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ABSTRACT
	National Basketball Association and National Hockey League owners did not share gate receipts with visiting teams, unlike baseball and football owners. I estimate how gate sharing might have worked in professional basketball and hockey. Had basketball and hockey owners copied existing gate-sharing rules in baseball and football, their prospective plans would have been unlikely to have transferred as much revenue from New York City teams to teams in smaller cities as would placing visitors’ shares into a common pool (as baseball does today) would have. Given the NBA and NHL owners’ rugged individualism, they were unlikely to adopt such a radical plan. JEL Classifications: L83, N82.
	Professional sports leagues are cartels. Cartels must confront the question of how to divide monopoly profits. Aside from splitting territories, professional sports leagues must decide how to split revenue. Sports economists, pundits, and fans think, believe, or hope that revenue sharing will lead to greater competitive balance. A surprising number of owners of professional sports teams do not exhibit enthusiasm for revenue sharing. The National Basketball Association (NBA), the National Hockey League (NHL), and a surprising number of baseball’s minor leagues did not have gate-sharing plans during the 1950s.
	We shall focus on the likely outcomes of such plans in the NBA and the NHL during the period 1946-57. We chose this time period for three reasons. The period is a good place to examine how revenue sharing might have worked in these two leagues, as there is gate receipt information for five or six seasons during the mid-1950s. By the mid-1950s, both leagues were small compact organizations with six or eight teams. The small number of teams will make it easier to trace gate-revenue patterns. The period also coincides with that studied in my previous work examining revenue sharing in Major League Baseball and the National Football League.
	
I) Past Literature
	What are the purposes of gate-sharing plans? The usual explanation revolves around equalizing differences in potential drawing power. Teams in larger cities usually attract larger crowds and greater revenues than teams in smaller cities, thereby affecting competitive balance and the financial viability of teams in smaller cities. Baseball historian Harold Seymour stated this belief: “Appreciating the results of inequality of markets, the owners tried to compensate by sharing gate receipts (Seymour 1971, 8).” The National League’s founder, William Hulburt, tried to ameliorate any population disparity by having a population requirement embedded in the league’s constitution. Early baseball leagues experienced tension, as owners of teams in the larger cities wanted a rule stipulating a fixed guarantee, while owners of teams in the smaller cities wanted a rule stipulating a fixed percentage (Seymour 1960, 209). In most cases, owners of prosperous teams gave grudgingly to those owners of teams that were faltering at the gate.
Sports economists initially believed that revenue-sharing plans shifted revenue from teams in larger cities to those in smaller cities (Scully 1989, 195 and Quirk and Fort 1992, 271-76). Some sports economists believe that revenue sharing may have scant effect on competitive balance but may serve to help teams in small cities such as Green Bay survive (Rottenberg 1956 and Quirk and Fort 1992). Kesenne (2000), Marburger (1997), Vrooman (1995), Szymanski and Kesenne (2004), and Miller (2007) provide subtler examinations of revenue sharing’s effects upon competitive balance. Surdam (2002 and 2007) showed that revenue-sharing plans’ effects may be contrary to common belief, if a team’s winning percentage positively affects its ability to draw on the road.
In addition to redistributing revenue, revenue-sharing plans may have another effect. Some gate-sharing plans may reduce the marginal revenue product of winning, so the demand for top players may decline, leading to lower salaries (Canes 1974; Fort and Quirk 1995). In a sense, the gate-sharing plan may help owners escape the Prisoners’ Dilemma-like problem of too much competition for top players.

II) Major League Baseball’s and the NFL’s Gate-Sharing Experiences
	Hockey and basketball owners could study the experiences of their baseball and football brethren. During the postwar era, baseball teams paid flat rates per attendee to the visiting team, while NFL teams paid one-third of the home gate to the visiting team. Football’s gate-sharing plan, though, included a minimum guarantee of $20,000 per game. Both sports’ gate-sharing plans were regressive. Baseball’s plan was regressive, because teams that charged more for tickets or sold higher proportions of reserved and box seats, such as the New York Yankees, paid a lower proportion of their home gate to the visiting team than did other teams (typically the St. Louis Browns or Philadelphia Athletics). Because of the minimum guarantee, football’s Chicago Cardinals and Green Bay Packers often paid a higher proportion of their home gate revenue to visiting teams than did teams in New York or Los Angeles. Since NFL owners had increased the guarantee in the late 1940s, they intended it to be binding (Surdam 2002 and 2007).
	Why did baseball and football owners implement regressive features? Owners of prosperous teams may have feared the moral hazard aspects implicit in gate-sharing plans. In addition, when leagues were struggling to survive, a “life boat” mentality emerged: out with the weak. During Congressional hearings on a proposed merger between the American Basketball Association and the NBA, Emanuel Celler, chair of the committee, commented that the proposed merger would not help weaker teams with smaller arenas. “But isn’t it true that many of the weaker financial clubs need gate sharing, or the merger really won’t help them. Many of these clubs play in arenas that hold only 6,000 or 7,000 fans at capacity. But the Knicks, for example, play in Madison Square Garden which seats 19,500.” To rebut Celler’s comment, ABA Kentucky Colonels owner, Wendell Cherry, stated:
I have been in the ABA for three seasons. Prior to that, we had gate sharing—-15 percent of the home gate went to the visiting club. I think that the whole concept of gate sharing as some kind of magical solution to the economic disaster is foolish when you consider that this league, in 5 years of existence has lost $20 million. Not a single club has made a dime in any given year. Gate sharing might be—-and I think it should be in the province of the clubs—-a viable approach to the question of helping weaker teams if you had a viable going business concern that made money. The idea of the nine ABA teams getting together and agreeing on 10 or 15 or 20 percent, when all of us are talking about disastrous losses every year, to me makes the question moot insofar as the ABA is concerned. We did have it and we did unanimously vote to change it.
Cherry went on to say that the teams still contributed 6 percent of their gate to “the league office to fund the operation of the league.” He revealed what may be the owners’ real animus towards gate sharing, when he said, “when you talk about gate sharing you may be talking about dulling the incentive of a particular club which may not be doing its job….There is no dispute that professional basketball is business….If you ended up with gate sharing, what incentives do you produce in the club that may not be doing so well, to do better on its own initiative? A club can’t make it in this business depending on another team forever (U.S. House 1972, 22-23).” Presaging Wendell Cherry’s remarks, some baseball owners accused the St. Louis Browns owners of stripping their team of the best players, remaining weak at home but still drawing adequate crowds on the road (Stann 1951, pp. 35-36).
	Baseball’s gate-sharing plans confounded conventional wisdom. Because the New York Yankees and Brooklyn Dodgers were the most popular draws on the road, these wealthy teams were net beneficiaries of their leagues’ gate-sharing plans (Surdam 2002 and 2007). While the bottom-feeding teams did reap net benefits from gate sharing, the middle-class teams funded the transfers. The Milwaukee Braves gave and gave. Although the Dodgers’ Branch Rickey excoriated “socialism” in baseball, he was content to cash the checks from visiting his opponents’ ballparks. The Dodgers and New York Giants enjoyed the large checks they got from playing in Milwaukee, and they persuaded their fellow owners to increase the per-attendee rate from 22.5 to 27.5 cents after the Braves’ inaugural season in Milwaukee. The increase in the flat rate only enlarged the transfer from Milwaukee to the Dodgers and Giants, while the woeful Pittsburgh Pirates saw just minimal increases.
	During the 1940s and 1950s, then, gate-sharing plans meant different things to owners than fans and sports economists might have surmised.

III) A Simple Model of Gate Sharing
	Consider a league with n teams. Team A’s gate revenue, net of admission taxes, would be largely dependent upon the gate-sharing rule, average ticket prices, and attendance:
(1) TeamA(Gate Revenue) = ∑in-1(1-β)[TA x Attendance(W-L Pct.A, W-L Pct.i, PopulationA, Stadium CapacityA, …)] 
+ ∑in-1 β[Ti x Attendance(W-L Pct.A, W-L Pct.i, Populationi, Stadium Capacityi, …)].
	Where β = proportional gate share,
		Ti = Team i’s (average ticket price)
The equation can easily be adapted to a flat-rate revenue scheme by deleting (1-β) and β and replacing TA with TA – α and Ti with α, where α is the flat-rate per attendee.
	This equation demonstrates that a team’s ability to draw on the road affects the net result of gate sharing. In the simple two-team model, as Team A improves, its ability to draw at home increases but its ability to draw on the road decreases. With more than two teams, this inverse relationship may be severed.


IV) Brief History of the BAA/NBA and NHL
	The Basketball Association of American began play in October 1946. Several owners of hockey arenas decided that professional basketball was a perfect vehicle for filling open dates at their arenas. The BAA competed with the decade-old National Basketball League. By the 1949-50 season, the two leagues had essentially merged. Seventeen teams played that season, including some in such small towns as Anderson and Fort Wayne, Indiana; Sheboygan, Wisconsin; and Waterloo Iowa. Six teams folded after the season ended. Three more teams folded within the next four seasons, leaving the league with eight survivors.
	Hockey was a small, tight-knit organization. The Norris family owned the arenas in Chicago, Detroit, and New York, so they controlled the hockey teams in those cities. During the Congressional hearings in 1957, legislators quizzed James Norris about this “interlocking” ownership. Norris claimed that he only had direct involvement in the Chicago franchise, while his half-siblings ran Detroit. He claimed to have no influence over the New York Rangers (U.S. House 1957, pp. 2,965-2,977). The legislators were not fully convinced and demanded a list of player transactions between the Black Hawks, Red Wings, and Rangers (U.S. House 1957, pp. 3,147-3,148). The reader can decide whether the suspicion was justified: Chicago and New York had the worst post-war records in the NHL, while Detroit had the best record.
	The Black Hawks and Rangers played in stadiums seating a few thousand more fans than did Montreal and Boston’s stadiums (Table 1). The proportional differences in hockey stadium capacities were smaller than in basketball, baseball, or football. Of course, differing ticket prices could exacerbate New York’s advantage in stadium capacity compared with, say, Montreal. According to team programs housed at the Joyce Sports Collection in the Hesburgh Library at Notre Dame, New York had higher prices than its rival American hockey teams. Canadian teams did not report ticket prices in their programs. Home revenue was not perfectly correlated with population base (Table 2). Detroit generated more home revenue than did Chicago, but New York had more home receipts in four of the five years reported.
	The NHL enjoyed a postwar boom, with most of the arenas consistently selling out their rinks (Table 3). Even the lackluster Chicago Black Hawks attracted large crowds; the team led the league in attendance during the 1946-47 and 1947-48 seasons (Burns 1948, 2). Burns cited fellow sportswriter Dan Parker, who believed that hockey owners bizarrely decided to understate attendance figures during the 1947-48 season. Hockey attendance began to slacken. As New York’s Madison Square Garden impresario Ned Irish reminisced, “It also should be remembered that 1945-46, 1946-47 and 1947-48, when almost any show we presented was an automatic sell-out, were not normal years. Money was freer and there were not as many television sets in operation. The basic interest in sports is as keen as ever but today it takes a top-grade attraction to fill the house (Sheehan 1955, 25).” The owners decided to expand the season to seventy games beginning with the 1949-50 season, giving each team five more home dates. Hockey attendance held firm during the early 1950s, but because the season was seventy instead of sixty games, this meant that the automatic sell-outs had ended for most of the American teams. One sportswriter reported, “The rapidly dwindling crowds in Boston, New York, Chicago, and even Detroit, where Coach Tommy Ivan’s Red Wings are running away with the league championship, are proof enough that the fans don’t want a steady diet of hockey, hockey and more hockey. The average sports fan will tire of any sport if he sees too much of it (Farrell, Sec. 2, 2).” The New York Rangers and Boston Bruins voted against the expanded schedule.
	By the mid-1950s, the New York Rangers and Boston Bruins saw attendance lag from the postwar boom, but neither team was as badly hit as the Black Hawks in 1954-55. The team’s owner, James Norris, testified before a Congressional hearing that the Chicago Stadium corporation was worse off for hosting hockey games:
Representative Rogers: What you mean to say is that without hockey, your revenue to the Chicago Stadium would be much less. Instead of a loss of $200,000, you may have a loss of $300,000? Is that right?
Mr. Norris: No, sir. It would be a little more in reverse. Without hockey, the building would probably make, with the revenue from ice shows and boxing, $150,000 to $200,000 a year.
Norris admitted that while the Chicago Stadium could not fill all of the hockey dates with ice shows and boxing, the stadium would be better off not having hockey. “But I don’t know what would happen to the hockey league, and, also, it our pride to run hockey. We love hockey; that is why we are in it….I know, if we can get a representative hockey club in Chicago, we can draw as much as anybody can draw (U.S. House 1957, pp. 2,977-78).” The Black Hawks had already taken the step of scheduling four or five home games in St. Louis or St. Paul.
	The NBA and NHL were going in opposite directions by the mid-1950s. The NHL mirrored Major League Baseball with its attendance slump during the early 1950s, while the NBA’s surviving teams, if not exactly prospering, were beginning to generate larger crowds.

V) How Gate-Sharing Rules Might Have Operated in the NHL and NBA
	The National Hockey League’s Constitution of 1947 showed no provisions for sharing gate receipts with visiting teams (U.S. House 1957, 3,074). The league’s Constitution stipulated that teams contribute equally to funding the league office, but the details changed from year-to-year (U.S. House, 1957, 3,021). In previous years, the league had a gate-sharing plan that granted visiting teams 3.5% of the gate receipts. Historian John Wong details the league’s revenue-sharing plan during the 1920s and 1930s. From the minutes of the NHL meetings, the owners appeared to be concerned with travel costs and thought of the 3.5% rule as a way to compensate teams for such costs (Wong 2005, 95). Owners of the New York Rangers appeared unwilling to share much home gate receipts with teams in smaller cities such as Ottawa. Wong describes how the Ottawa team, while a strong draw on the road, lacked the population base to generate sufficient home gate receipts. The Ottawa owners wanted the league to boost the percentage to 20% but were rebuffed. Owners of teams in larger cities piously maintained that increasing the gate share was fraught with moral hazard. They claimed that owners of weak teams might be tempted to leech off the teams in the larger cities. The owners grudgingly decided to create a pool of money for teams in financial distress by directing 0.5% of the 3.5% into the new pool. To receive any relief, though, a team had to open its financial records for audit by owners of rival teams. As Wong points out, the new rule actually injured the Ottawa team, since the team’s owner was unwilling to submit to such scrutiny and was now receiving just 3.0% of the gate receipts. The Ottawa team eventually folded (Wong 2005, 123-128). Participants in the playoffs split the gate receipts after expenses (Wong 2005, 38 and 98).
	The Basketball Association of America, the forerunner of the NBA, did not have any provisions for sharing gate revenue during the regular season. Given that some of the BAA’s owners also owned hockey teams, it is not surprising that they brought along the no gate-sharing policy with them to the new sport. League teams, concerned about travel costs, agreed to equalize such costs between teams. Teams that incurred travel costs higher than average received payment from teams incurring such costs below the average (JMOHRC, “NBA Bulletin #116,” January 3, 1949). When the NBL and BAA finally “merged” into the NBA, the no gate-sharing rule persisted, despite a majority of former NBL teams in the league (five versus three by 1954).
	The NBA assessed league fees amounting to 5% of the net gate revenue (after taxes) and a minimum of $175 per game. The last clause meant that teams drawing poorly, such as the Washington Capitols paid a larger proportion of their gates to the league office than the New York Knicks in 1950-51. The Capitols paid 11% of their net receipts to the league treasury, while the Knicks, Minneapolis Lakers, and Syracuse Nationals sent in just 5% of theirs that season (JMOHRC, “NBA Bulletin #87B,” June 19, 1951). Washington bid adieu to the NBA during the middle of the season. While the other owners tried to bail out teams in Chicago and Baltimore, they were willing to watch Washington and teams in smaller cities exit.
	NBA owners opted to boost the gate by staging doubleheaders: two games featuring four different teams. The big-city owners agreed to swap home games with each other in order to create a doubleheader. The home team relinquishing its home date received either $1,000 or $1,500 to help defray transportation expenses (JMOHRC, “NBA Bulletin #6,” October 9, 1952; “NBA Communication #47,” January 30, 1953; “NBA Bulletin #84,” March 13, 1947; “NBA Bulletin #79,” September 9, 1948; “NBA Bulletin #99,” November 4, 1948). The NBA would eventually exemplify the adage, have large crowds will travel.

A) NHL
	Table 2 shows the National Hockey League teams’ gate receipts for the mid-1950s, except for the Toronto Maple Leafs (who only submitted cursory information). Table 4 shows the teams’ points (two points for a win; one point for a loss) for the postwar period. Whatever the actual standard deviation with regard to points, several of the teams tended to maintain the same relative rank season after season.
	The attendance figures compiled on a game-by-game basis from the New York Times largely correlated with season figures later published by that newspaper (New York Times, May 23, 1948, 35; U.S. Congress 1952, 1,455). The New York Times season-attendance figures for 1946-47 coincided with the information presented to Congress, but the 1947-48 figure was 121,000 above that given to Congress. The game-by-game total for 1946-47 was about 134,000 greater than the amount reported to Congress.
	During the 1946-47 season (1947-48 exhibited a similar pattern), NHL stadiums were almost at capacity for every game (Table 5). Fans seemed to ignore the visiting team’s record when deciding to attend a home game. The two best teams attracted the most fans while on the road, while the two worst teams attracted the fewest fans on the road. Before concluding that a team’s ability to draw on the road was directly related to its win-loss record, note the following: Chicago never played itself on the road. The results were driven by stadium capacity. Chicago had the largest capacity, while Montreal had the smallest. If every game in every stadium was a sell-out, Chicago and New York would have the smallest road attendance, while Montreal would have the largest, regardless of teams’ win-loss records.
	By the 1954-55 season (again, the 1955-56 season was similar to the preceding season except New York had a rebound in attendance), Chicago and New York still fielded weak teams. While Montreal, Toronto, and Detroit played to near-capacity crowds, the other three teams did not. Montreal again led the league in road attendance, but the point-leader, Detroit, ranked just fifth in road attendance. In any event, the relative differences in hockey’s road attendance were small compared with Major League Baseball’s. Putting visitors’ gate shares into a common pool probably would not have encountered as much resistance as a similar plan would have in Major League Baseball where league powers New York Yankees and Brooklyn Dodgers benefited from the existing plans.
	Table 6 summarizes the two seasons (again, the seasons following 1946-47 and 1954-55 exhibited similar patterns as their immediate predecessor). The table assumes a fifty-cents per attendee gate share in 1946-47, which would have been roughly 33% of the average gate receipt per attendee for that season (U.S. House 1952, 1,455). For 1954-55, the table assumes a $0.55 per attendee gate share or, again, roughly 33% of the gate receipts. Chicago flip-flopped from being the biggest net loser with respect to gate sharing to being the biggest beneficiary, while Montreal would have gone in the reverse. Adding the two seasons would have brought most of the teams close to zero net transfers (Toronto being the biggest loser at $32,000 for the two seasons combined).
	For both of these years, New York’s higher ticket prices and apparently higher gate receipts per attendee would have lent a downward-bias on the Rangers’ projected payout of home gate revenue to visiting teams. If we assume a fifteen-cent per attendee difference in gate share, New York’s net loss from revenue sharing might have been adjusted by as much as $40-$50,000 in 1946-47 and its net benefit in 1954-55 adjusted downward.
	I charted New York’s game-by-game attendance for six seasons, 1946-49 and 1954-57 (Table 7). According to these figures, the Rangers would have been net losers in five of the six seasons, although the team would have come close to breaking even during the 1954-57 period. The lack of a gate-sharing scheme was not needed to tame New York, as its lackluster win-loss record shows.
	The postwar NHL did not suffer from a “New York State of Mind,” as singer-songwriter Billy Joel might have warbled. The Rangers were just occasional participants in the post-season. While the team had a larger stadium capacity and greater population base than all of its rivals, except for Chicago’s stadium, advantages enhanced by higher ticket prices and likely greater average gate receipts per attendee, these advantages did not translate into dominance on the ice. New York’s resurgence of sorts in 1955-56 led to a spike in the team’s attendance and gate receipts. If we assume Canadians, on average, had a greater willingness to attend NHL games, then the two Canadian teams could maintain parity, if not superiority, with New York and Chicago. The more interesting question is, “Why Detroit?” From 1948-57, the Red Wings accumulated the most points in every season save one. 

B) BAA/NBA
	NBA owners submitted financial data for the 1951-57 seasons to Congress. Tables 8 and 9 show the home receipts (net of admission taxes) and gross receipts (from all sources) for these seasons. Given that most teams had payrolls in excess of $50,000 per season, some of the teams did not have much surplus between net home receipts and payrolls. Prior to the Congressional hearings, BAA and NBA financial data were safely locked away from public view. The Joseph M. O’Brien Historical Research Center at the Naismith Basketball Memorial Hall of Fame has some archival data that allows a researcher to fill some gaps.
	Table 10 shows the records of NBA teams. The reader will notice that a large number of teams failed. Of twenty-two teams that played in the BAA/NBA, only eight survived to 1955-56. Five of the survivors were originally members of the National Basketball League. While New York typically had a winning record, the team won no championships during the ten seasons depicted (although it reached the league championship finals three times). The Minneapolis Lakers, with dominant center George Mikan, and Rochester Royals were consistently the best teams in the league until 1954-55 when Mikan retired and the owners installed the twenty-four second clock.
	The high attrition rate supports the owners’ claims that owning an NBA team was a risky endeavor, if not a vow of poverty. Table 11 shows how a gate revenue-sharing plan might have worked during the 1946-47 and 1947-48 seasons. The hypothetical plan assumes a one-third share of net home receipts put into a common pool. Teams would receive equal shares of the pool. If BAA teams exhibited a similar characteristic as their Major League Baseball and National Football League peers in that a team’s ability to draw on the road was positively related to its win-loss record, then the common pool would redistribute larger amounts to weaker teams than a system whereby the revenue share went directly to the visiting team. Given that the BAA was hemorrhaging money, Wendell Cherry’s remarks seem applicable. Throwing Cleveland, Detroit, Pittsburgh, and Toronto overboard made more sense to the league’s long-run viability than boosting their revenues by less than twenty thousand dollars each.
Because Madison Square Garden hosted hockey and basketball, along with boxing, circuses, ice shows, and college basketball, open dates there were limited. The Knicks played just six games at Madison Square Garden in 1946-47 and twelve games in 1947-48 (half their home schedule). Four of the Knicks’ opponents did not get games at Madison Square Garden in 1946-47. Had there been a gate-sharing plan, teams stuck with games at New York’s Armory (seating 5,200) would have received meager payouts. 
The overall situation was not much improved in 1947-48, with Providence and Boston struggling at the gate. Boston owner Walter Brown had sufficient capital reserves to weather his losses, but Providence eventually folded.
	The NBA records at the Naismith Basketball Memorial Hall of Fame contained game-by-game net (after admission taxes) gate receipts for most of the 1949-51 seasons (Table 12). Certainly the potential for the New York Knicks to share their revenue, if not wealth, existed. However, two factors curbed the Knicks’ redistributive potential. The visiting team’s record affected its drawing capability on the road, and the Knicks’ opponents did not all receive equal opportunities to play at Madison Square Garden. Table 13 shows a fixed-effects regression equation for the 1950-51 season with gate receipts as the dependent variable and several independent variables. Due to the nature of fixed-effects regression, such variables as the home team’s record, population, and population-squared that do not vary within a home team’s panel of games could not be used. The visiting team’s Win-Loss record positively affected the gate receipts, similar to that of Major League Baseball and the National Football League. The difference between a visiting team sporting a .600 W-L record versus one with a .400 record was roughly $1,325 in net gate receipts per game. Teams averaged $4,100 and $4,500 in net gate receipts in 1949-50 and 1950-51 respectively, so the $1,325 per game difference was significant. For the handful of games where the Harlem Globetrotters appeared as part of a doubleheader or where four NBA teams played two games at the same venue (Doubleheader Dummy), the gates were higher. If you were visiting New York, you played before more people at Madison Square Garden than if you played at the Knicks’ alternative home site, the Sixty-Ninth Regiment Armory. Table 14 shows that the Knicks amplified the larger crowd size at games played in Madison Square Garden by scheduling the top teams, such as the Minneapolis Lakers, Rochester Royals, Syracuse Nationals, and Boston Celtics at Madison Square Garden. The Indianapolis Olympians, Fort Wayne Pistons and Milwaukee Hawks rarely appeared in Madison Square Garden. In fact, the Knicks often consented to transfer their home games with the Olympians, Hawks and Pistons to other venues as part of doubleheaders.
	If the intent of a proposed gate-sharing plan was to get the New York Knicks, with that team’s greater potential to generate gate receipts, to share revenue with the teams in the smaller cities, these findings suggest that a common pool approach, such as used in Major League Baseball today would have been more effective than mimicking baseball’s plans of the 1950s. Since the Knicks relegated the poorer teams in the league to games in the Armory, any plan similar to the contemporary baseball or football plans would not have greatly helped out those teams.
	Due to the nature of the NBA’s schedule and because the ability to generate crowds on the road was positively related to the visiting teams’ record, gate-sharing was unlikely to shift large amounts of revenue from teams in the largest cities to teams in smaller cities. The New York Knicks devoutly desired the demise of team such as Waterloo, Anderson, Sheboygan, Tri-Cities, and others. As in Major League Baseball, a better way to improve revenue parity was to induce teams in smaller cities (or sharing cities) to relocate. The five NBA teams remaining in the smallest cities after the shake-up of the early 1950s eventually relocated to larger cities.

VI) Conclusion
	The NHL and NBA are not unique in allowing the home team to retain all of the gate receipts. Many Minor League Baseball teams during the 1950s also eschewed gate-sharing rules. Rather than proceed under the assumption that owners desire gate-sharing rules to compress disparities in revenue or to tamp down bidding for star players, sports economists need to reflect on why many owners do not desire revenue sharing.
	The NHL owners may have eradicated its modest gate-sharing rules of the 1930s, when the league consolidated to six teams in large cities, three of which were owned by the Norris family. The BAA/NBA owners may have thought their initial roster of teams in large cities for the 1946-47 season mitigated the need for any gate-sharing rules. With the chaos of the NBL/BAA merger and continued losses by most, if not all, teams, the owners, especially those in New York and Boston, may have desired a winnowing process. When all teams are losing money, as Wendell Cherry pointed out, gate-sharing may seem foolish.
	The New York Knicks’ actions suggest that, unless gate-sharing receipts were placed into a common pool, teams in smaller cities would not gain very much from plans similar to contemporary baseball and football ones.

	



TABLE 1

BASKETBALL ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA AND NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE TEAMS 1946-47

BAA
                   1950       Stadium
                Population   Capacity         Arena
Boston              801       13,900     Boston Garden
Chicago           3,620       22,000     Chicago Stadium
Cleveland           915       12,500     Cleveland Arena
Detroit           1,850       14,000     Olympia
New York          7,892       18,000*    Madison Square Garden
Philadelphia      2,072        6,000     Arena
Pittsburgh          677        7,000     Gardens
Providence          249        7,000     Auditorium
St. Louis           857       20,000     Arena
Toronto             673       14,000     Gardens
Washington          802        7,000     Uline Arena



NHL
                   1950       Stadium
                Population   Capacity#        Arena
Boston              801       13,900     Boston Garden
Chicago           3,620       20,004     Chicago Stadium
Detroit           1,850       14,500     Olympia
Montreal          1,420       15,488@    Montreal Forum
New York          7,892       15,925     Madison Square Garden
Toronto             673       14,450     Gardens

* Knicks played most of their 1946-47 home games at the Sixty-Ninth Regiment Armory (capacity 5,200).
# includes standees.
@ Montreal’s capacity increased from 9,059 in 1948 to 13,488 (without standees) in 1953-54.
Population: city population in 000’s.
Sources: City population from U.S. Department of Commerce 19xx, 1-69 to 1-99; Montreal and Toronto population figure (1949) from Kieran and Golenpaul, 614. Stadium capacity from Boston Celtics Program, November 16, 1946; see also Hendry (1946) and McKenzie (no date).



TABLE 2
NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE
HOME RECEIPTS AND GROSS OPERATING INCOME

Home Receipts      1952      1953      1954      1955      1956
Boston           189,307   236,639   292,479   316,669   404,356
Chicago          244,927   397,999   230,198   252,920   274,920
Detroit          462,259   413,815   384,373   399,770   401,971
Montreal         454,551   476,639   518,740   513,574   508,061
New York         468,108   402,371   508,119   449,738   718,116

Gross Operating Income
Boston           342,940   420,434   450,797   529,403   598,283
Chicago          273,983   440,248   249,873   265,832   288,493
Detroit          532,441   479,598   494,212   512,838   517,370
Montreal         408,774   521,884   561,965   582,431   570,405
New York         565,343   481,594   573,408   508,215   756,337



Year: not indicated whether 1952 represents 1951-52 or 1952-53 seasons (or simply calendar year).
Home Receipts: Games Played at Home Receipts (after taxes, rink rental, and league share). Chicago and New York did not charge rent, so their home receipts are “overstated” relative to the other teams.
Note: Toronto did not supply data on home receipts or gross operating income.
Source: U.S. House 1957, 3,131-3,148.
[Note: attendance of 336,000; 246,000; 407,000, 505,000, and 313,000 suggest that most teams made an average of one dollar per attendance, but NY made about $1.50.]


TABLE 3
NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE ATTENDANCE, GATE RECEIPTS, AND SALARIES
1946-52

                Attendance  Gate Rece.    Player Salary
1946-47         2,403,110   $3,681,020    $6,105   
1947-48         2,398,475   $3,839,826    $6,360
1948-49         2,296,101   $3,934,158    $7,030
1949-50         2,361,059   $4,049,852    $8,201
1950-51         2,029,255   $3,617,521    $8,375
1951-52                                   $8,635

Based on 120 players in the league.
Source: U.S. House 1952, 1,455. 


TABLE 4
NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE POINTS
1946-57

Season      47  48  49  50   51   52  53  54  55   56  57  Total
Boston      63  59  66  60   62   66  69  74  67   59  80   725
Chicago     42  46  50  54   36   43  69  31  43   50  47   511
Detroit     55  72  75  88  101  100  90  88  95   76  88   928
Montreal    78  51  65  77   65   78  75  81  93  100  82   845
New York    50  55  47  67   61   59  50  68  52   74  66   649
Toronto     72  77  57  74   95   74  67  78  70   61  57   782  
Games       60  60  60  70   70   70  70  70  70   70  70  4440

Season: season ending in 19xx (i.e. 47 is the 1946-47 season).
Points: two points for each win; one point for each tie.

Source: Hollander 1993, 70-90.


TABLE 5
ESTIMATED NHL ATTENDANCE
1946-47 AND 1954-55
(000’s)

                       1946-47
Road                   Home Team                     
Team      BOS   CHI   DET   MON    NY   TOR   Road Att.   Points
BOS       ---   106    76    66*   94    83*      425       63
CHI        83   ---    74    65    90    80       392       42
DET        83   102   ---    66*   92    82*      424       55
MON        83   108    82   ---    93    87       453       78
NY         83    98    78    68   ---    81       407       50
TOR        83   107    79    73*   94   ---       437       72
Home Att. 415   520   388   338   464   412     2,537      360 

Amounts are in 000’s except for total home and road attendance.
* accounts of 11 games did not list attendance. These are
extrapolated figures based on average of other similar games.
Points: two points per win; one point per tie; zero points per
loss.

Source: New York Times, day-by-day examination of hockey scores. [NY Times reported Chicago with 521,772 total attendance; Quirk/Fort list Detroit with 388,300).
                        1954-55
Road                   Home Team                     
Team      BOS   CHI   DET   MON    NY   TOR   Road Att.   Points
BOS       ---    33*   71*  101*   64    88*      357       67
CHI        60*  ---    77*  101*   53    88*      379       43
DET        59*   56*  ---   100*   57    90*      363       95
MON        80*   56*   96*  ---    83    98*      413       93
NY         69    42*   75   100   ---    88       374       52
TOR        68*   60*   87*  101*   56   ---       372       70
Home Att. 336   246   407   503   313   453     2,258      420 


* accounts of 43 games did not list attendance. These are
 extrapolated figures based on average of other similar games.
Source: New York Times, examination of day-by-day hockey scores.


TABLE 6
NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE HOME/ROAD ATTENDANCE
1946-47 and 1954-55

1946-47
            Home Att.   Road Att.   Difference  Points    Share
Boston        415,200     424,772       9,572     63       4,786
Chicago       519,806     391,557    -128,249     42     -64,125
Detroit       388,461     423,833      35,372     55      17,686
Montreal      337,833     452,697     114,864     78      57,432
New York      463,684     407,367     -56,317     50     -28,159
Toronto       412,100     436,858      24,758     72      12,379
League      2,537,084   2,537,084           0    360           0

1954-55
            Home Att.   Road Att.   Difference  Points    Share
Boston        336,385     356,681      20,296     67      11,163
Chicago       246,405     378,978     132,573     43      72,915
Detroit       406,574     362,753     -43,821     95     -24,102
Montreal      502,894     412,948     -89,946     93     -49,470
New York      313,026     374,495     +61,469     52      33,808
Toronto       452,743     372,172     -80,571     70     -44,314
League      2,258,027   2,258,027           0    420           0


Note: NHL season was 60 games in 1946-47 and 70 games in 1954-55.
Share: assumes 50-cent per attendee in 1946-47; 55-cent per attendee in 1954-55.
Difference: Road Attendance – Home Attendance
Share: Difference x $0.50 (1946-47); Difference x $0.55 (1954-55).
Source: New York Times, day-by-day examination of hockey scores.


TABLE 7
NEW YORK RANGERS ATTENDANCE AND RECORD
1946-49 AND 1954-57

                Home         Road
New York     Attendance   Attendance   Difference   Points
1946-47       463,684      407,367      -56,317       50
1947-48       467,050      404,651      -60,399       55
1948-49       416,178      402,727      -13,451       47
1954-55       313,026      374,495*      61,469       52
1955-56       442,215      403,697*     -38,518       74
1956-57       439,712      421,903*     -17,804       66

Difference: Road Attendance – Home Attendance. Positive number means that New York would be a net beneficiary of revenue sharing based on flat-rate payment.
* 1954-55 missing 3 road games with Chicago; 1955-56 missing 8 road games; 1956-57 missing 11 road games.
Note: 60-game schedule for 1946-49; 70-game schedule for 1954-57.
Source: New York Times, day-by-day examination of hockey scores.


TABLE 8
NBA HOME RECEIPTS (NET OF ADMISSION TAXES)
1951-57

        1951-52   1952-53   1953-54   1954-55   1955-56  1956-57
BOS     167,927   229,056   234,316   279,429   306,084  519,928
FTW       n/a     181,218    97,690    95,156   131,061  120,351
MIN     232,376   191,264   178,542    97,096   107,916   95,980 
NY      242,959   320,150   303,704   340,022   392,267  403,842
PHI       n/a      97,432    99,771   121,157   224,925  212,118
ROC     140,600   120,400    91,800    88,000   106,300  112,000
STL      75,387    88,339    66,564    77,073   175,817  267,987
SYR     219,712   150,484   135,958   131,491   139,807    n/a
Total           1,378,343 1,208,345 1,229,424 1,584,177
Fort Wayne, Philadelphia, and Syracuse: net after arena rental, association share and visiting teams share (which should be zero, unless for double-headers). All others have not deducted for arena rental and association share.
Note: Milwaukee moved to St. Louis for 1955-56 season.
Source: U.S. House 1957, pp. 2,928-2,935.


TABLE 9
NBA TEAMS’ GROSS RECEIPTS
($000’S)
1951-57

               1951-  1952-  1953-  1954-  1955-  1956-
                1952   1953   1954   1955   1956   1957    Total
Boston           168    229    234    279    206    353    1,470
Fort Wayne       163    210    142    163    189    159    1,026
Minneapolis      366    306    324    217    186    134    1,533
New York         270    352    346    395    424    438    2,226
Philadelphia     n/a    119    129    145    330    257      980
Rochester        184    163    143    146    186    185    1,007
St. Louis        116    109     98    124    200    304      950
Syracuse         266    189    202    199    208    206    1,270
Total          1,533  1,677  1,619  1,669  1,929  2,035   10,462
Mean                    210    202    209    241    254
St. Dev.                 85     93     90     88    105

May not add up due to rounding.
St. Louis played in Milwaukee 1951-54.
Note: Does not include teams that folded 1951-54.
Source: U.S. House 1957, 2,928-2,935.


TABLE 10
BAA/NBA RECORDS
1946-56

              1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955
               -47  -48  -49  -50  -51  -52  -53  -54  -55  -56
Anderson       DNP  DNP  DNP .578  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Baltimore      DNP .583 .483 .368 .364 .303 .229  DNP  DNP# DNP
Boston        .367 .417 .417 .324 .565 .591 .648 .583 .500 .542
Chicago       .639 .583 .633 .588  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Cleveland     .500  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Denver         DNP  DNP  DNP .177  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Detroit       .333  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Fort Wayne     DNP  DNP .367 .588 .471 .439 .522 .556 .597 .514
Indianapolis   DNP  DNP .300 .609 .456 .515 .394  DNP  DNP  DNP
Minneapolis    DNP  DNP .733 .750 .647 .606 .686 .639 .556 .458
New York      .550 .542 .533 .588 .545 .561 .671 .611 .528 .486
Philadelphia  .583 .563 .467 .382 .606 .500 .174 .403 .458 .625
Pittsburgh    .250  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Providence    .467 .125 .200  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Rochester      DNP  DNP .750 .750 .603 .621 .629 .611 .403 .431
St. Louis     .623 .604 .483 .382  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Sheboygan      DNP  DNP  DNP .355  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Syracuse       DNP  DNP  DNP .797 .485 .606 .662 .583 .597 .486
Toronto       .367  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Tri-Cities*    DNP  DNP  DNP .453 .368 .258 .380 .292 .361 .458
Washington    .817 .583 .633 .471 .286  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP
Waterloo       DNP  DNP  DNP .306  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP  DNP

*: Tri-Cities relocated to Milwaukee for 1951-55 and then to
St. Louis for 1955-56.
#: Baltimore folded early in the 1954-55 season.
Source: Sporting News Official NBA Guide, 2002-2003 edition,
672-714.


TABLE 11
POSSIBLE EFFECT OF GATE SHARING

1946-47
          Net Home              33%     Post-Share   Revised
          Receipts   Share     Share     Receipts     Share
BOS         57,875   0.053    19,292       71,611     0.066
CHI         93,951   0.086    31,317       95,661     0.088
CLE         64,638   0.059    21,546       76,119     0.070
DET         48,236   0.044    16,079       65,185     0.060
NY         204,043   0.187    68,014      169,056     0.155
PHI        191,117   0.175    63,706      160,439     0.147
PIT         56,005   0.051    18,668       70,364     0.065
PRO        117,740   0.108    39,247      111,521     0.102
STL        113,808   0.104    37,936      108,899     0.100
TOR         43,590   0.040    14,530       62,087     0.057
WAS         98,901   0.091    32,967       98,961     0.091
LEAGUE   1,089,904   1.000   363,301    1,089,904     1.000
Std. Dev.            0.051                            0.034



1947-48
          Net Home              33%     Post-Share   Revised
          Receipts   Share     Share     Receipts     Share
BAL        110,405   0.125    36,798      110,498     0.125
BOS         46,372   0.052    15,456       67,807     0.077
CHI        138,137   0.156    46,041      128,987     0.146
NY         182,970   0.207    60,984      158,877     0.179
PHI        160,173   0.181    53,386      143,678     0.162
PRO         46,796   0.053    15,597       68,090     0.077
STL        102,636   0.116    34,209      105,319     0.119
WAS         97,986   0.111    32,659      102,218     0.115
LEAGUE     885,475   1.000   295,129      885,475     1.000
St. Dev.             0.055                            0.037

Source: JMOHRC, Professional Men, Basketball Association of America, loose page (January 1947-May 1947) for 1946-47; “Bulletins,” (January 1948-June 1948), “BAA Bulletin #50,” April 26, 1948.


TABLE 12
PROSPECTIVE REVENUE SHARING FIGURES
1949-50
                                  Ave.    Ave.
         Net Home      Net Road   Home    Road    Differ-  W-L
      HG Receipts   RG Receipts   Rec.    Rec.     ence    Pct.
AND   29   64,426   28  119,241   2,222   4,259    2,037  0.578
BAL   29   73,281   30  130,116   2,527   4,337    1,810  0.368
BOS   27  102,949   29  120,154   3,813   4,143      330  0.324
CHI   20  106,842   33  136,193   5,342   4,127   -1,215  0.588
DEN   28   55,805   27   72,334   1,993   2,679      686  0.177
FTW   31  125,663   31  110,581   4,054   3,567     -487  0.588
IND   29  128,354   27  161,684   4,426   5,988    1,562  0.609 
MIN   29  245,880   33  174,876   8,479   5,299   -3,179  0.750
NY    28  222,397   29  126,054   7,943   4,347   -3,596  0.588
PHI   28   79,681   31  124,458   2,846   4,015    1,169  0.382
ROC   28  154,659   33  165,756   5,524   5,023    - 501  0.750
STL   30   76,483   29  123,234   2,549   4,249    1,700  0.382
SHE   28   75,646   23   67,749   2,702   2,946      244  0.355
SYR   30  190,922   28  131,433   6,364   4,694   -1,670  0.797
TC    33  150,652   25   75,817   4,565   3,033   -1,533  0.453
WAS   31   86,224   28   98,925   2,781   3,533      752  0.471
WAT   29   73,171   23   74,430   2,523   3,236      713  0.306
LEA. 487 2,013,035 487 2,013,035  4,134   4,134        0  0.500

1950-51
                                  Ave.    Ave.
         Net Home      Net Road   Home    Road    Differ-  W-L
      HG Receipts   RG Receipts   Rec.    Rec.     ence    Pct.
BAL   29   78,198   28   88,065   2,696   3,145      449  0.364
BOS   31  182,192   28  128,199   5,877   4,579   -1,299  0.565
FTW   28  107,319   30  134,783   3,833   4,493      660  0.471
IND   30  101,239   28  140,259   3,375   5,009    1,635  0.456
MIN   31  212,245   28  167,356   6,847   5,977     -870  0.647
NY    26  170,094   31  166,799   6,542   5,381   -1,161  0.545
PHI   29  124,472   29  132,543   4,292   4,570      278  0.606
ROC   29  101,789   31  139,528   3,510   4,501      991  0.603
SYR   29  199,604   29  130,582   6,883   4,503   -2,380  0.485
TC    29   97,177   30  117,049   3,351   3,902      551  0.368
WAS   18   28,592   17   57,758   1,588   3,398    1,809  0.286
LEA. 309 1,402,921 309 1,402,921  4,540   4,540        0  0.500

HG: Home games.
RG: Road games.
Difference: Average Net Road Receipts – Average Net Home Receipts. Positive number indicates would have been a net beneficiary of revenue sharing.
Note: the league office compiled gate receipt figures on a weekly basis. For both years, the reports were a week or two before the conclusion of the regular season, so some regular-season games are missing.
Source: JMOHRC, Box 5, Professional Men, National Basketball Association, “Gate Receipts.”



TABLE 13
FIXED-EFFECTS REGRESSION EQUATION FOR NBA GATE RECEIPTS
1950-51

Dependent Variable: Gate Receipts (Game-by-Game)
Independent Variables            Coefficient    t-statistic
Intercept                             286           0.72
Opening Day Dummy                     299           0.70
Madison Square Garden Dummy         3,907***        6.62
Visiting Team W-L Pct.              6,626***        8.56
Holiday Dummy                       1,988***        5.21
Saturday Dummy                      1,095***        4.65
Sunday Dummy                        1,000***        4.39
Globetrotters Dummy                15,339***       15.14
Doubleheader Dummy                  4,639***        6.16
*** Significant at 1% level.
N = 309.
R-Squared: 0.757.
Adjusted R-Squared: 0.742.
Source: JMOHRC, Box 5, Professional Men, National Basketball Association, “Gate Receipts” (through March 4, 1951).

TABLE 14
ATTENDANCE AT NEW YORK KNICKS HOME GAMES
1951-54

        69th Regiment Armory    Madison Square Garden
         G   Atten.   Ave.      G    Atten.    Ave.     W-L Pct.
BAL      3    8,000   2,667     4    39,475    9,869     0.250
BOS      4   19,400   4,850     8    92,818   11,602     0.608
FTW      5   20,000   4,000     2    18,574    9,287     0.507
IND      2*   4,500   4,500     2    23,607   11,804     0.453
MIL      2    5,500   2,750     3    27,459    9,153     0.311
MIN      0     ---     ---      9   110,445   12,272     0.644
PHI      5*  14,500   3,625     6    56,901    9,484     0.357
ROC      0     ---     ---      8    78,149    9,769     0.620
SYR      2    9,200   4,600    10    91,926    9,193     0.617
        23*  81,100   3,862    52   539,354   10,372     0.617

* New York Times did not report attendance at two games played at the Armory.
Source: New York Times and New York Herald.
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