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Letter from the Executive Board
Honourable delegates, welcome to the World Football Tribunal.

This committee is not here to debate who the greatest footballer of all time is, nor is it a forum for comparing trophy 

counts or settling the eternal rivalries of club football. Instead, this tribunal exists to examine something much more 

important and much more politically relevant: the role of money, ownership, power, and influence in the world of 

football. The sport is often spoken about as though it exists purely on the pitch, but in reality, football is shaped by 

investors, governing bodies, club owners, leagues, sponsors, political interests, and the supporters who sustain it. The 

purpose of this committee is to confront those realities directly.

At the centre of the agenda is the question of private equity in football and the significance of the 50+1 rule. Delegates 

must evaluate whether football should remain fundamentally member-led and fan-influenced, or whether private 

capital should be allowed to determine the future of clubs, leagues, and football governance more broadly. This 

committee will not simply ask whether investment is good or bad. It will ask what kind of investment is legitimate, what 

kind of control is acceptable, and what safeguards are necessary to preserve the integrity of the sport.

By the end of the committee, delegates will be expected to produce a committee-wide report explaining whether the 

chamber is in favour of or opposed to the wider implementation of the 50+1 rule. That report must not merely state a 

conclusion; it must include the reasoning behind that conclusion, the case studies used to support it, and the 

governance principles that justify the final position. This means that your debate should be serious, evidence-based, and 

attentive to the tensions between sporting tradition and financial modernity.

This tribunal will also operate on an association-based structure. Delegates will represent clubs and institutions within 

national or regional associations, and each association may develop its own internal documents. If a position secures a 

51% majority within that association, it may be treated as the official internal stance of that bloc for committee 

purposes. For instance, if 5 out of 8 English clubs support a particular document, then the English association may 

present that position collectively in the wider committee. This system is designed to reflect the reality that football 

governance is often negotiated through coalitions, not isolated clubs acting alone.

Delegates are encouraged to think beyond slogans. The most effective speeches will address financial sustainability, 

supporter legitimacy, competitive balance, long-term planning, and the risks of concentrated ownership. Clubs are not 

just businesses, and they are not just cultural symbols either. They are institutions that sit at the intersection of 

community identity and commercial power. Your responsibility in this committee is to decide how that power should be 

distributed.



Rules of Procedure
1) Delegates represent clubs, associations, and football institutions, not individual players or managers.

2) Delegates should be ready to defend not only what benefits their club, but what benefits football as a whole.

3) The committee’s final output must be a committee-wide report, with explicit reasoning for or against wider 
adoption of    50+ 1

4) Internal association documents may be drafted and adopted if they achieve a 51% majority within the 

relevant association.

5) Delegates should distinguish between capital that stabilizes clubs and capital that concentrates power.

6) Arguments must be connected to policy, governance, or economics, not just club loyalty or trophy bragging

7) Moderated and unmoderated caucuses may be used to build blocs around shared ownership philosophies.

8)  Case studies are encouraged, especially when they reveal long-term consequences rather than short-term 
headlines.

9)  Fan representation must be treated as a serious governance issue, not a symbolic gesture. 

10)  Delegates should be ready to defend not only what benefits their club, but what benefits football as a 
whole.

What the Agenda is Really About
This agenda is fundamentally about power. In modern football, power does not only mean winning matches or 
signing star players. It means deciding who owns clubs, who sets budgets, who hires executives, who defines the 
club’s identity, and who benefits from the commercial growth of the game. Private equity has become one of the 
most controversial forces in football because it promises stability, expansion, and professionalism, but often at 
the cost of long-term control and transparency. For many supporters, the problem is not investment itself; the 

problem is what investment changes once it enters the club.

The committee should treat football as a political economy. That means looking at the flow of capital, the role of 
institutions, and the relationship between ownership and legitimacy. Some clubs are run by members and 
supporters, some are owned by families, some are controlled by state-backed funds, some are held by private 
equity firms, and some exist inside multi-club networks. Each model produces different incentives. Some 
encourage local accountability.

Others prioritize scalability, brand value, and financial returns. The agenda asks delegates to decide which of 
these models deserves to shape football’s future.

The relevance of this topic also lies in the growing divide between football as a community institution and 
football as a global asset class. For many years, clubs were local organizations tied to a city, district, or fan 
culture. Today, many of them are treated as investment vehicles, commercial brands, and strategic nodes in 

international portfolios. This change has transformed how clubs operate, how they are financed, and how 



supporters experience them. The committee should therefore not approach this topic as a narrow legal dispute, 
but as a broader question of what football is allowed to become.

The 50-1 Rule and its Significance
The 50+1 rule is one of the most famous principles in football governance. In simple terms, it requires that the 
parent club retain 50 percent plus one vote in the company operating the professional team, ensuring that the 
club’s members or supporters maintain majority voting control. This means that even if an outside investor 
contributes substantial financial resources, they cannot gain full decision-making authority unless an exception 

applies. In effect, the rule prevents investors from fully taking over clubs in the way that is common in many 
other leagues.

The logic behind the rule is deeply tied to German football culture, which has historically emphasized 
membership, collective identity, and democratic participation. Clubs are not meant to be owned purely as 
assets; they are meant to remain social institutions rooted in the communities that support them. The rule 
reflects the idea that the people who invest emotionally in a club should also have a meaningful say in its future. 

That is why 50+1 is often seen as more than a legal mechanism. It is viewed as a statement about the moral 
purpose of football governance.

Its significance to this committee is immense because it sits at the intersection of every major issue in the 
agenda. If the committee supports wider implementation of 50+1, then it is endorsing a model where fan power, 
majority membership control, and limits on external ownership are treated as central to legitimacy. If the 

committee rejects it, then it is effectively arguing that football should be open to more aggressive forms of 
private capital, even if that weakens supporter control. In that sense, the 50+1 rule is not just one policy among 
many. It is the framework through which delegates can assess whether football should prioritize democracy or 
capital efficiency.

The rule also matters because it is not only a German issue anymore. Across Europe and beyond, fans and 

policymakers have started asking whether clubs should be protected from full investor capture. 50+1 has 
become a symbol of resistance to the idea that football clubs are simply businesses like any other. Supporters of 
the rule argue that it preserves identity, prevents reckless speculation, and keeps decision-making closer to the 
people most affected by it. Critics argue that it makes clubs less competitive, discourages serious investment, 
and leaves them unable tokeep pace with wealthier, less restricted rivals. The committee should grapple with 
both interpretations seriously.

There is also an important distinction between the letter of the rule and its spirit. Some arrangements 
technically comply with ownership regulations while still leaving effective power in the hands of sponsors, 
investors, or corporate sponsors. That distinction is crucial because a committee like this should not treat legal 
compliance as the same thing as legitimacy. A club may satisfy the formal requirements of a rule while still 
undermining the values that rule was designed to protect. That is one reason 50+1 remains such a powerful 

debate point in football politics.

Private Investment Case Studies
Private investment in football takes many forms, and the committee matrix gives you several excellent case 
studies to compare. Some examples show the dangers of investor dependence, some show the attraction of 

modern ownership networks, and some show how capital can produce extraordinary sporting success. The most 
important thing for delegates is not to treat these cases as isolated stories. They are evidence of different 



models of football governance, and each one reveals something about how ownership changes the game. 
Hertha BSC is one of the clearest cautionary examples. The club attracted major investment from

Lars Windhorst through Tennor, and at first the injection of money appeared to signal a new era of ambition. 

However, the relationship deteriorated badly, and the investment came to be associated with instability, internal 
conflict, and disappointment rather than sustainable sporting progress. The Hertha case is useful because it 
shows that money alone does not solve structural problems. If a club lacks coherent sporting planning, stable 
leadership, and a healthy relationship between ownership and management, then even large sums of capital can 
fail to produce meaningful success.

Hertha also illustrates the emotional dimension of investor-led ownership. Supporters often welcome 
investment when they believe it will bring competitiveness, but frustration quickly follows when the owner’s 
promises do not match reality. The backlash is not only about poor results. It is also about the sense that a club’s 
identity is being handed over to an external actor whose interests may not align with those of the supporters. 
That makes Hertha a strong example for delegates who want to argue that football clubs need protection from 
volatile ownership structures.

BlueCo presents a different kind of model entirely. As the ownership vehicle behind Chelsea and Strasbourg, 
BlueCo is a strong example of multi-club ownership and cross-border portfolio management. The argument in 
favour of this model is that it allows clubs to pool expertise, share scouting and recruitment systems, and 
operate as part of a larger global strategy. Supporters ofmulti-club ownership often claim that it creates scale, 
financial resilience, and access to talent networks that a standalone club could never build on its own.

But the criticism is equally important. If one entity controls multiple clubs, then those clubs may no longer 
function as independent sporting institutions. Instead, they become interconnected assets in a wider business 
structure. This raises questions about conflicts of interest, player development pathways, transfer 
manipulation, and the degree to which fans can actually influence decisions. BlueCo is therefore especially 
relevant to the 50+1 discussion because it shows how modern capital can bypass local accountability through 

transnational ownership structures. It also demonstrates that football is increasingly governed by corporate 
logic rather.than by community logic.

RB Leipzig and the broader Red Bull football group are among the most politically charged examples in the 
committee. The club is often viewed as a 50+1 workaround because it is formally structured to comply with the 
rule while still operating in a way that gives enormous practical influence to the corporate sponsor. This makes it 
an ideal case study for debates about the difference between formal rules and substantive democracy. On 

paper, the model may fit within the regulatory system. In practice, many fans see it as a corporate project 
dressed in club identity.

Red Bull’s football model is also interesting because it is not simply exploitative in a crude sense. It has 
produced rapid sporting progress, highly professional operations, and a coherent global brand. That is what 
makes it so difficult to dismiss entirely. A delegate opposing strict anti-investor sentiment may argue that Red 

Bull proves football can be modernized, globalized, and made more competitive without collapsing into chaos. A 
delegate supporting fan-led governance may counter that no amount of sporting efficiency can justify the 
erosion of authentic club democracy. That tension is precisely why RB Leipzig belongs in this committee. 
Manchester City is the strongest positive example of private investment in the agenda. After the

Abu Dhabi takeover, the club underwent a dramatic transformation from a club with strong ambitions but 

limited global reach into one of the most successful and sophisticated football institutions in the world. This 
transformation was not limited to the first team. It involvedinfrastructure, analytics, recruitment, academy 
development, international branding, and the growth of a multi-club network through City Football Group. Later 
private equity investment from Silver Lake helped value the group at $4.8 billion, showing how institutional 
investors saw the model as commercially credible and globally scalable.

Manchester City is important because it gives delegates a serious counterargument against rigid anti-investor 

logic. If the goal is to build world-class facilities, recruit elite talent, and create a sustainable competitive 
project, then large-scale capital can be enormously effective. City is often presented as proof that private 



investment can save a club, raise its profile, and deliverlong-term success. For delegates skeptical of 50+1, this is 
the strongest argument: if money is used strategically and consistently, it can transform a club without 
necessarily destroying it.

However, City also complicates the moral debate. The club’s success raises questions about competitive 
balance, state-linked capital, and the degree to which football rewards financial power over organic 
development. That is why the example is so useful. It is not a simple triumph story, but a case study in how 
investment can produce both legitimacy and controversy at the same time.

European Super League and FIFA 
The European Super League is one of the clearest warnings about what happens when football’s elite 
organizations prioritize guaranteed money over competition and supporter consent. The proposal to create a 
closed breakaway competition triggered immediate backlash from supporters, domestic leagues, governing 
bodies, and politicians. The most serious criticism was that it would have undermined the core sporting 
principle that clubs should earn their place through results, not secure permanent access through status and 

wealth. The ESL matters because it shows what happens when the logic of revenue protection is pushed to its 
extreme. The clubs involved were not merely trying to earn more money; they were attempting to redesign 
football so that elite brands could insulate themselves from sporting risk.

That is deeply relevant to the private equity debate because it reveals the same underlying impulse: turning 
clubs into more stable financial assets by reducing uncertainty. In this sense, the ESL can be framed as the 

logical endpoint of football governance driven by capital rather than competition.

The backlash also proves that football legitimacy depends on more than financial success. A plan can be 
profitable, strategically ambitious, and commercially rational, yet still be rejected by the wider football 
community if it violates the sport’s moral expectations. That is a critical lesson for this committee. Delegates 
should ask whether any ownership model that undermines meritocracy can be acceptable, even if it promises 

stability or growth.

FIFA should also be included in the discussion, not because it is the same as private equity, but because it sits 
within the larger ecosystem of football power. FIFA’s role in global governance means it helps define the 
conditions under which clubs, investors, leagues, and federations operate. Its structure has long attracted 
criticism for opacity, commercialism, and the concentration of influence. In a broader sense, FIFA illustrates how 
football governance at the top level can become detached from the people and communities that sustain the 

sport.

This matters because private equity and FIFA are connected by the same underlying issue: who gets to decide 
how football is organized, and who benefits from those decisions? If governing institutions are weak or 
unaccountable, then private money can operate with limited restraint. Ifthey are too rigid, then clubs may be 
unable to adapt financially. The committee should therefore think of FIFA not as a side issue, but as part of the 

environment in which all modern football ownership models function.

Fan Involvement and Debate
One of the most important questions in this committee is the role of fans in club decision-making. Fans are often 
described as consumers, but that language is too narrow. Supporters provide emotional continuity, cultural 

identity, matchday revenue, community legitimacy, and historical memory. They are also the people who remain 



when owners leave, investors fail, and executives change. That makes them central stakeholders in any serious 
discussion about football governance. 

The committee should therefore open a genuine forum for debate on whether fan power should be made formal 

and legally protected. Should supporters have votes? Should they sit on boards? Should they be able to block 
major ownership changes, relocation decisions, or identity-related reforms? Or should fans simply be consulted 
while ultimate control remains with owners and executives? These are not abstract questions. They determine 
whether football clubs are governed as civic institutions or treated mainly as commercial property.

Supporters of stronger fan control argue that football clubs are not ordinary companies. They are rooted in local 

identity, public emotion, and long-term community loyalty. This gives them a moral status that goes beyond 
pure market logic. From that perspective, 50+1 is not only about ownership structures in Germany; it is about 
preserving the principle that clubs should not be fully detached from their supporters. Opponents, however, 
argue that too much fan control can make clubs less flexible, slow down decision-making, and scare away the 
capital needed to survive in a highly competitive market.

The most interesting debate, then, is not simply whether fans should have a say, but how much say they should 

have and through what mechanisms. Delegates may want to consider a hybrid model in which investors provide 
capital, but supporters retain formal veto rights over identity-defining decisions. Others may argue for a more 
radical version of 50+1 that gives supporters enduring majority control. Others still may insist that football 
should remain open to private ownership with minimal restrictions. All of those positions are valid starting 
points for debate, provided they are defended with logic rather than sentiment alone. 

The final forum should therefore pose a direct question to the chamber: should football’s future be determined 
primarily by those who finance it, those who govern it, or those who live it? That question is the heart of the 
agenda. It is also the most effective way to frame the final committee report, because it forces delegates to 
define legitimacy itself


