
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 21 November 2006, 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 

Carlos Soto (Chile), Member 

John Didulica (Australia), Member 

Paulo Amoretty Souza (Brazil), Member 

Ivan Gazidis (USA), Member 

 

 

on the claim presented by the club,  

 

X, XX 
as Claimant / Counter-Respondent 

against the player, 

Y, YY, 
represented by Mr AA, attorney at law 

as player / Counter-Claimant 

and the club,  

Z, ZZ 
as second Respondent 

 



regarding a dispute about the breach of contract and the inducement to breach of 
contract arisen between the parties involved 

 
I. Facts of the case  

 
 

1. The YY player, Y (hereafter: the player) and the XX club, X (hereafter: the 
Claimant) signed the following contracts: 

 
a) 1st standard employment contract (hereafter 1. contract) valid as from 

3 August 2004 until 31 May 2009, according to which the player would 
receive a minimum wage (not specified) as well as TRL (XX Lira) 250 Mrd 
payable in 5 instalments of TRL 50 Mrd, whereby 20% of each instalment 
are guaranteed and the remaining amount would be divided into 34 
league matches. 

 
b) 1st Annex to 1. contract (hereafter 1. Annex), signed on 2 August 2004 

valid for the season 2004/2005 until 2 August 2005, according to which 
the player was entitled to receive USD 15’000 on the signing date, USD 
15’000 on 30 October 2004, 10 instalment of USD 4’620 as from August 
2004, as well as payments per match (USD 23’800 would be paid as per 
match payment for each league match, if the player is in 18 he should 
receive USD 700). 

 
c) 2nd Annex to 1. contract (hereafter: 2. Annex) signed on 29 July 2005 for 

the season 2005/2006, according to which the player was entitled to 
receive the total amount of USD 150’000.  

 
d) Copy of the original and of a translation of the termination agreement 

dated 3 February 2006, by means of which the parties declared that 
due to the necessity they mutually agree to terminate the 1. contract 
and that both parties discharge each other from any debt. 

 
e) 2nd standard employment contract (hereafter: 2. contract) dated 10 

February 2006 valid until 31 May 2009, according to which the player 
would receive a minimum wage as well as TRY (new XX Lira) 250’000 for 
the whole term of the contractual duration, payable in 4 instalments, 
whereby, for the first season 2005/2006, a payment of TRY 25’000 was 
agreed and which was divided into 15 league matches. 
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2. In the file at hand, a copy of an undated confirmation of the XX Customs 

authorities stating that the player arrived in XX on 21 January 2006, left XX on 
7 February 2006, re-entry XX on 9 February 2006 and again left XX on 22 
February 2006. 

 
3. Moreover, a copy of a termination letter sent by the player to the Claimant 

and the XX Football Federation dated 19 April 2006 was submitted to the file. 
By means of this letter, the player terminated the employment contract he 
signed with the Claimant dated 10 February 2006 on the grounds that the 
Claimant had apparently not fulfilled its financial obligations. 

 
4. Furthermore, a copy of a document dated 20 July 2006 was submitted, by 

means of which the XX Football Federation confirmed to the player that it 
had registered the termination of the employment contract dated 10 
February 2006 and that the player, with regard to his financial requests, 
should contact FIFA. 

 
5. In the meantime, on 22 May 2006, the Claimant lodged a claim with FIFA 

against the player for breach of contract arguing that the player had left the 
club without prior notice and without valid reasons on 22 February 2006. 

 
6. The Claimant remitted copies of decisions passed by its competent authority 

dated 28 February and 15 March 2006 by means of which fines where 
imposed on the player for having missed, without justifications, the training 
and the official match on 21 February 2006, fines for each training missed 
between the 23 and 28 February 2006 and a fine for having unauthorizedly 
left XX on 22 February 2006. The total fines imposed on the player amounted 
to TRY 140’000.00. 

 
7. The Claimant affirmed that it paid the amount of USD 100’000 to the player 

for the season 2004/2005 as well as the extra amount of USD 10’000 due to his 
excellent performance. 

 
8. Moreover, the Claimant affirmed very vague that in January 2006, the player 

desired to leave the Claimant, since from a sporting point of view, it would 
be better for him to go on loan to another club in order to be more regularly 
fielded. Moreover, the Claimant maintains that “due to the fact that the 
Claimant could not participate in the official games and player desires to 
leave the club, parties decided not to continue together”. Therefore, on 3 
February 2006, the parties mutually terminated the contract and the player 
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apparently went to France to another club (no documentary evidence with 
regard to the player’s transfer to France). However, the player returned to XX 
and signed a new employment contract on 10 February 2006 valid until 31 
May 2009. To this regard, the Claimant provided a copy of a payment 
receipt in the amount of USD 30,000 dated 10 February 2006 and signed by 
the player. The Claimant affirmed that this payment was paid to the player in 
advance due to the signature of the 2. contract and that this amount would 
be deducted from the game payments (bonus) that the player would 
receive in future. 

 
9. The Claimant affirmed that until the player’s departure, he was entitled to 

receive the total amount of USD 98’500 (USD 50’000 as “guarantee 
payments”, USD 16’000 corresponding to 5 monthly salaries [September 2005 
until January 2006], bonuses amounting to USD 28’000 [14 matches played] 
and USD 4’500 [3 matches in February 2006 as substitute]). In this respect, the 
Claimant maintains having fully complied with its financial obligations 
towards the player and regularly paid all the remuneration due to the player. 

 
10. On account of its statements, the Claimant deemed that the player 

breached the contract without, however, specifying which contract, and 
requested payment of the amount of USD 500’000 as compensation for 
breach of contract, TRY 140’000 corresponding to the fines imposed on the 
player and a restriction of four months on the player’s eligibility to play in 
official matches. Finally, it emphasized that the new club of the player shall 
be jointly and severally liable for the payment of the claimed compensation. 

 
11. On 25 September 2006, the player presented FIFA his position and lodged a 

counter-claim against the Claimant. The player/Counter-Claimant 
(hereinafter: the player) contested the arguments put forward by the 
Claimant/Counter-Respondent (hereinafter: the Claimant) and argued that 
in fact, the Claimant breached the 1. contract and the 2. Annex to the 1. 
contract. In particular, the player contested that the Claimant had paid him 
all his money due for the season 2004/2005. In this respect, he presented a 
detailed schedule and maintained that for the season 2004/2005, he was 
entitled to receive on the basis of the 1. contract TRL 41’76 Mrd and on the 
basis of the 1. Annex USD 100’000, but the Claimant paid him only the 
amount of USD 79’735 (amount for which he signed receipts), thus an 
amount of USD 20’265 and TRL 41,76 Mrd remained outstanding. 

 
12. In this respect, he explained that the Claimant paid him very irregular and 

that therefore, the outstanding amounts can only be calculated on a yearly 
basis. Furthermore, he argued that for each payment received, he signed a 
receipt, but the Claimant refused, however, to provide him with a copy. 
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13. In continuation, the player, on the one hand, acknowledged receipt of the 

amount of USD 98’500 which were due to him under the 2. Annex for the 
term until 3 February 2006. However, he explains that a part of this amount 
was covered by the payment of USD 30’000. In this respect, he emphasized 
that this payment of USD 30’000 was given to him in connection with the 
termination agreement dated 3 February 2006, signed between the parties, 
and not as affirmed by the Claimant, as an advanced payment for signing 
the 2. contract dated 10 February 2006. On the other hand, the player 
stressed that the Claimant failed to pay him for the season 2005/2006 the 
amount of TRL 25 Mrd on the basis of the 1. contract still in force. 

 
14. In view of the above, the player maintained that the Claimant owed him, on 

3 February 2006, the date the contract was breached by the Claimant, the 
amount of TRL 66,76 Mrd and USD 20’265. 

 
15. With regard to the developments until the termination agreement was 

signed, the player contested the arguments of the Claimant and 
emphasized that he was not looking for a new club. In particular, he stressed 
that he played regularly for the Claimant and therefore had no intention, 
from a sporting point of view, to change the club. 

 
16. Moreover, he argued that the Claimant would certainly had asked to be 

compensated from a new club, but did, however, not specify the real 
circumstances and even could not provide any evidences. Moreover, the 
player pointed out that the Claimant itself stated that he showed excellent 
performances and in view that the contractual relationship between the 
parties lasted until 2009, the story of the Claimant does clearly not convince. 

 
17. The player maintained that, since he repeatedly asked for the payment of 

the outstanding monies, the Claimant assured to pay him his outstanding 
debts on condition that he signs a termination agreement in order to 
terminate the 1. contract in force and that the parties thereupon would sign 
a new employment contract. The player argued having had no alternative 
than to agree, otherwise he would have lost his chance to get his money 
and the Claimant would have not allowed him to play in future which meant 
to face less remuneration due to the fact that a great part of his wages 
depend on his bonus. 
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18. To this end, a meeting was held on 3 February 2006 on the occasion of which 
the player signed with the Claimant the termination agreement. However, 
the player maintains that the Claimant abused the situation. In this respect, 
he stressed that his agent was not allowed to take part in the relevant 
meeting and that the document was written only in XX, a language that he 
does not understand and no translation was provided to him. Therefore, the 
player affirmed having not been aware of the contents of the termination 
agreement. In contrast, the Claimant did pay him on the occasion of the 
meeting only the amount of USD 30’000 for the outstanding amounts instead 
of the allegedly due amounts of TRL 66,76 Mrd and USD 20’265. In respect of 
his statements, the player maintained that the Claimant breached the 1. 
contract and the 1. Annex and therefore requested compensation 
amounting to TRL 177 Mrd and USD 440’000 calculated as the financial 
damage for the remaining period of the contractual duration (i.e. 3 February 
2006 until 31 May 2009) as well as disciplinary sanctions against the Claimant. 

 
19. With regard to the period of time between 3 February and 22 February 2006, 

the player explained that he went to YY in order to wait for the signature of a 
new contract as ordered by the President of the Claimant. After having 
been notified by the Claimant to return, he came back on 9 February 2006 
and played for the Claimant in three official matches, believing that the 1. 
contract was still in force, given that the Claimant told him that the 
termination of the contract was not yet notified to the XX Football Federation 
(no evidence provided). In continuation, upon his insistence, a meeting 
between the parties was held on 21 February 2006 on which he was told that 
no new contract would be signed. However, on the same day, he found out 
that on 10 February 2006, the 2. contract was signed on his behalf, the 
validity of which he firmly rejected. In order to support his position, he 
maintained that the falsification is evident since there were several different 
signatures under his name. Moreover, the total remuneration agreed in the 2. 
contract appears to be ridicule compared to the remuneration agreed in 
the first contract. After he informed the Claimant that under such 
circumstances he cannot continue playing for the Claimant, he was 
threaten with a gun, thus he had no alternative than to leave XX on 22 
February 2006. 

 
20. The player signed an employment contract with the ZZ club, Z (hereinafter: 

the Respondent), for the term as from 28 July 2006 until May 2007 on the basis 
of which the player is entitled to receive the amount of EUR 55’000. The 
Single Judge of the FIFA Players’ Status Committee authorized the ZZ Football 
Federation on 22 September 2006 to provisionally register the player for the 
Respondent at its Federation on, considering, inter alia, that the player had 
terminated the employment contract and that Claimant did not appear to 
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be interested in the services of the player any longer but was merely seeking 
for financial compensation. 

 
 
 
 
 
21. Having been confronted with the claim of the Claimant, the Respondent 

explained in particular that it had contact with the player only in August 
2006. It was told that the player had no contractual relationship with another 
club. In this respect, it maintained having been furnished with a copy of the 
letter dated 24 July 2006 from the XX Football Federation in which it informed 
the player that the contract between the Claimant and the player has been 
terminated. Finally, it mentioned that it clearly emanates from the player’s 
passport that the player had not been registered with the Claimant for a 
long period of time. 
 

 
 
II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 
 
 a) As to the competence of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 
1. First of all, the Chamber analysed whether it was competent to deal with the 

matter at stake. In this respect, it referred to art. 18 par. 2 and 3 of the Rules 
Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber. The present matter was submitted to FIFA on 22 May 2006, 
as a consequence the Chamber concluded that the revised Rules Governing 
Procedures (edition 2005) on matters pending before the decision making 
bodies of FIFA are applicable to the matter at hand. 

 
2. With regard to the competence of the Chamber, art. 3 par. 1 of the above-

mentioned Rules states that the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall examine its 
jurisdiction in the light of articles 22 to 24 of the current version of the 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005). In accordance 
with art. 24 par. 1 in connection with art. 22 (b) of the aforementioned 
Regulations, the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall adjudicate on employment-
related disputes between a club and a player that have an international 
dimension. 

 
3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body to 

decide on the present litigation involving a YYian player and a XX club 
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regarding the alleged breach of contract and allegedly outstanding salaries 
and compensation in connection with an employment contract.  

 
 
 
 
 
4. Subsequently, the members of the Chamber analyzed which edition of the 

Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players should be applicable as to the 
substance of the matter. In this respect, the Chamber referred, on the one 
hand, to art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of 
Players (edition 2005) and, on the other hand, to the fact that the relevant 
contracts at the basis of the present dispute were signed on 3 August 2004 and 
10 February 2006 respectively and the claim was lodged at FIFA on 22 May 
2006. In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber concluded that the current 
FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005; hereafter; 
the Regulations) are applicable to the case at hand as to the substance. 

 
 

b) As to the substance of the present dispute 
 
5. Entering into the substance of the matter the members of the Chamber 

acknowledged the documentation contained in the file, and in view of the 
circumstances of the matter at stake, focused its considerations on the question 
whether an unjustified breach of the first and/or second employment contract 
signed between the Claimant and the player occurred and, in the affirmative, 
which party is responsible for such breach of contract, whether inducement to 
breach of contract occurred and to verify and decide if sanctions for breach of 
contract and inducement to breach of contract have to be applied.  

 
b1) Responsibility for breach of the 1. employment contract  

 
6. In continuation, the Chamber started its deliberations by acknowledging that 

the Claimant and the player signed on 3 August 2004 a first standard 
employment contract (hereafter: the 1. contract) valid until 31 May 2009 and 
two Annexes (hereafter: 1. and 2. Annex) to the 1. contract, signed on 2 August 
2004 and 29 July 2005 respectively and valid for the seasons 2004/2005 and 
2005/2006 respectively. 

 
7. With regard to the 1. contract and its 1. and 2. Annex, it was observed by the 

members of the Chamber that on the one hand the Claimant maintains having 
fulfilled all its financial obligations towards the player. Moreover, the members 
of the Chamber noted that the Claimant referred to the termination agreement 
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it signed with the player on 3 February 2006 by means of which the parties 
agreed to discharge each other from any debt.  

 
 
 
 
 
8. On the other hand, the Chamber took note of the player’s allegations that the 

Claimant had failed to meet its financial obligations and remained outstanding 
the payment of USD 20’265 and TRL 41,76 Mrd on the basis of the 1. contract 
and the 1. Annex to the 1. contract covering the season 2004/2005. and TRL 25 
Mrd on the basis of the 1. contract and its corresponding 2. Annex to the 1. 
contract related to the season 2005/2006. As regards the termination 
agreement signed between the parties, the player argued having been not 
aware about the contents of the said agreement since his agent, who was 
normally present in the negotiations with the Claimant, was apparently not 
allowed to take part in the relevant meeting and that the document was only 
written in XX without a translation having been provided to him.  

 
9. In view of the above, the deciding body went on to examine the relevant 

agreement signed between the Claimant and the player on 3 February 2006. In 
this context, in accordance with the contents of the translation of the said 
termination agreement, it was observed by the Chamber that the Claimant 
and the player literally covenanted that “from now on the mentioned contract 
is null and due to this fact we hereby declared once again that both parties 
discharge each other from debt”. 

 
10. In this respect, the members of the Chamber noted that, as uncontested by the 

parties concerned, the player received on the occasion of the meeting dated 
3 February 2006 the amount of USD 30’000. Yet, the Claimant and the player 
provided divergent statements with regard to the background and the reason 
of this payment.  

 
11. Having duly studied this document, the deciding body reached the conclusion 

that the player and the Claimant agreed to terminate their contractual 
relationship and that no party can request any payment from the other party. 
The members of the Chamber agreed that this document must be considered 
as a waiver duly signed by the Claimant and the player. That is, by signing the 
said agreement, which explicitly refers to 1. contract the parties entered into, 
the player waived all rights that the may have towards the Claimant on the 
basis of the relevant 1. contract in future.  
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12. Thereupon, the members turned to the player’s argument that the agreement 
dated 3 February 2006 was only written in XX, a language which he does not 
understand, and without having been provided with a translation of the said 
agreement, he could not understand the meaning and the contents of it.  

 
 
 
 
13. In this respect, the Chamber concluded that since the agreement mentioned 

above was indeed signed by the player, which the latter does not deny, the 
player thus gave his consent to such termination.  

 
14. Moreover, the Chamber could not grasp how the player could have signed this 

agreement should he not have been aware of the significance of this 
agreement. In addition to that, the members of the Chamber recalled that, on 
the occasion of signing the relevant termination agreement, the player 
received the amount of USD 30’000 from the Claimant. The receipt of such 
payment by the player and the conclusion of the termination agreement on 
the same date, strengthens the Chamber in its conviction that the player must 
have been aware about the situation and the relevant contents of the 
agreement he did not deny having signed.  

 
15. Taking into account all of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided 

that it has to reject the player’s claim for outstanding payments on the basis of 
the 1. contract and its corresponding Annexes. 

 
b2) Responsibility for breach of the 2. employment contract  

 
16. With regard to the 2. contract, the members of the Chamber noted that 

according to the Claimant, the player breached the employment contract the 
parties signed on 10 February 2006 (hereafter: the 2. contract) by leaving the 
club without prior notice and without its authorization. On the other hand, the 
player contested having signed the 2. contract. From the player’s point of view, 
it is obvious that the said 2. contract was falsified given the several different 
signatures under his name and considering that the remuneration agreed in the 
2. contract is ridicule compared to the one he signed with the Claimant on 3 
August 2004. 

 
17. In this respect, at first, the members of the Chamber deemed it important to 

underline that the 2. contract stipulated a remuneration due to the player in 
new XX Lira (TRY) and the 1. contract a remuneration in the former currency, i.e. 
the XX Lira (TRL). As a general information, the Chamber explained that 
according to the information in its possession, the new currency in XX (TRY) was 
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implemented as of 1 January 2005. To that regard, the Chamber calculated 
that the remuneration agreed in the 2. contract, i.e. TRY 250’000 equates to 
approximately USD 171’069, which corresponds to the amount which had been 
agreed for by and between the Claimant and the player in the 1. contract.  

 
18. On account of the above, the Chamber concluded that this argumentation 

put forward by the player does not supply evidence that the 2. contract was 
forged.  

 
 
19. Nevertheless, in continuation, the Chamber emphasized that, as a general rule, 

it is not the competent body to decide upon matters of criminal law, such as 
the alleged falsified signature or document, but that such affairs fall into the 
jurisdiction of the competent national criminal authority. 

 
20. In continuation the Dispute Resolution Chamber recalled that all 

documentation remitted shall be considered with free discretion and therefore 
focused its attention to the 2. contract as well as the other documents 
containing the player’s signature. After a thorough analysis of the 
aforementioned documents, in particular, comparing the relevant signatures of 
the player, the DRC had no alternative than to conclude that for a layman the 
signatures do clearly not seem to be alike. In fact, considering the signatures of 
the player on the copy of the 2. contract initially remitted to the file by the 
Claimant by means of its communication dated 22 May 2006 and sent through 
the XX Football Federation, compared to his signature on the original of the 2. 
contract delivered directly by the XX Football Federation, the deciding body 
ascertained that the signatures do not seem to correspond.  

 
21. In view of the all of the above, and based on the documentation currently at its 

disposal, the Chamber unanimously came to the conclusion that, unless proven 
otherwise by a neutral expertise or a decision of the competent national 
criminal authority, for the moment, the claim of the Claimant has to be rejected 
since the relevant 2. contract dated 10 February 2006 seems not to have been 
signed by the player in question.  

 
22. In conclusion, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that no employment 

contract appears to have been signed between the Claimant and the player 
on 10 February 2006, thus no ongoing contractual relationship between the 
Claimant and the player exists any longer.  

 
b2) Consequences against the Respondent  

 

Club X, XX / Player Y, YY; Clube Z, ZZ 11



23. In continuation, the Chamber went on to deliberate whether it has to pass a 
decision on the request made by the Claimant against the player’s new club, 
i.e. the Respondent, for inducement to breach of contract. 

 
24. In this context, the Chamber pointed out that, in order to apply possible 

sanctions on the Respondent for inducement to breach of contract, as a 
condition sine que non, a breach of contract must have actually occurred.  

 
 
 
25. In this respect, the deciding body referred to its precedent considerations and 

recalled that, as established above, no breach of contract was committed by 
none of the parties involved.  

 
26. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that this part of 

the Claimant’s claim directed against the Respondent has to be rejected.  
 
 
III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
 

1. The claim of the Claimant/Counter-Respondent, X, is fully rejected. 
 
2. The counter-claim of the player/Counter-Claimant is fully rejected.  
 
3. According to art. 61 par. 1 of the FIFA Statutes this decision may be appealed 

before the Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS). The statement of appeal must be 
sent to the CAS directly within 21 days of receiving notification of this decision 
and has to contain all elements in accordance with point 2 of the directives 
issued by the CAS, copy of which we enclose hereto. Within another 10 days 
following the expiry of the time limit for the filing of the statement of appeal, the 
appellant shall file with the CAS a brief stating the facts and legal arguments 
giving rise to the appeal (cf. point 4 of the directives). 

 
The full address and contact numbers of the CAS are the following: 

 
Avenue de Beaumont 2 

1012 Lausanne 
Switzerland 

Tel: +41 21 613 50 00 
Fax: +41 21 613 50 01 

e-mail: info@tas-cas.org 
www.tas-cas.org 
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For the Dispute Resolution Chamber: 
 
 
Urs Linsi 
General Secretary 
 
Encl: CAS directives 
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