition 

PM Profit-Maximizing 

WM Purely Win-Maximizing 

WMBC Win-Maximizing w/ 0 profit constraint 

US Underspending 

WMOS Win-Maximizing + Overspending 

FTR Fail to Reject 

Fav. Favored 

Midway An “even” blend of PM and WMBC 

Table 6 

Table 7 Year CPI Year CPI 

1991 1.361 2002 1.799 

1992 1.403 2003 1.840 

1993 1.445 2004 1.889 

1994 1.482 2005 1.953 

1995 1.524 2006 2.016 

1996 1.569 2007 2.073 

1997 1.605 2008 2.153 

1998 1.630 2009 2.146 

1999 1.666 2010 2.181 

2000 1.722 2011 2.249 

2001 1.770 2012 2.296 
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time. Essentially, the results show that while some MLB owners focus on WMBC, other owners 

follow a blended set of objectives, and some try to purely PM.  The most likely team-specific 

objectives are shown in Table 8. 

Figure 1- MLB Team Objectives: (1991 through 2002) 

Over time, the clearest objectives are that the Yankees are purely WM, and that the 

Florida Marlins, Pittsburgh Pirates, and San Diego Padres tend to PM. The Oakland Athletics, 

following the “Moneyball” approach, tended (2002-2012) to act in a way that blended efficiently 

spending money (and PM) with WM. In some years, one of these two approaches may have been 

emphasized over the other, but this concept of blended objectives was quite prevalent in how the 

Oakland Athletics were run. 

The last notable trend across the data is viewed as a “change over time” trend. This trend 

essentially goes from PM gradually to Blended (Combination of PM & WMBC) and then to 

Team 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Arizona Diamondbacks(AZ) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A PM WMBC WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC 

Atlanta Braves(ATL) PM PM Midway PM Fav. PM Midway PM Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

WMBC WMBC WMBC WM 

Baltimore Orioles (BAL) PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. Midway WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC  
Fav. 

Boston Red Sox (BOS) PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  

Fav. 

WMBC 

Chicago Cubs (CHC) PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC  
Fav. 

Chicago White Sox (CHW) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. 

Cincinatti Reds (CIN) PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. 

Cleveland Indians (CLE) PM US PM PM PM PM  Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

WMBC, 

FTR PM 

WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

Colorado Rockies (COL) N/A N/A PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway Midway PM  Fav. 

Detroit Tigers (DET) PM PM PM PM PM PM US PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. 

Florida Marlins (FLA) N/A N/A PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM US PM PM PM 

Houston Astros (HOU) US PM PM PM PM PM PM PM Midway PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  
Fav. 

Kansas City Royals (KC) PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM US PM PM PM  Fav. 

LA Angels (LAA) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM Midway 

LA Dodgers (LAD) PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC WMBC WMBC 

Milwaukee Brewers (MIL) PM PM PM PM US US PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. 

Minnesota Twins (MIN) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM US US PM PM 

New York Mets (NYM) PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

NY Yankees (NYY) PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway Midway WMBC  

Fav. 

WMBC 

Oakland Athletics (OAK) PM WMBC  
Fav. 

PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. 

Philadelphia Phillies (PHI) PM PM PM PM  PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. 

Pittsburgh Pirates (PITT) PM PM PM PM US PM US US PM PM PM  Fav. Midway 

San Diego Padres (SD) PM PM US US PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway PM PM 
Favored 

San Francisco Giants (SF) PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

Seattle Mariners (SEA) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM Midway WMBC WMBC 

St Louis Cardinals (STL) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. Midway Midway 

Tampa Bay Rays (TB) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM 

Texas Rangers (TEX) PM PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC Midway WMBC WMBC 

Toronto Blue Jays (TOR) PM WMBC  
Fav. 

Midway PM  Fav. PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC 

Washington/Montreal Expos 

(WSH/MON) 

PM PM PM PM US PM PM US US PM PM PM 
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WMBC. The reason that this is prevalent, most likely, is because of how the profits and wins 

equations represent the entire period, and how spending grew at a rate faster than inflation. 

Therefore, the salary values (although adjusted by CPI) consistently increased (which was the 

same for each year through the design of this project), and really, it is likely that those teams 

were either consistently exhibiting blended objectives or WMBC objectives throughout the entire 

time period.  

Figure 2: MLB Team Objectives (2003 through 2012) 

An additional relevant component in examining owners’ objectives and how they 

changed over time is looking at if and how each team’s objective changed over time. Although 

most ownership changes appear to leave a team’s objective unchanged, there are some notable 

instances which lead one to believe that the objective changed, rather than changed simply due to 

increased spending in general across MLB.  In particular, the objectives were found to have 

changed in three cases due to ownership changes: Houston Astros (2011), Minnesota Twins 

Team 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

AZ WMBC WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC, FTR 
PM 

WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC, FTR PM WMBC 

ATL WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC, FTR PM WMBC WMBC 

BAL Midway PM  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC 

BOS WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC Pure WM WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC 

CHC WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

CHW PM  Fav. PM Fav. Midway WMBC Fav. WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC  Fav. 

CIN PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway PM  Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

WMBC, FTR PM Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC, FTR PM WMBC, FTR PM 

CLE WMBC  Fav. PM PM  Fav. Midway WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC, FTR PM WMBC, FTR PM Midway PM  Fav. Midway 

COL WMBC  Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC  Fav. 

DET PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway Midway WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC 

FLA PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC  Fav. PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. WMBC  Fav. 

HOU WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC  Fav. PM  Fav. 

KC PM PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC, FTR PM WMBC, FTR PM PM  Fav. Midway 

LAA WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

LAD WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

MIL PM PM PM PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC 

MIN PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. 

NYM WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

NYY Pure WM WMOS WMOS WMOS WMOS WMOS WMOS WMOS WM WMOS 

OAK PM  Fav. WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC  Fav. WMBC, FTR 
PM 

WMBC, 
FTR PM 

Midway Midway Midway Midway PM  Fav. 

PHI PM  Fav. Midway Midway Midway Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

PITT Midway PM PM PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. 

SD PM Fav. WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC, FTR 
PM 

WMBC WMBC, 
FTR PM 

WMBC, FTR PM PM PM PM  Fav. Midway 

SF WMBC Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC  

Fav. 

Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC 

SEA WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC 

STL WMBC  Fav. WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC  Fav. Midway WMBC  
Fav. 

WMBC  Fav. WMBC  Fav. Midway WMBC  Fav. WMBC 

TB PM PM PM PM PM PM  Fav. WMBC, FTR PM WMBC, FTR PM PM WMBC  Fav. 

TEX WMBC Midway PM Fav. Midway Midway Midway Midway Midway WMBC WMBC 

TOR Midway PM  Fav. PM  Fav. WMBC WMBC WMBC WMBC  Fav. WMBC WMBC, FTR PM WMBC 

WSH PM  Fav. PM PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  PM  Fav. PM  Fav. PM  Fav. Midway WMBC  Fav. 
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(2009), and Los Angeles Angels (2003). There were also a number of other ownership changes 

that resulted in a change in objectives, but they appeared to either be short-lasting (one or two 

years initially at a PM value, and then back to where the team was in the past) or the growth 

seemed as if it could resemble a “change-over-time” trend. 

 The case of the 

Houston Astros was the 

most obvious. Throughout 

the 2000s, the Astros had 

consistently been WMBC, 

but when Jim Crane 

became the owner in 2011, 

the team dropped to a blend 

of WMBC, and was closest 

to pure PM in 2012. Although this study was not run with 2013 data, the Astros continued to 

have a low payroll, and it was evident that Mr. Crane was maximizing profits. The next notable 

ownership change was when Jim Pohlad became the owner of the Minnesota Twins in 2009. 

Although the change did not take place during his first year of ownership, in 2010, payroll 

increased significantly (continuing at that level for 2011 and 2012), and this objective of WMBC 

differs from the days of a blended approach favoring PM under Carl Pohlad. This was the case, 

even though ownership stayed within the same family. One more notable ownership change was 

with the purchase of the Texas Rangers by Nolan Ryan and Chuck Greenberg in 2010. In 2011, 

the Rangers increased payroll by $35M (unadjusted), and an additional $25-30M in 2012. 

Clearly, the Rangers became more interested in WMBC, rather than their previous approach that 

resembled that of blended objectives (between PM and WMBC).  

 The last component of the analysis involved tying everything back together by comparing 

simple efficiency numbers of costs (adjusted by CPI) per win with the objectives developed as a 

result of the regression analysis. While these efficiency numbers have some limitations, as they 

factor in the success of a team in winning games (and teams that win significantly more or fewer 

games than expected for the amount that they spend may be portrayed inaccurately using these 

numbers), they nevertheless provide a more holistic picture of where a team stands with regard to 

the other teams in MLB. It also requires significantly less data to calculate these numbers. 

 

Table 8 

Team Overall Objective Team Overall Objective Team Overall Objective 

AZ WMBC FLA PM PHI PM Slightly 

Favored/ Blended 

ATL WMBC HOU WMBC (prior to 

2011)-PM in 2011 

PITT PM 

BAL WMBC KC Blended SD Blended 

BOS WMBC LAA WMBC Favored SF Blended 

CHC WMBC LAD WMBC SEA WMBC 

CHW Blend PM & 

WMBC 

MIL PM STL Blended 

CIN PM fav., Recently, 

WMBC fav. 

MIN PM (prior to 2009) TB PM 

CLE WMBC 1997-2002 

Blended  2003-2012 

NYM WMBC TEX WMBC slightly 

fav., WMBC 2011-

2012 

COL Blended NYY Pure WM TOR Blended 

DET Blended OAK Blend PM & WMBC WSH PM 
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Generally, the efficiency numbers and the objectives correspond well, but there are always a few 

exceptions, since occasionally teams overachieve or underachieve in a given season when 

compared to other teams exercising a similar objective. Table 9 shows the costs/win efficiency 

numbers for 2012 (in ascending order), and the objectives determined from the regressions are 

listed next to the ratios. While the efficiency numbers are far from perfect, with a few 

exceptions, they do a good job of illustrating the increasing costs trend from PM up to pure WM. 

The most successful PM teams are at the top, and then the teams favoring WMBC, which won 

90+ games, are mixed in with the unsuccessful PM-favoring teams.  

The fact that success and winning affects the efficiency calculation of costs per win is a 

flaw of this metric. Also, the “WMBC favoring” teams are to an extent mixed in with the 

WMBC teams. This is because there was not a clean-cut distinction applied to all teams for this 

value, as the value varied depending on the 2012 Att*TP value for the team. 

Having a higher Att*TP value would imply that a team has greater gate revenue, and 

therefore could spend more before running into the zero-profit constraint. Lastly, one can 

observe how the 2012 Red Sox had the highest costs per win ratio in the combination of the 2011 

and 2012 data. For the same reason as some WMBC teams were able to have lower efficiency 

numbers by being more successful, the Red Sox had the highest number since they spent a large 

amount of money on payroll, and as a result of player injuries and other issues, they were only 

able to win 69 games. 

Since the predicted MLB team objectives in 2001 were more likely to correspond with a 

team’s actual objectives than were the predicted objectives in 2011 and 2012, this study was 

expanded to make a similar comparison (costs per win vs. regression objectives) with those 

Table 9 

Year Team Costs 
(1000) 
per win 

OBJECTIVE Wins Year Team Costs 
(1000) per 
win 

OBJECTIVE Wins Year Team Costs 
(1000) 
per win 

OBJECTIVE Wins 

2012 OAK 338.2 PM fav.    94 2012 FLA 528.5 WMBC fav. 69 2012 SF 685.7 WMBC 94 

2012 PITT 380.4 PM fav. 79 2012 AZ 553.8 WMBC 81 2012 DET 707.7 WMBC 88 

2012 TB 392.0 WMBC fav. 90 2012 CHW 589.2 WMBC fav. 85 2012 TEX 721.2 WMBC 93 

2012 CIN 458.0 WMBC fav. 97 2012 MIL 593.0 WMBC 83 2012 MIN 805.1 WMBC fav. 66 

2012 SD 458.5 PM fav. 76 2012 SEA 598.1 WMBC 75 2012 LAD 828.7 WMBC 86 

2012 WSH 475.5 WMBC fav. 98 2012 TOR 644.3 WMBC 73 2012 LAA 840.7 WMBC 72 

2012 BAL 477.7 WMBC fav. 93 2012 COL 653.3 WMBC fav. 64 2012 CHC 978.2 WMBC 61 

2012 ATL 505.0 WMBC 94 2012 KC 657.3 Midway 72 2012 PHI 989.4 WMBC 81 

2012 HOU 517.6 PM fav. 55 2012 STL 663.2 WMBC 88 2012 NYY 1082.0 WM 95 

2012 CLE 525.2 Midway 68 2012 NYM 676.8 WMBC 74 2012 BOS 1199.3 WMBC 69 
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years. The comparison is shown in Table 10. The results were even stronger. There were ten 

teams profit-maximizing on the low end and 8 teams win-maximizing subject to a budget 

constraint on the high end, and with only a few exceptions, the middle range of teams in 

efficiency numbers corresponded with the middle range of objectives. Therefore, it was further 

shown that the efficiency numbers are a strong predictor for one year, and if averages are used 

for costs and wins over time, they are likely to be even more accurate, although not as strong as  

the regression analysis. 

 

Conclusions 

In the end, it was found that while the vast majority of the teams in MLB do have at least 

some emphasis on wins, a significant number of teams have a blended focus with regard to the 

objectives of PM and WM (with or without a budget constraint). The concept of teams exhibiting 

a blended objective of PM and WM seems extremely logical since a team will do its best to 

maximize wins to an extent, but will also be mindful of the costs (rather than overspending to 

achieve a quality product). Also, it was surprising that only the Yankees were found to be 

“winning at all costs” for more than one season, and by the fact that the 2002 Atlanta Braves and 

2007 Boston Red Sox were extremely close to purely win-maximizing (they were much closer to 

pure WM than to WMBC) for one season, but then were only WMBC the next season.  

Essentially, this shows that just about no owners in MLB are willing to lose money on a 

regular basis in order to win additional games. That is, unless your name is George Steinbrenner. 

It will be interesting to watch if Hal Steinbrenner is successful in achieving his goal of spending 

only $189M on salaries in 2014 (which would likely fall close to the WMBC value for the 

Yankees, rather than the pure WM value which the Yankees have hovered around for the past 

Year Team Objective Player Costs 

(1000s) per win 

Year Team Objective Player Costs 

(1000s) per win 

Year Team Objective Player Costs 

(1000s) per win 

2001 OAK PM 229.5 2001 CHI PM favored 411.6 2001 COL Midway 526.2 

2001 MINN PM 240.8 2001 HOU PM favored 424.2 2001 TOR WMBC favored 546.6 

2001 FLA PM 299.6 2001 AZ WMBC, FTR PM 435.0 2001 CLE WMBC  601.8 

2001 PHI PM 308.7 2001 SF Profit-Max 450.5 2001 ATL WMBC 625.8 

2001 MON PM 309.5 2001 SEA WMBC 453.0 2001 NYM WMBC 678.1 

2001 SD PM 316.7 2001 DET PM favored 456.9 2001 TEX WMBC 686.8 

2001 KC PM 346.5 2001 PITT PM 478.7 2001 NYY WMBC 724.3 

2001 LAA PM 382.9 2001 STL Midway 480.2 2001 LAD WMBC 742.2 

2001 MIL PM 384.3 2001 CHW PM favored 497.8 2001 BAL WMBC 750.8 

2001 CIN PM 407.9 2001 TB PM 498.2 2001 BOS WMBC 785.6 

Table 10 
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decade. However, it is interesting to observe that of the 642 data points over the 22 years in this 

study, 191 teams failed to make a profit, and another 33 teams had profits of less than $1.0M 

(CPI adjusted). So, a sizeable portion of teams and owners appear to have minor losses. Where 

this comes into play is with the teams who were slightly beyond the WMBC value, but nowhere 

near the pure win-max value. These teams were considered to be WMBC (even if that budget 

constraint might not be a zero-profit budget constraint). An additional finding was that 

ownership changes generally did not result in a change in the objectives of the team. It is likely 

that some of the factors influencing the owner’s decision to profit-maximize or win-maximize 

were the same, although which factors are involved in those decisions and are the most 

significant have not yet been discovered.  

Although this study found that MLB teams exhibited a number of different objectives, 

including PM, WMBC, and a blended approach of PM and WMBC, while some of the 

behavioral factors influencing the profits and wins of a MLB can be predicted, others cannot. 

The same is true of profit and win-maximization. While we may be able to predict to a 

reasonable accuracy the objectives of a MLB team, it is difficult to understand why a team would 

select one objective over the other, and what factors may influence that decision. The level of a 

team’s talent and the potential for a team’s future success may be two of them, but there certainly 

are more.  Areas of research within the field of Profit and Win-Maximization in American 

Professional Sports have now been opened, and there is more information to learn about how 

professional sports teams are run and what decision-making is made with regard to the finances 

of a team.  

Future research should also examine the issue of profit and win-maximization in smaller 

time periods, such as pre-lockout, post-lockout, and five year time periods. Since spending in 

MLB (and all other sports) has increased at a rate which is faster than inflation, it often is 

difficult to compare very distant time periods, and to use more recent data to predict what the 

older objectives were. The objectives of MLB teams in 1991-1996 should be more closely 

examined, as it is highly unlikely that nearly all of the teams (which were purely WMBC by 

2004-2006) were profit-maximizing during that time period. Another possible expansion of this 

research would be to develop different zero-profit constraints for each team and year, using the 

Att * TP values for each of the corresponding years to more closely evaluate the objectives in the 

earlier time periods.  
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Data Sources 

Source Data Obtained 

Rodney Fort’s Sports Economics Data Collection 

https://sites.google.com/site/rodswebpages/codes 

Valuations 

Fan Cost Index 

Forbes Player Expenses, Revenues 

(Gate and Total) 

http://www.citypopulation.de/Canada-MetroEst.html Metro Populations 

Toronto 97, 02, 07, 12 

Montreal 97, 02  

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/2012/tables/CBSA-EST2012-

02.csv 

2010, 2012 CMSA Data Link 

(connected to Wikipedia) 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/intercensal/st-co/index.html 

 

State & County Population 

Intercensal Estimates 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/2009/ 

 

Metropolitan and Micropolitan 

Statistical Areas Totals: Vintage 

2009 - U.S Census Bureau 

http://www.census.gov/population/metro/files/lists/historical/99mfips.txt 

 

1999 Metro Areas and Components 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/historical/1990s/index.html 

 

Population Estimates: 1990s: 

National Tables - U.S Census 

Bureau 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/1990s/tables/MA-99-03b.txt 

 

Population Estimates Metro Areas 

and Components (1990s) 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/datasets.html 

 

Population Estimates: Datasets for 

all geographies - U.S Census 

Bureau 

http://www.census.gov/population/metro/data/pastmetro.html 

 

Historical Statistical Area 

Delineations; used for re-

computation of population to suit 

the 2009 Definition 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/counties/totals/2012/CO-EST2012-01.html 

 

County Totals: Annual Population 

Estimates - U.S Census Bureau 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_United_States_combined_statistical_areas 

 

US CMSA List 

http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/1990s/tables/MA-99-09b.txt 

 

New England County Metropolitan 

Areas Data 1990s 

http://www.census.gov/population/estimates/metro-city/03csa_ccbsa.txt 

 

2003 CMSA Components Listing 

http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/comparons/activiteeconomique/revenu

perso.en.html?mode=print 

http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/indicateurs/activiteeconomique/revenu

perso.en.html 

 

Canada Per Capita Income 

http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/tags/series?t=msa%3Bper+capita%3Bperson

al+income&ob=pv&od=desc 

USA Per Capita Income 

FRED MSA Per Capita Income 

https://sites.google.com/site/rodswebpages/codes
http://www.citypopulation.de/Canada-MetroEst.html
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/2012/tables/CBSA-EST2012-02.csv
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/2012/tables/CBSA-EST2012-02.csv
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/intercensal/st-co/index.html
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/2009/
http://www.census.gov/population/metro/files/lists/historical/99mfips.txt
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/historical/1990s/index.html
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/1990s/tables/MA-99-03b.txt
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/datasets.html
http://www.census.gov/population/metro/data/pastmetro.html
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/counties/totals/2012/CO-EST2012-01.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_United_States_combined_statistical_areas
http://www.census.gov/popest/data/metro/totals/1990s/tables/MA-99-09b.txt
http://www.census.gov/population/estimates/metro-city/03csa_ccbsa.txt
http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/comparons/activiteeconomique/revenuperso.en.html?mode=print
http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/comparons/activiteeconomique/revenuperso.en.html?mode=print
http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/indicateurs/activiteeconomique/revenuperso.en.html
http://www.tableaudebordmontreal.com/indicateurs/activiteeconomique/revenuperso.en.html
http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/tags/series?t=msa%3Bper+capita%3Bpersonal+income&ob=pv&od=desc
http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/tags/series?t=msa%3Bper+capita%3Bpersonal+income&ob=pv&od=desc
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http://www.stevetheump.com/Payrolls.htm#2012payroll 

 

AP Payroll Data 

http://www.baseballprospectus.com/compensation/cots/al-east/boston-red-sox/ Cot’s Contracts Payroll 2000-2012 

http://content.usatoday.com/sportsdata/baseball/mlb/salaries/team/ 

 

USA Today Payroll Data 

http://www.espn.com 

 

MLB Standings and Win Totals 

http://www.shrpsports.com/mlb/stand/1997finaldiv.htm 

 

Old MLB Standings and Win 

Totals 

http://www.vanderbilt.edu/econ/faculty/Vrooman/sports.htm 

Click “Wins” below the yellow “Vrooman Sports Economics” heading 

MLB Wins and Win Percentages 

  

http://www.ballparksofbaseball.com/capacity.htm 

 

Ballparks and Dates of Use 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_professional_sports_team_owners#Major_

League_Baseball_owners 

 

List of professional sports team 

owners - Wikipedia, the free 

encyclopedia 

http://www.forbes.com/forbes/2003/0428/mlb.html 

http://www.forbes.com/legacy/forbes/1999/0531/6311112tab1_table.shtml 

 

Forbes Valuation Data 

http://www.bizofbaseball.com/index.php?option=com_wrapper&Itemid=126 
roadsidephotos.sabr.org/baseball/MLBRevProf.xls (on google search) 

 

1990-2003 Financial World and 

Forbes MLB Team Valuations 

http://static.espn.go.com/mlb/s/2001/1205/1290777.html MLB Gate Revenue Data 2001 (not 

included in valuations from Forbes) 

2001 Baseball Prospectus Gate Receipts Gate Revenue 

http://lostremote.com/new-nielsen-dma-rankings-released_b3646 

http://www.dslreports.com/forum/r16839737-Nielsen-TV-DMA-2006-2007-

Rankings 

http://www.medialifemagazine.com:8080/news2001/aug01/aug20/4_thurs/news

1thursday.html 

http://www.bigsoccer.com/community/threads/nielsen-tv-markets-ranks-2002-

2003-eff-9-21-02.10362/ 

http://www.nielsenmedia.com/forclients/04-05_LocalUE_Reissue-092804.html 

 

 

Nielsen TV Market Data (not 

significant, eventually removed 

from analysis) 

http://www.demographia.com/db-cancma.htm 

 

Attempt at Canadian TV Homes 

 

http://www.stevetheump.com/Payrolls.htm#2012payroll
http://www.baseballprospectus.com/compensation/cots/al-east/boston-red-sox/
http://content.usatoday.com/sportsdata/baseball/mlb/salaries/team/
http://www.espn.com/
http://www.shrpsports.com/mlb/stand/1997finaldiv.htm
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/econ/faculty/Vrooman/sports.htm
http://www.ballparksofbaseball.com/capacity.htm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_professional_sports_team_owners#Major_League_Baseball_owners
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_professional_sports_team_owners#Major_League_Baseball_owners
http://www.forbes.com/forbes/2003/0428/mlb.html
http://www.forbes.com/legacy/forbes/1999/0531/6311112tab1_table.shtml
http://www.bizofbaseball.com/index.php?option=com_wrapper&Itemid=126
http://static.espn.go.com/mlb/s/2001/1205/1290777.html
http://lostremote.com/new-nielsen-dma-rankings-released_b3646
http://www.dslreports.com/forum/r16839737-Nielsen-TV-DMA-2006-2007-Rankings
http://www.dslreports.com/forum/r16839737-Nielsen-TV-DMA-2006-2007-Rankings
http://www.medialifemagazine.com:8080/news2001/aug01/aug20/4_thurs/news1thursday.html
http://www.medialifemagazine.com:8080/news2001/aug01/aug20/4_thurs/news1thursday.html
http://www.bigsoccer.com/community/threads/nielsen-tv-markets-ranks-2002-2003-eff-9-21-02.10362/
http://www.bigsoccer.com/community/threads/nielsen-tv-markets-ranks-2002-2003-eff-9-21-02.10362/
http://www.nielsenmedia.com/forclients/04-05_LocalUE_Reissue-092804.html
http://www.demographia.com/db-cancma.htm

