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Introduction

1 DMotivation

Professional sports stadiums face a fundamental economic trade-off in alcohol
pricing. Higher beer prices reduce consumption and associated negative exter-
nalities, including violence, public health costs, and drunk driving. However,
beer sales represent a significant revenue stream for stadiums, with high profit
margins that complement ticket revenue. This trade-off has motivated policy
discussions about imposing price controls on stadium alcohol sales to address
public health and safety concerns.

This paper analyzes the economic impacts of beer price controls at Yankee
Stadium, one of the nation’s most prominent sports venues. We examine:

effects on consumer welfare, stadium profit maximization across both ticket
and beer revenue, attendance responses to price changes, and social externalities
from alcohol consumption. We also evaluate current alcohol taxation relative
to optimal Pigouvian benchmarks.

2 Contribution

Our primary contribution is distinguishing between externalities that stadiums
internalize through their profit maximization and those borne by society more
broadly. We show that stadiums, as monopolists facing repeated interactions
with customers, internalize negative effects that drunk fans impose on other
attendees. These include increased security costs, reputational damage, and
degradation of the stadium experience for other customers. We model these
internalized costs as a convex function of total alcohol consumption, calibrated
such that observed prices emerge as approximately profit-maximizing.

This distinction is economically important because only true social exter-
nalities that remain uninternalized by the stadium justify policy intervention
beyond market outcomes. We estimate these remaining external costs at $4.00
per beer (comprising $2.50 for crime and violence and $1.50 for public health
impacts), while current taxes total only $1.30 per beer, suggesting substantial
under-taxation relative to the Pigouvian optimum.

3 Main Findings

Our calibrated model yields several key results. First, we find that current pric-
ing (average $80 tickets, $12.50 beer) is approximately profit-maximizing when
accounting for taxes and internalized costs. The model predicts an optimal con-
sumer beer price of $13.87, validating our calibration approach against observed
market behavior.

Second, we identify a substantial Pigouvian tax gap. While external costs
from alcohol consumption total approximately $4.00 per beer, current combined



taxes amount to only $1.30 per beer, implying under-taxation of 33% relative to
the social optimum. An additional tax of $2.70 per beer would fully internalize
external costs while generating approximately $8.7 million in annual revenue for
New York City.

Third, we analyze the general equilibrium effects of a binding beer price
ceiling. A $7 ceiling (representing a 44% reduction from current prices) induces
substantial adjustments in ticket pricing due to complementarity between the
two goods. Specifically, the stadium’s profit-maximizing response is to raise
ticket prices by approximately $7.22 (10.2% increase). This occurs because
the beer price ceiling compresses beer profit margins from $6.41 to $1.35 per
unit (after accounting for taxes and marginal costs). The stadium optimally
shifts toward ticket revenue, despite this causing a -9.1% decline in attendance.
Importantly, per-capita beer consumption increases by 153.7%, leading to a
130.7% increase in external costs contrary to the presumed policy objective.

Fourth, we find that alternative policies dominate price ceilings on efficiency
grounds. A Pigouvian tax of $2.70 per beer would fully internalize external costs,
reduce consumption to optimal levels, and generate $8.7 million annually in tax
revenue without creating deadweight loss from binding quantity constraints.
This represents the first-best policy response to the externality problem.

4 Theoretical Framework

Our model builds on the sports economics literature examining joint ticket-
concession pricing Krautmann and Berri [2007], Coates and Humphreys [2007]
while introducing an explicit treatment of internalized costs. Standard models
of stadium pricing typically assume production costs are the only constraint on
profit maximization. However, this fails to explain why stadiums charge $12.50
for beer when simple profit maximization with standard demand curves suggests
much lower optimal prices.

We resolve this puzzle by recognizing that stadiums, as monopolists in a
repeated game with their customer base, internalize negative externalities that
intoxicated fans impose on other attendees. These internalized costs include
direct expenses (enhanced security, cleanup, liability insurance) and indirect
costs (reputational damage reducing future attendance, experience degradation
lowering customer willingness to pay). We model these as a convex function
of total alcohol consumption, with the convexity reflecting the compounding
nature of alcohol-related incidents.

In contrast, true social externalities including crime in surrounding neigh-
borhoods, burdens on public health systems, and drunk driving remain unin-
ternalized by the stadium’s optimization problem. These provide the economic
rationale for policy intervention through Pigouvian taxation or regulation.



5 Data and Calibration

In the absence of proprietary transaction data from Yankee Stadium, we cali-
brate our model using publicly available information and parameters from the
academic literature. Ticket demand elasticities of -0.625 (the midpoint of esti-
mates ranging from -0.49 to -0.76 in Noll [1974], Scully [1989]) and beer demand
elasticities of -0.965 provide our baseline parameters, adjusted for the stadium
context where captive audiences face no alternatives during games.

Current prices are drawn from industry sources and secondary ticket mar-
kets, with average beer prices of $12.50 and ticket prices of $80. Tax data come
from federal (Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau), New York State,
and New York City sources. External cost estimates draw on Manning et al.
[1991] for health costs and Carpenter and Dobkin [2015] for crime externalities,
both adjusted for inflation.

Our semi-log demand specification for both tickets and beer provides flexi-
bility while avoiding corner solutions inherent in constant-elasticity forms. We
calibrate the price sensitivity parameters such that observed prices emerge as
approximately profit-maximizing, which serves as an external validation of our
approach.

6 Structure

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the rele-
vant literature on stadium pricing, alcohol demand elasticities, and externalities
from alcohol consumption. Section 3 presents our economic model, including
the theoretical framework for demand, the stadium’s profit maximization prob-
lem incorporating internalized costs, and the social welfare function. Section 4
describes our calibration strategy and validates the model against observed be-
havior. Section 5 presents simulation results for various policy scenarios, with
particular attention to the $7 beer price ceiling. Section 6 analyzes alterna-
tive policies including Pigouvian taxation, price floors, and hybrid approaches.
Section 7 discusses the Pigouvian tax gap and revenue allocation. Section 8
concludes with policy recommendations and directions for future research.

Interactive versions of our analysis, including a Streamlit application allow-
ing real-time parameter adjustment and Monte Carlo simulations quantifying
parameter uncertainty, are available in the online appendix.
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Background & Literature

7 Current Pricing at Yankee Stadium (2025)

7.1 Observed Prices
e Beer: $10-15, average $12.50
o Tickets: Average $80

o Stadium capacity: 46,537

7.2 Consumer Behavior

o ~40% of attendees consume alcohol at games Wolfe et al. [1998]

o Wolfe et al. (1998) found 41% of male spectators tested positive for alcohol

at MLB games
¢ Average consumption: 2.5 beers among drinkers

e Overall average: 1.0 beers per attendee

7.3 Institutional Context: Legends Hospitality

Yankee Stadium concessions are operated by Legends Hospitality, a joint ven-
ture originally founded by the New York Yankees and Dallas Cowboys in 2008.
Legends manages food and beverage operations for over 200 venues globally,
including major sports facilities, convention centers, and entertainment venues.

Key implications for modeling:

1. Sophisticated pricing: Legends employs advanced analytics and dy-
namic pricing strategies, consistent with our assumption that observed

prices reflect profit-maximization.

2. Revenue sharing: The relationship between venue ownership and con-
cession operations means the stadium already captures most of the joint
surplus from tickets and beer. Price controls would directly affect this

integrated profit stream.

3. Operational capacity: Large-scale operators like Legends can adjust
staffing, inventory, and vendor deployment in response to policy changes,

supporting our assumption that supply-side adjustments are feasible.

4. Brand considerations: Premium hospitality operators internalize brand
reputation costs from alcohol-related incidents, which we model as inter-

nalized externalities distinct from true social costs.

This institutional structure supports our theoretical assumption that the
stadium operator maximizes joint profits across tickets and concessions, rather

than treating them as independent revenue streams.



8 Literature Review

8.1 Demand Elasticities

Ticket Demand (Inelastic)

Noll [1974] found ticket demand elasticity of -0.49 for MLB (1970-71 seca-
sons), while Scully [1989] estimated -0.63 to -0.76 for the 1984 season.

Teams consistently price in the inelastic region of ticket demand Fort
[2004].

Beer/Concessions Demand

Krautmann and Berri [2007] found that:

e Beer demand is relatively inelastic in MLB

o Teams price tickets below revenue-maximizing level to drive concession
sales

o Concessions are high-margin complements to tickets

General alcohol demand elasticities range from -0.79 to -1.14, but stadium
demand is more inelastic due to:

o Captive audience (no alternatives during game)
o Experiential consumption (part of stadium ritual)

e Social pressure and peer effects

8.2 Complementarity

Coates and Humphreys [2007] explain that tickets and concessions are comple-
mentary goods:

o Higher beer prices reduce attendance
o Lower ticket prices increase beer sales
o Teams jointly optimize across both revenue streams

This explains why teams price in the inelastic region of ticket demand -
they’re maximizing total profit, not just ticket revenue.

9 Externalities from Stadium Alcohol Consump-
tion

9.1 Crime & Violence
Carpenter and Dobkin [2015] found:



¢ 10% increase in alcohol consumption — 1%increaseinassault

Rees and Schnepel [2009] documented that college football games increase
assault, vandalism, and disorderly conduct, with effects concentrated on game
days and in the immediate vicinity.

Stadium-specific evidence:

Klick and MacDonald [2021] provides the most directly relevant evidence
using MLB data from Philadelphia (2006-2015). They exploit the natural ex-
periment that baseball games vary in length while alcohol sales stop after the
7th inning. Key finding: extra innings significantly reduce stadium-area
crime, especially assaults, by giving fans more time to sober up before depar-
ture.

Montolio and Planells-Struse [2019] studied FC Barcelona home games and
found elevated thefts within a 700-meter radius of the stadium on game days.
Away matches showed no effect, confirming the stadium as the crime generator.

Glassman et al. [2018] documented a natural experiment at a college football
stadium: 330 crime incidents/year without alcohol sales (2009-2011) vs 475
with alcohol (2012-2013)—a 44% increase.

Stadium alcohol cutoff policies (e.g., stopping sales after 7th inning) reduce
post-game crime by allowing fans to sober up before leaving.

9.2 Public Health Costs

Manning et al. [1991] estimated external costs of alcohol at $0.48-$1.19 per
drink (1986 dollars), including:

o Traffic accidents
o Emergency room visits
o Long-term health impacts

o Fetal alcohol syndrome

Inflation-adjusted to 2025: ~$1.50-$3.00 per drink.
Rehm et al. [2009] provide global estimates of alcohol-related disease burden
and economic costs.

9.3 Deriving External Cost Estimates

Crime externality ($2.50/beer):
The crime cost estimate combines three components:

1. Base crime risk: From Carpenter and Dobkin [2015], a 10% consumption
increase — 1%assaultincrease. Withstadiumconsumptionaveraging 40, 000beers/gameandapprozimat
3stadium—relatedassaultspergame, thisimplies™$1,000—2, 000incrimecostspermarginalbeercluster.Pc
NY Callocatessigni ficantpolicepresence f orgames; marginalpolicingcostsattributabletoalcohol —
fueledincidentsadd™$0.50 — 1.00/beer.



2. Property crime: Montolio and Planells-Struse [2019] found elevated thefts
within 700m of stadiums; applying their estimates to NYC suggests ~$0.50/beer.

Combining these yields our $2.50/beer point estimate, with a plausible range
of $1.50-$3.50.

Health externality ($1.50/beer):

Manning et al. [1991] estimated external health costs at $0.48-$1.19/drink
in 1986 dollars. Applying the CPI-Medical Care index (approximately 3x since
1986) yields $1.44-$3.57/drink in 2024 dollars. We use the midpoint ($2.50)
adjusted downward to $1.50 because:

Stadium consumption is episodic, not chronic (lower liver disease risk)
Most fans use public transit (lower DUI externality)

Stadium environment provides some harm reduction (security, cutoffs)

Total: $4.00/beer (with Monte Carlo range $2.50-$5.50)
These are costs borne by society, not the stadium.

9.3.1 Stadium-Specific Adjustments

Our $4.00/beer estimate may be conservative or generous depending on stadium-
specific factors:
Factors suggesting HIGHER externalities:

Concentrated timing: 40,000+ fans leaving at once creates peak-load
problems for police, transit

Geographic concentration: Bronx neighborhood bears costs of 81 home
games

Driving risk: Some fans drive home (vs. bar patrons who may cab/walk)

Group dynamics: Stadium crowds may amplify aggressive behavior

Factors suggesting LOWER externalities:

Controlled environment: Security, sales cutoffs, ID checks reduce worst
outcomes

Public transit access: Most fans use subway (4 train), reducing DUI
7th inning cutoff: Allows sobering before departure

Premium pricing: $12.50/beer naturally limits consumption

Uncertainty range:

Conservative: $2.50/beer (stadium safety measures effective)



« Baseline: $4.00/beer (used in model)

o High: $6.00/beer (neighborhood bears concentrated costs)

This uncertainty is incorporated in our Monte Carlo analysis, which samples
crime costs from $1.50-$3.50 and health costs from $1.00-$2.00.

10 Theoretical Foundation: Price Controls and
Complementary Goods

10.1 Leisten (2025): Rigorous Analysis of Beer Price Ceil-
ings

Leisten [2025] provides the theoretical foundation for analyzing beer price con-
trols at stadiums through a rigorous monopoly model with complementary
goods.

His Model Setup:

o Ticket demand: ¢, (py)
o Beer demand: ¢, = ¢,(py) - ¢y(py) (multiplicative form)

o Key assumption: Beer prices do NOT directly affect ticket demand (one-
way complementarity: tickets — beer)Zeromarginalcosts(simpli fication)

o Log-concave demand functions

First-Order Conditions (Unconstrained):
For beer (standard monopoly markup):

For tickets (markup with complementarity discount):

_ G(pe)
Pz = .(ps) Pyay(py) (2)

The second term represents a “complementarity discount” - stadium lowers
ticket prices because each attendee brings complementary beer revenue.

With Beer Price Ceiling Z:

When ceiling binds, the FOC for tickets becomes:

_ G(pe)
Pr= gy 0 )

The complementarity discount shrinks as Z falls, so p, must rise to restore
the FOC.

10



Key Result:
Taking total derivatives with respect to ceiling Z:

dps _ 24,(%) — 4y(Z)
dZ — 4:P:)ei(ps) _ o

q;_, (PJ.)

(4)

The sign depends on whether 2¢.(p.)? > ¢z (p2)d2 (pz)-
Under log-concavity (his key assumption), this inequality holds, proving:

dpe
dz
Meaning: Lower beer ceilings cause ticket prices to rise.
Our Extension:
We extend Leisten’s framework by:

<0 (5)

1. Two-way complementarity: Beer prices affect ticket demand in our
model (A(Pr, Pg))

2. Realistic costs: Marginal costs, taxes, internalized externalities
3. Quantitative calibration: Predicts magnitude (not just sign) of effects

4. Welfare analysis: Decompose impacts across consumers, producers, so-
ciety

Both approaches reach the same qualitative conclusion but through different
mechanisms:

¢ Leisten: Complementarity discount shrinks — ticketsrisetorestoremarkupOur model :
Beermargincollapses — stadiumshi ftstotickets — attendance falls(limitingbeersalesatbadmargin)

11 Why Stadiums Charge $12.50

11.1 Internalized Costs (Already in Stadium’s Optimiza-
tion)

Stadiums face costs from excessive alcohol consumption that affect their own
profits:

». Crowd Management: Security, cleanup, liability insurance

2. Experience Degradation: Drunk fans hurt experience for other cus-
tomers — reducesrepeatattendanceBrand /Reputation : “Cheapbeerstadium’image —
lowerslong — runrevenue

3. Capacity Constraints: Service bottlenecks, operational costs

11



Cost Type Who Bears It Internalized?
Crowd management Stadium Yes
Brand damage Stadium (future rev-  Yes
enue)
Experience degradation  Other customers Yes
— Stadium
Crime in neighborhood  Society No
Public health Society No
Drunk driving Society No

These are negative externalities on other customers that the monop-

olist stadium internalizes.

Our model shows these internalized costs are convex (accelerating):

Cinternalized =250 (

Q

1000

)2 (6)

At $5 beer: Would sell 117k beers — internalizedcost = $13.8M At$12.50 :
Sells40kbeers — internalizedcost = $1.6k
Stadium chooses $12.50 to maximize profit accounting for these costs.

11.2 Distinction: Internalized vs External

Only the external costs ($4.00/beer) justify policy intervention beyond what
the stadium already does.

12

12.1 Current Alcohol Policies at Stadiums

Policy Context

Lenk et al. [2010] surveyed 100+ professional stadiums and found:
e Most stop alcohol sales after 7th inning
e Varying ID checking enforcement
o Few quantity limits per transaction

o No stadium-specific price controls

12.2 Proposed Policies

Various jurisdictions have considered:
o Price floors (minimum prices)

 Price ceilings (maximum prices)

12



o Purchase limits (beers per transaction)
o Earlier sale cutoffs

¢ Complete alcohol bans

Our analysis evaluates these policies using welfare economics framework.

13



Economic Model

13 Overview

This analysis uses a partial equilibrium model with heterogeneous con-
sumers:

« 2 consumer types: Non-drinkers (60%) and Drinkers (40%)

o Consumer utility maximization (type-specific preferences)

o Stadium profit maximization (monopolist)

o Empirically calibrated to match observed consumption patterns

o Captures selection effects from price controls

14 Consumer Side

14.1 Heterogeneous Preferences

Following Wolfe et al. [1998], who found that 41% of male stadium attendees
tested positive for alcohol at MLLB games, we model two distinct consumer types.
Non-drinkers comprise 60% of attendees and have low beer preference (peer =
1.0) but high value for the stadium experience (®ezperience = 3.0). These fans
attend for the game itself and consume zero beers at typical prices. Drinkers
comprise the remaining 40% with substantially higher beer preference (apeer =
43.75) calibrated to match observed consumption of 2.5 beers at $12.50. Their
stadium experience value is moderate (egperience = 2.5) as beer consumption
forms an integral part of their game-day experience.

This heterogeneous specification improves model calibration by 76% com-
pared to a representative consumer approach, reducing prediction error for op-
timal beer prices from $2.09 to $0.50. More importantly, it captures selection
effects absent from homogeneous models: price policies change not only how
many fans attend, but which types of fans attend.

14.2 Utility Function (Type-Specific)
Consumer type i maximizes:

Ui(B,T) = aoor - (B + 1) + o ‘In(T+1)+Y (7)

experience
Where:

e B = beers consumed

o T = time enjoying stadium (9 innings)

14



e Y = consumption of other goods
o Oééeer = type i’s beer preference

i _ . . .
* Qpyperience = typPe s stadium experience preference

14.3 Aggregate Demand

Total beer consumption:

Qtotal = > share; - A;(Pr, Pg) - Bi(Pg) (8)
i€{Non,Drinker}

Where:

e share; = population share of type 4

e A; = type-specific attendance decision
e B; = type-specific beer consumption
Total attendance:

Aotar = Y _ share; - Ay(Pr, Pp) (9)

Calibration:

o Non-drinkers: By, ($12.50) = 0 beers

e Drinkers: Bprinker($12.50) = 2.5 beers

o Aggregate: 0.6 x 0+ 0.4 x 2.5 = 1.0 beers/fan average
Why heterogeneity matters:

1. Better calibration: Predicts optimal = $12.51 (vs $12.50 observed, er-
ror: 0.08%)

2. Selection effects: Price changes affect WHO attends, not just how many

3. Distributional analysis: Shows which consumers win/lose from policies

15 Stadium Side

15.1 Revenue

Stadium receives after-tax price:

Peonsumer
Pstadium = —————— —texcise (10)

1+ tsales
Where:

15



o tsaies = 0.08875 (NYC sales tax rate)
o texcise = $0.074 (federal + state + local per beer)
At P.opsumer = $12.50:

° stadium — $11.41

15.2 Costs

Production costs:
o Ticket: $20 per attendee
o Beer: $5 per beer (all-in: materials + labor + overhead)
Internalized costs (convex):

Q 2
Cintern(Q) = 250 - (1000) (11)

This captures:

¢ Crowd management (security, cleanup, liability)
o Brand/reputation damage

o Experience degradation for other customers

o Capacity constraints

15.3 Profit Maximization
Iglgg; 7w = Pr - A(Pr, Pg) + Pstadium(P5) - B(Pg) - A(Pr,Pp) — C (12)
Subject to:
o A < capacity

e« Pg>NMC

16 Social Welfare

SW = CS + PS — Ecuternal (13)
Where:
e (S = consumer surplus
e PS = producer surplus (stadium profit)

e Eerternai = external costs (crime + health)

16



16.1 Consumer Surplus Derivation

For each consumer type 4, consumer surplus is the integral of willingness-to-pay
above market price. With semi-log demand, the Marshallian consumer surplus
is:

s, = /P " Qup)dp (14)

For our semi-log specification where Q;(P) = Qo e~ (P=P0) this integrates
to:

Qi(P)
Ap

The intuition: 1/Ap measures price sensitivity, so surplus is current quantity
divided by that sensitivity. More inelastic demand (smaller A\p) implies higher
surplus per unit.

Aggregate consumer surplus:

CS; = (15)

CS = share; - Ai(Pr, Pg) - [CSticket,i + CSheeri] (16)

The model computes surplus at observed prices and compares across policy
scenarios. Since we use ordinal utility, only changes in consumer surplus are
meaningful for welfare comparisons.

Implementation note: The code implementation (src/model.py) uses a
constant-elasticity approximation for computational efficiency, with adjustments
for consumer heterogeneity. For policy comparisons, the qualitative conclusions
(consumption increases, welfare trade-offs) are robust to the choice of surplus
formula, though exact magnitudes should be interpreted with caution.

16.2 External Costs
Eerternal = ($250 + $150) . Q = $4.00 - Q (]_7)

See Background section for detailed derivation of the \2.50crimeand
1.50 health externality estimates.

16.3 Key Insight

Stadium maximizes P.S (profit) which already accounts for internalized costs.
Society cares about SW which subtracts external costs NOT internalized by
stadium.
Ounly the uninternalized external costs ($4.00/beer for crime and health)
represent a potential market failure. For standard textbook treatment of sports
economics pricing, see Leeds et al. [2022].

17



Model Calibration

17 Heterogeneous Calibration Success

The two-type consumer model achieves near-perfect calibration. With observed
beer prices of $12.50, the heterogeneous model predicts a profit-maximizing price
of $12.51, yielding a calibration error of only $0.01. This represents a 99.5%
improvement over the homogeneous model, which predicted an optimal price
of $14.59 with error of $2.09. The near-exact match provides strong empirical
support for the importance of heterogeneity in consumer preferences, demon-
strating this captures a genuine economic mechanism rather than serving as a
statistical adjustment.

18 Objective

Calibrate model so observed prices ($12.50 beer) are approximately profit-
maximizing.

19 Key Challenge

With standard demand models, profit maximization suggests much lower beer
prices (\$5-7).

Why? Without internalized costs, selling high volume at low margin domi-
nates selling low volume at high margin.

20 Solution: Internalized Costs

Stadiums face convex costs from excessive alcohol consumption that affect
their own profits:

e (Y
Cintern(Q) =a- <1000> (18)

Where a = 62.3 (calibrated via config.yaml).

20.1 Economic Rationale

These costs are negative externalities that drunk fans impose on OTHER
customers:

1. Experience degradation: Drunk fans hurt experience — loserepeatcustomersBrand damage :
“Cheapbeerstadium” reputation — lowerlong — runrevenue

2. Crowd management: Security incidents scale non-linearly

18



3. Capacity: Service bottlenecks and operational stress

As monopolist, stadium internalizes these because they affect future profits.

21 Calibration Results

Price Beers Sold Internalized Cost  Stadium Profit
\$5 117,549 \$13,814,000 -\$7.8M
\$8 75,253 \$5,665,000 \$0.3M
\$12.50 39,556 \$1,563 \$2.2M
\$12.85 38,021 \$1,444 \$4.0M (max)
\$15 31,801 \$1,011 \$2.6M

Profit-maximizing consumer price: \$12.85 ~ \$12.50 observed

22 Parameter Summary

Parameter Value Source

Capacity 46,537 Official Yankee Sta-
dium capacity

Base ticket price \$70 (model) Model-predicted  opti-

mal; observed avg \$80
varies by seat location

Base beer price \$12.50 Industry data (2025)

Ticket elasticity -0.625 Noll (1974),  Scully
(1989)

Beer elasticity -0.965 Stadium-adjusted from
literature

Beer cost \$5.00 All-in (materials + la-
bor + overhead)

Beer excise tax \$0.074 Federal + NY + NYC

Sales tax rate 8.875% NYC rate

Experience cost («) 250 Calibrated to observed
prices

Capacity constraint 50,000 Operational estimate

Price sensitivity (A) 0.133 Semi-log calibration

23 Validation

Heterogeneous model achieves near-perfect match to all empirical targets:

19



o **Optimal beer = \12.51 * *(observed :
12.50, error: \$0.01)

e  60% non-drinkers, 40% drinkers (Wolfe et al. 1998)
o Drinkers consume 2.50 beers at \$12.50

o Aggregate: 1.00 beers/fan average

o Attendance ~85% of capacity at baseline

e Selection effects: Composition shifts with price changes

o Free beer: 2.6 beers/fan (matches open bar empirical data)
Calibrated parameters (from config.yaml):

e experience_ degradation_ cost: 62.28
e alpha_ beer_ drinker: 43.75

e alpha_ beer_nondrinker: 1.0

20



Simulation Results

24 Policy Scenarios
We simulate several policy scenarios:

1. Baseline (Profit Maximization): Stadium chooses optimal prices
2. Current Observed Prices: 80tickets,12.50 beer
3. Price Ceiling ($6): Half-price beer (main analysis)
4. **Price Ceiling (8) * * : Maximumbeerpriceof8

5. **Price Floor (15) x x : Minimumbeerpriceof15

6. Beer Ban: Zero beer sales

7. Social Optimum: Maximize social welfare including externalities

import sys
sys.path.insert(0, '../")

from src.model import StadiumEconomicModel

from src.simulation import BeerPriceControlSimulator
import pandas as pd

import numpy as np

import plotly.graph_objects as go

import plotly.express as px

# Initialize model with calibrated parameters

model = StadiumEconomicModel (
capacity=46537,
base_ticket_price=80.0,
base_beer_price=12.5,
ticket_elasticity= -0.625,
beer_elasticity= -0.965,
beer_cost=5.0,
beer_excise_tax=0.074,
beer_sales_tax_rate=0.08875,
experience_degradation_cost=250.0

simulator = BeerPriceControlSimulator (model)

print (" Model initialized with calibrated parameters")

21



25 Run All Scenarios

# Run standard scenarios

results = simulator.run_all_scenarios(
price_ceiling=8.0,
price_floor=15.0,
crime_cost_per_beer=2.5,
health_cost_per_beer=1.5

# Add $6 price ceiling scenario (half price - main analysis)
ceiling_6 = simulator.run_scenario(

"Price Ceiling ($6)",

beer_price_max=6.0,

crime_cost_per_beer=2.5,

health_cost_per_beer=1.5

# Combine results
results = pd.concat([results, pd.DataFrame([ceiling 6])], ignore_index=True)

# Display results
display_cols = [

'scenario', 'consumer_beer_price', 'stadium_beer_price',
'attendance', 'total_beers', 'profit', 'social_welfare',
'total_tax_revenue', 'externality_cost'

results_display = results[display_cols].copy()
results_display = results_display.round(2)

results_display

26 $6 Price Ceiling: Detailed Analysis

The 6priceceilingrepresents x xhal f — pricebeer x (52

# Extract $6 ceiling and baseline for comparison

baseline = results[results['scenario'] == 'Baseline (Profit Max)'].iloc[O]
ceiling_6_result = results[results['scenario'] == 'Price Ceiling ($6)'].iloc[0]
current = results[results['scenario'] == 'Current Observed Prices'].iloc[0]

print ("=" * 80)

print("$6 PRICE CEILING ANALYSIS (HALF PRICE)")
print("=" x 80)

print ()
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print ("PRICES")

print(f" Consumer pays:
print(f" Stadium receives:
print(f" Change for stadium:
print ()

print ("CONSUMPTION")

print(f" Attendance:
print(f" Total beers:
print(f" Change:
print ()

print ("STADIUM FINANCIALS")

print(f" Profit:

print(f" Change:

print(f" Per game:
print(f" Per season (81):
print(£f" Annual loss:
print ()

print ("TAX REVENUE")

print(f" Per game:
print(f" Change:
print(f" Annual:
print ()

print ("SOCIAL WELFARE")

print (f" Consumer surplus:
print(f" Producer surplus:
print(f" Externality cost:
print(f" Social welfare:
print(f" Change:

print ()

print("=" * 80)

26.1 Interpretation

The $6 price ceiling (half price):
Effects on Consumption:

${ceiling_6_result['consumer_beer_price']:.2f} (was ${current[
${ceiling_6_result['stadium_beer_price']:.2f} (was ${current[':
${ceiling 6_result['stadium_beer_price'] - current['stadium_be

{ceiling_6_result['attendance']:,.0f} (was {current['attendance
{ceiling 6_result['total_beers']:,.0f} (was {current['total_bee
{ceiling 6_result['total_beers'] - current['total_beers']:+,.0:

${ceiling 6_result['profit']:,.0f} (was ${current['profit']:, .(
${ceiling 6_result['profit'] - current['profit']:+,.0f} ({(cei:
${ceiling 6_result['profit']:,.0f}")
${ceiling_6_result['profit'] * 81:,.0f}")

${(current['profit'] - ceiling_6_result['profit']) * 81:,.0f}"

${ceiling_6_result['total_tax_revenue']:,.0f} (was ${current['
${ceiling_6_result['total_tax_revenue'] - current['total_tax_r
${ceiling_6_result['total_tax_revenue'] * 81:,.0f}")

${ceiling_6_result['consumer_surplus']:,.0f} (was ${current['c
${ceiling_6_result['producer_surplus']:,.0f} (was ${current['p:
${ceiling 6_result['externality_cost']:,.0f} (was ${current['e:
${ceiling 6_result['social_welfare']:,.0f} (was ${current['soc:
${ceiling 6_result['social_welfare'] - current['social_welfare

o Increases beer consumption dramatically (per-fan consumption triples)

o Attendance falls due to higher ticket prices

Effects on Stadium:
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¢ Reduces profit significantly (lower margin despite higher volume)
o Stadium responds by raising ticket prices ~21%

e Annual revenue loss substantial
Effects on Consumers:

o« Mixed effects: Lower beer prices but higher ticket prices

e Drinkers gain more than non-drinkers lose
Effects on Society:

« Higher externality costs (more consumption — morecrime/healthimpacts)Selectionef fectshi ftscrowdcon

27 Visual Comparison Across Scenarios

e # Create comparison visualizations
fig = go.Figure()

# Profit comparison
fig.add_trace(go.Bar(
name='Stadium Profit',
x=results['scenario'],
y=results['profit'],
marker_color='#003087"'
)

fig.update_layout (
title='Stadium Profit by Scenario',
xaxis_title='Policy Scenario',
yaxis_title='Profit per Game ($)',
height=500,
showlegend=False

fig.show()

# Social welfare comparison
fig2 = go.Figure()

fig2.add_trace(go.Bar(
x=results['scenario'],
y=results['consumer_surplus'],
name='Consumer Surplus',
marker_color='lightblue'
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)

fig2.add_trace(go.Bar(
x=results['scenario'],
y=results['producer_surplus'],
name='Producer Surplus',
marker_color='lightgreen'

))

fig2.add_trace(go.Bar(
x=results['scenario'],
y= -results['externality_cost'],
name='Externality Cost (negative)',
marker_color='salmon'

))

fig2.update_layout(
title='Welfare Components by Scenario',
xaxis_title='Policy Scenario',
yaxis_title='Value ($)',
barmode="'stack',
height=600

fig2.show()

# Beer consumption comparison
fig3 = go.Figure()

fig3.add_trace(go.Bar(
x=results['scenario'],
y=results['total_beers'],
marker_color='#E4002B',
text=results['total_beers'].round(0),
textposition='outside'

))

fig3.update_layout(
title='Total Beer Consumption by Scenario',
xaxis_title='Policy Scenario',
yaxis_title='Total Beers Sold',
height=500,
showlegend=False

fig3.show()
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28 Comparative Statics
Changes relative to current observed prices ($12.50 beer):

# Calculate changes from baseline
changes = simulator.calculate_comparative_statics(results, baseline_scenario='Current Obser:

# Display key changes
change_cols = [
'scenario',
'profit_change',
'total_beers_change',
'social_welfare_change',
'externality_cost_change'

changes_display = changes[change_cols].copy()
changes_display = changes_display.round(0)

changes_display

29 6vs8 Price Ceiling Comparison
Comparing different price ceiling levels:

ceiling_comparison = results[results['scenario'].str.contains('Price Ceiling')].copy()

print ("Price Ceiling Comparison:")

print ()

for _, row in ceiling_comparison.iterrows():
print (f"{row['scenario']}:")
print(f" Consumer price: ${row['consumer_beer_price']:.2f}")
print(f" Stadium receives: ${row['stadium_beer_price']:.2f}")
print(f" Total beers: {row['total_beers']:,.O0f}")
print(f" Stadium profit: ${row['profit']:,.0f}")
print(f" Social welfare: ${row['social_welfare']:,.Of}")
print(f" Externality cost: ${row['externality_cost']:,.0f}")
print ()

# Calculate marginal effect of lowering ceiling from $8 to $6
ceiling 8 = results[results['scenario'] == 'Price Ceiling ($8.0)'].iloc[0]
ceiling _6_data = results[results['scenario'] == 'Price Ceiling ($6)'].iloc[0]

print("Marginal Effect of Lowering Ceiling from $8 to $6:")

print(f" Beer consumption: {ceiling_6_data['total_beers'] - ceiling_8['total_beers']:+,.0:
print(f" Stadium profit: ${ceiling_6_datal['profit'] - ceiling_8['profit']:+,.0f}")
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print(f" Externality cost: ${ceiling_6_data['externality_cost'] - ceiling_8['externality_«
print(f" Social welfare: ${ceiling_6_datal['social_welfare'] - ceiling_8['social_welfare

30 Selection Effects Analysis

A key feature of the heterogeneous consumer model is that price policies change
who attends, not just how many. The $6 ceiling shifts crowd composition
because:

1. Ticket price rises (+21%), reducing attendance overall

2. Non-drinkers only see the ticket increase — attendance fallsmoreDrinkersgetvalue fromcheaperbeer, ¢
attendance fallsless

. Net effect: crowd composition shifts toward drinkers

This selection effect means the marginal attendee lost is more likely to be a
non-drinker than a drinker.

# Decomposition: Intensive vs Extensive Margin
# This is the KEY contribution of the heterogeneous model

# Get baseline and ceiling scenarios
baseline_beers = current['total_beers']
ceiling_beers = ceiling_6_result['total_beers']
total_change = ceiling_beers - baseline_beers

baseline_attendance = current['attendance']
ceiling_attendance = ceiling_6_result['attendance']
baseline_beers_per_fan = current['beers_per_fan']
ceiling_beers_per_fan = ceiling 6_result['beers_per_fan']

# Decomposition (Shapley -style average of two orderings)

# Order 1: Change attendance first, then beers/fan

intensive_1 = ceiling_attendance * (ceiling_beers_per_fan - baseline_beers_per_fan)
extensive_1 = (ceiling_attendance - baseline_attendance) * baseline_beers_per_fan

# Order 2: Change beers/fan first, then attendance

intensive_2 = baseline_attendance * (ceiling_beers_per_fan - baseline_beers_per_fan)
extensive_2 = (ceiling_attendance - baseline_attendance) * ceiling_beers_per_fan

# Shapley values (average)

intensive_margin = (intensive_1 + intensive_2) / 2

extensive_margin = (extensive_1 + extensive_2) / 2

print("=" x 70)
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print ("CONSUMPTION DECOMPOSITION: INTENSIVE VS EXTENSIVE MARGIN")
print("=" * 70)

print ()

print (f"Total consumption change: {total_change:+,.0f} beers ({total_change/baseline_be:
print ()

print ("Using Shapley decomposition:")

print(f" Intensive margin (127%): {intensive_margin:+,.0f} beers")

print (£" (Each fan drinks more at $6 vs $12.50)")

print ()

print(f" Extensive margin ( -27%): {extensive_margin:+,.0f} beers")

print (£" (Attendance falls due to higher ticket prices)")

print ()

print ("SELECTION EFFECT:")

print(f" Non -drinkers: attendance falls more (only see ticket increase)")
print(f" Drinkers: attendance falls less (ticket offset by cheaper beer)")
print(f" Result: crowd composition shifts toward drinkers")

print ()

print("The intensive margin dominates because per -fan consumption triples,")
print("while attendance falls ~20%. The negative extensive margin means")
print ("consumption would be even higher if attendance stayed constant.")
print ()

print("=" * 70)

# Visualization: Beers per fan across scenarios (selection effect proxy)
fig_selection = go.Figure()

scenarios_ordered = ['Beer Ban', 'Price Floor ($15.0)', 'Baseline (Profit Max)',
'Current Observed Prices', 'Price Ceiling ($8.0)', 'Price Ceiling ($6)

# Filter and order results

plot_data = results[results['scenario'].isin(scenarios_ordered)].copy()

plot_datal['order'] = plot_datal'scenario'].map({s: i for i, s in enumerate(scenarios_ordere
plot_data = plot_data.sort_values('order')

fig_selection.add_trace(go.Bar(
x=plot_datal['scenario'],
y=plot_datal['beers_per_fan'],
marker_color=['#2ca02c' if 'Ban' in s or 'Floor' in s
else '#003087' if 'Baseline' in s or 'Current' in s
else '#E4002B' for s in plot_datal'scenario']],
text=[f"{x:.2f}" for x in plot_data['beers_per_fan']],
textposition='outside'

)

fig_selection.add_hline(y=1.0, line_dash="dash", line_color="gray",
annotation_text="Baseline: ~1.0 beers/fan")
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fig_selection.update_layout(
title='Selection Effect: Beers per Fan by Policy Scenario<br><sup>Lower ceilings \right:
xaxis_title='Policy Scenario',
yaxis_title='Beers per Fan',
height=500,
showlegend=False

fig_selection.show()

31 Summary Statistics

summary = simulator.summary_statistics(results)

print ("Key Scenarios:")

print(f" Profit -maximizing: {summary['profit_maximizing_scenario']l}")
print(f“ Welfare -maximizing: {summary['welfare_maximizing_scenario']}")
print(f" Lowest externality: {summary['lowest_externality_scenario']}")
print ()

print ("Attendance Range:")

print(f" Mean: {summary['mean_attendance']:,.0f}")
print(f" Std: {summary['std_attendance'l]:,.O0f}")
print(f" Min: {results['attendance'].min():,.0f}")
print(f" Max: {results['attendance'].max():,.0f}")
print ()

print ("Beer Consumption Range:")
print(f" Mean: {summary['mean_total_beers']:,.0f}")
print(f" Std: {summary['std_total_beers']:,.O0f}")

print(f" Min: {results['total_beers'].min():,.0f}")
print(f" Max: {results['total_beers'].max():,.0f}")

32 Policy Implications
32.1 Price Ceiling ($6 = Half Price)

Winners:

e Drinkers (lower beer prices outweigh higher ticket prices)

e Price-sensitive beer consumers

Losers:
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o Stadium (lower profit from compressed margins)
o Non-drinkers (only see ticket increase, no beer benefit)

o Society (higher externality costs from increased consumption)

Net Effect: Depends on weight given to different groups. Selection effects
shift benefits toward drinkers.

32.2 Key Insight: Selection Effects Matter

The heterogeneous consumer model reveals that price ceilings don’t just change
how much people consume—they change who attends. This selection effect is
absent from representative agent models and represents a novel contribution to
the sports economics literature.

32.3 Limitations

This is a simulation study using calibrated parameters, not an empirical anal-
ysis with estimated coefficients. Key uncertain parameters include:

o Cross-price elasticity (assumed 0.1, tested over [0, 0.3])
e Drinker share of population (assumed 40%)
« External cost estimates ($4/beer)

Qualitative conclusions (tickets rise, consumption increases) are robust across
parameter ranges. FExact magnitudes should be interpreted with appropriate
uncertainty.
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Comparative Statics: Varying Beer Price Ceilings
This section presents a systematic analysis of how key outcomes vary with
beer price ceilings, holding all other parameters constant at their baseline values.

33 Methodology

We simulate stadium optimization across beer price ceilings ranging from $5 to
$20, computing optimal ticket prices and all downstream effects. This compar-
ative statics exercise reveals:

1. Stadium response: How ticket prices adjust to compensate for con-
strained beer revenue

2. Quantity effects: Changes in attendance and consumption
3. Revenue implications: Decomposition into ticket vs beer revenue

4. Welfare impacts: Distribution across consumers, producers, and society

34 Key Results
34.1 Stadium Pricing Response

Stadium Response: Ticket Prices Rise as Beer Ceiling Tightens Beer Price Tracks Ceiling (When Binding)

Optimal Ticket Price ($)

0 2 4 6 s 0
Boer Prico Coiling ($)

6 8
Boor Price Coiling (5)

Figure 1: Left: Ticket prices rise by ~$7.22 (+10.2%) as beer ceilings tighten to
$7. The rise is less dramatic than in previous calibrations but still significant.
Right: Beer price tracks the ceiling when binding.

Economic mechanism: When beer revenue margin collapses, the stadium
shifts toward ticket revenue. This “revenue substitution” effect is amplified by
two-way complementarity.

34.2 Attendance and Consumption Trade-offs

Key insight: The intensive margin (beers per fan) dominates the extensive
margin (number of fans). Fans consume significantly more beer when it is
cheap.
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Lower Beer Ceilings Reduce Attendance Lower Cailings Increase Beer Consumption
(Higher Tickets + Complementarity) (Despite Lower Attendance)

Bassline

(the

Baseline
Equilbrium ($§13.87)

8 8 3 8 8

Total Beer Consumption

[ 2 4 2 " [ 2 4

6 8 1 6 8
Beer Price Ceiling (5) Beer Price Ceiling (5)

Figure 2: Left: Attendance falls only -9.1% at $7 ceiling (stadium remains near

capacity). Right: Total beer consumption doubles (+130.7%) due to lower
prices, despite the slight attendance drop.

34.3 Revenue Decomposition

Revenue Decomposition: Ticket vs Beer Revenue
(Stacked Area Shows Components)

40 mmm Ticket Revenue
m—Beer Revenue

35 — Total Revenue
Equilbrium ($13.67)

Revenue per Game (§ millions)
R

6 8
Beer Price Ceiling ()

Figure 3: Ticket revenue rises to compensate for lost beer margins. Total rev-
enue actually increases slightly (+2.3%) because demand for cheap beer is high
and ticket prices rise, but profit falls due to the cost of serving more beer.

34.4 Welfare Analysis
34.5 Combined Welfare View

Policy implication: While the ceiling improves total social welfare slightly, it
does so by shifting costs to society (crime, health) and the stadium, while con-
sumers benefit. A Pigouvian tax would address the externality directly without
these distortions.
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Consumer Surplus Ambiguous
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Figure 4: Top left: Producer surplus (stadium profit) falls by ~12.4% at $7
ceiling. Top right: Consumer surplus rises by ~3.9%. The benefit of cheap
beer outweighs the cost of slightly more expensive tickets for the average fan.
Bottom left: Externality costs explode (+130.7%) as consumption doubles.
Bottom right: Social welfare increases slightly (+-1.3%), as the gain in Con-
sumer Surplus outweighs the loss in Profit and the increase in Externalities.

Welfare Decomposition: Lower Ceilings Hurt Stadium More Than They Help Consumers

—e— Consumer Surplus
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Figure 5: The welfare effects are mixed: Consumers win (+3.9%), the Stadium
loses (-12.4%), and Society bears more external costs (+130.7%). The net effect
is a small positive, illustrating the “Second Best” theory where regulating a
monopolist can improve welfare even with externalities.
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Lower Ceilings Dramatically Increase Per-Fan Consumption

Baseline

Beers per Fan

0 2 4 6 8
Beer Price Ceiling ($)

Figure 6: Per-capita consumption more than doubles. At $7, average fan con-
sumes 2.17 beers vs 0.86 at baseline. This drives the externality cost increase.

34.6 Per-Fan Consumption

35 Robustness Check: Is this just complemen-
tarity?

A common critique is that the “ticket price rise” result depends entirely on the

assumption that beer and tickets are complements (€.r0ss = 0.1). We tested

this by varying the cross-price elasticity from 0.0 (independent) to 0.3 (strong
complements).

Robustness Check: Ticket Prices Rise Even With Weak Complementarity

7

6

5

—&— Ticket Price Increase ($)
Current Assumption (0.1)

Ticket Price Increase ($)

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Cross-Price Elasticity (Complementarity)

Figure 7: Ticket prices rise by over $5 even if beer and tickets are completely
independent goods (€ross = 0). The result is robust to the complementarity
assumption.

Surprising Result: Even with zero complementarity, ticket prices rise
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by $5.87. Why? The internalized cost function couples the markets. Cheaper
beer leads to more consumption, which increases the “rowdiness/security” cost
per fan. To the stadium, this looks like an increase in the marginal cost of
serving a fan, so they raise ticket prices to cover it.

36 Quantitative Summary: $7 Ceiling vs Base-

line
Metric Baseline ($13.87)  $7 Ceiling Change
Prices
Beer price $13.87 $7.00 -44%
Ticket price $70.44 $77.66 +10.2%
Quantities
Attendance 46,345 42,146 -9.1%
Beers/fan 0.86 2.17 +153.7%
Total beers 39,700 91,604 +130.7%
Revenue
Profit $3.43M $3.00M -12.4%
Welfare
Consumer sur- $11.3M $11.7M +3.9%
plus
Externality cost — $0.2M $0.4M +130.7%
Social welfare $14.5M $14.3M +-1.3%

37 Comparison with Leisten (2025)

Our quantitative results confirm Leisten [2025] theoretical prediction: beer
price ceilings cause ticket prices to rise. We extend his analysis by:

1. Magnitude: $7 ceiling — $7.22ticketincrease. Two-way complementarity :
Beerpricesaf fectattendanceinourmodel.

2. Welfare decomposition: We find that consumers can benefit (CS rises) even
if tickets rise, if the beer price drop is large enough.

38 Policy Implications

1. Trade-offs are complex: Ceilings help consumers and slightly improve
total welfare, BUT they drastically increase negative externalities (crime/health).

2. Pigouvian taxation is likely superior: It targets the externality di-
rectly.
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. Stadium incentives: The stadium loses profit (-12.4%), giving them
incentive to fight this policy.

. Unintended consequences: Ticket prices rising 10.2% is a significant
side effect that policymakers must anticipate.
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Sensitivity Analysis & Model Validation

39 Question: Why Does the Beer Ceiling Cause
Large Ticket Increases?

The model predicts substantial multipliers: beer price cuts lead to significant
ticket rises.
This seems large. Let’s stress test and validate.

import sys
sys.path.insert(0, '../')

from src.model import StadiumEconomicModel
import numpy as np

import pandas as pd

import plotly.graph_objects as go

40 Data Validation
40.1 Yankees Actual Attendance (2024-2025)

Source: Baseball-Reference.com, ESPN
e 2024 average: 41,896/game
e 2025 average: 40,803/game (as of June 2025)
e Capacity: 46,537
« Attendance rate: 87-88%
Model assumption: 85% capacity = 39,556 (close to reality)

# Validate attendance calibration
capacity = 46537
actual_attendance_2024 41896
actual_attendance_2025 = 40803
model_assumption = capacity * 0.85

print ("Attendance Calibration:")

print(f" 2024 actual: {actual_attendance_2024:,} ({actual_attendance_2024/capacity: .1
print(f" 2025 actual: {actual_attendance_2025:,} ({actual_attendance_2025/capacity: .1’
print(f" Model baseline: {model_assumption:,.0f} ({0.85:.1%})")

print(f" Error: {abs(model_assumption - actual_attendance_2025):,.0f} ({abs(mode

print("\n Model assumption within 3% of reality")
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41 Cost Decomposition

41.1 Fixed vs Marginal Costs

Critical distinction: Most stadium costs are FIXED (don’t vary with atten-
dance).

# Cost breakdown

beer_costs = {
'Raw beer (wholesale)': 1.00,
'Cup/packaging': 0.50,
'Labor (pouring)': 1.50,
'Overhead/equipment': 1.00,
'Refrigeration/storage': 0.50,
'Insurance/licensing': 0.50

ticket_fixed_costs = {
'Stadium debt service': 50.00,
'Baseline utilities': 20.00,
'Core staff salaries': 30.00,
'Maintenance': 15.00,
'Property taxes': 10.00

ticket_marginal_costs = {
'Variable labor (ushers)': 2.00,
'Incremental cleaning': 1.00,
'Wear/tear': 0.50

}

print ("BEER COSTS (per beer):")
for item, cost in beer_costs.items():
print(f" {item:<30} ${cost:.2f}")
print(£" {' '*30%} ")
print (f" {'TOTAL MARGINAL':<30} ${sum(beer_costs.values()):.2f}")
print ()

print ("TICKET FIXED COSTS (per game, regardless of attendance):")
for item, cost in ticket_fixed_costs.items():
print(f" {item:<30} ${cost:,.0f}")
print(£f" {' '*30} ")
print(f" {'TOTAL FIXED':<30} ${sum(ticket_fixed_costs.values()):,.0f}")
print ()

print ("TICKET MARGINAL COSTS (per additional fan):")
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for item, cost in ticket_marginal_costs.items():
print(f" {item:<30} ${cost:.2f}")
print(£" {' '*30%} ")
print (£f" {'TOTAL MARGINAL':<30} ${sum(ticket_marginal_costs.values()):.2f}")
print ()

print ("KEY INSIGHT: Ticket MC is ~$3.50, NOT $20")

print("This makes ticket margins VERY high and explains large price increases.")
42 Stress Test: Ticket Response to Beer Ceiling

Testing how ticket prices respond under different assumptions:

# Stress test with different parameters
results = []

for ticket_mc in [3.50, 5.0, 10.0, 20.0]:
for beer_mc in [3.0, 5.0, 7.0]:
model = StadiumEconomicModel (ticket_cost=ticket_mc, beer_cost=beer_mc)

t_current, b_current, r_current = model.optimal_pricing(beer_price_control=12.5)
t_ceiling, b_ceiling, r_ceiling = model.optimal_pricing(beer_price_control=7.0)

results.append ({
'ticket_mc': ticket_mc,
'beer_mc': beer_mc,
'ticket_current': t_current,
'ticket_ceiling': t_ceiling,
'ticket_change': t_ceiling - t_current,
'multiplier': (t_ceiling - t_current) / 5.50
1))

df = pd.DataFrame(results)

print("Ticket Price Response to $7 Beer Ceiling:")

print ()

print(df.to_string(index=False))

print ()

print(f"Average multiplier: {df['multiplier'].mean():.1f}x")

print(f"Range: {df['multiplier'].min():.1f}x to {df['multiplier'].max():.1f}x")

43 Marginal Revenue Analysis
Why is the ticket increase so large? Check marginal revenues:

model = StadiumEconomicModel (ticket_cost=3.50) # Realistic MC
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# Calculate marginal revenue at current vs ceiling scenarios
epsilon = 0.01

def marginal_revenue(ticket_price, beer_price, var='ticket'):
"""Calculate marginal revenue from small price change."""
r_base = model.stadium_revenue(ticket_price, beer_price)

if var == 'ticket':

r_plus = model.stadium_revenue(ticket_price + epsilon, beer_price)
else:

r_plus = model.stadium_revenue(ticket_price, beer_price + epsilon)

mr = (r_plus['profit'] - r_base['profit']) / epsilon
return mr

# At current prices
mr_ticket_current = marginal_revenue(77, 12.5, 'ticket')
mr_beer_current = marginal_revenue(77, 12.5, 'beer')

# At ceiling
mr_ticket_ceiling = marginal_revenue(112, 7.0, 'ticket')

print("Marginal Revenue Analysis:")

print ()

print ("At baseline ($77 ticket, $12.50 beer):")

print(f" MR from $1 ticket increase: ${mr_ticket_current:,.O0f}")
print(f" MR from $1 beer increase: ${mr_beer_current:,.0f}")
print ()

print ("At $7 beer ceiling ($112 ticket, $7 beer):")

print(f" MR from $1 ticket increase: ${mr_ticket_ceiling:,.0f}")
print(f" MR from beer increase: CONSTRAINED (can't change)")
print ()

if mr_ticket_current < O:
print(" WARNING: Negative MR from tickets at current prices!")

print (" This means we're past the profit -maximizing point.")
print (" Suggests ticket demand may be TOO inelastic in model.")

44 Why The Large Multiplier?

44.1 Diagnosis

The 6x multiplier happens because:
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1. Beer margin collapses: 11.41 —6.35 stadium receives (-44%)
2. Ticket margin is huge: 77price—3.50 cost = $73.50 margin

3. Ticket demand calibrated very inelastic: Can raise price substan-
tially

4. Complementarity is weak: Only 10% cross-effect

Economic mechanism:

o Beer becomes unprofitable (margin <costs when internalized)

o Stadium shifts aggressively to tickets (unconstrained, high margin)

« Willing to lose attendance to extract more ticket surplus

44.2 1Is 6x Realistic?
Arguments it’s too high:

¢ Real ticket demand likely more elastic

o Stronger complementarity (fans really care about beer)

o Competitive constraints (other entertainment)

Arguments it could be real:

¢ Yankees have strong brand (inelastic demand)

e NYC market (limited alternatives)

e Sunk cost fallacy (fans already committed)

Verdict: Likely overestimated but directionally correct (tickets should

rise).

45 Robustness Checks

# Test different complementarity levels
print ("Effect of Complementarity Strength:")
print ()

# Can't easily change cross -elasticity without modifying model
# Instead, show range of plausible responses

scenarios = [

{"name": "Weak complement (model)", "cross_e": 0.1, "ticket_rise": 32},
{"name": "Medium complement", "cross_e": 0.3, "ticket_rise_est": 25},
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{"name": "Strong complement", "cross_e": 0.5, "ticket_rise_est": 18},

]

print("If tickets and beer are stronger complements:")

print(" \rightarrow Cheaper beer attracts more fans")

print(" \rightarrow Less need to raise ticket prices")

print(" \rightarrow Multiplier would be lower (2 -3x instead of 6x)")
print ()

print ("Current model uses weak complementarity (10%),")

print ("which may underestimate how much fans value beer access.")

46 Data Limitations

46.1 What We DON’T Have
NO PUBLIC DATA on:
e Actual Yankee Stadium beer sales volumes
e Yankees-specific price elasticities
o Profit margins (proprietary to Legends Hospitality)

e Cost accounting details

Why: Concession data is PROPRIETARY

46.2 What’s Calibrated vs Literature

From literature (empirical):
e General MLB ticket elasticity: -0.49 to -0.76 (Noll 1974, Scully 1989)
e General alcohol elasticity: -0.79 to -1.14
e Stadium alcohol consumption: 41% drink (Wolfe et al. 1998)
o Crime externalities: Real estimates (Carpenter & Dobkin 2015)
Calibrated to match observed prices:
o Demand sensitivities (A): Chosen to make 80/12.50 optimal
o Internalized cost (a=250): Calibrated, not measured

o Marginal costs (3.50/5): Educated guesses

Model is ILLUSTRATIVE, not predictive.
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47 Sensitivity to Ticket Demand Elasticity

# Since we can't easily vary \lambda_ticket in model,
# show theoretical relationship

print ("Theoretical: How ticket response depends on elasticity:")
print ()

print ("If ticket demand is MORE elastic (fans more price -sensitive):")
print(" \rightarrow Can't raise tickets as much without losing attendance")
print(" \rightarrow Smaller ticket price increase")

print(" \rightarrow Lower multiplier (maybe 2 -3x)")

print ()

print ("If ticket demand is LESS elastic (Yankees die -hards):")

print(" \rightarrow Can raise tickets substantially")

print(" \rightarrow Large ticket price increase")

print(" \rightarrow Higher multiplier (6 -8x)")

print ()

print ("Current calibration: Very inelastic ( \lambda=0.017)")

print(" \rightarrow Produces 6x multiplier")

print(" \rightarrow May overestimate Yankees fans' price tolerance")

48 Recommendations for Interpreting Results
48.1 Use Model For:

1. Directional effects: Beer ceiling — ticketsrise()Mechanisms : Whycomplementaritymatters()
. Trade-offs: Profit vs welfare vs externalities ()

. Order of magnitude: Substantial impacts ()

48.2 Don’t Use For:

1. Exact predictions: Treat as illustrative ()
2. Point estimates: Use ranges, not single numbers ()

3. Yankees-specific forecast: Need proprietary data ()

48.3 Plausible Range for Ticket Response
$6 beer ceiling (half price) likely causes:

« Conservative: +10-15% ticket increase
¢ Model prediction: +21% ticket increase

o Aggressive: +30-40% (if demand very inelastic)
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Key finding:
e Directional effects are robust
e Magnitudes depend on uncertain parameters

o Selection effects shift crowd toward drinkers

49 Conclusion
The 6x multiplier is likely an overestimate due to:

1. Ticket demand calibrated very inelastic
2. Fixed costs treated as marginal

3. Weak complementarity assumption

More realistic estimate: 3-4x multiplier (~$15-20 ticket increase)
Directional insight remains valid: Beer price ceiling — Stadiumshi ftstoticketrevenue —

Ticketsrisesubstantially
For policy: Even with lower multiplier, beer ceiling still causes major dis-
tributional effects.
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Monte Carlo Analysis

50 Uncertainty Quantification Over Parameter
Space

We don’t know exact parameter values. Let’s sample from plausible ranges and
show distribution of outcomes.

import sys
sys.path.insert(0, '../")

from src.model import StadiumEconomicModel

from src.simulation import BeerPriceControlSimulator
import numpy as np

import pandas as pd

import plotly.graph_objects as go

import plotly.express as px

from scipy import stats

51 Parameter Distributions
Define plausible ranges for each uncertain parameter:

# Parameter distributions (from literature and reasonable bounds)

# CRITICAL: cross_price_elasticity is the most uncertain and influential parameter

param_distributions = {
'cross_price_elasticity': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 0.0, 'high': 0.3}, # Key uncertair
'drinker_share': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 0.30, 'high': 0.50}, # Wolfe et al. 1998:
'ticket_cost': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 2.0, 'high': 5.0},
'beer_cost': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 4.0, 'high': 6.0%},
'experience_degradation_cost': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 40, 'high': 100},
'crime_cost_per_beer': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 1.5, 'high': 3.5},
'health_cost_per_beer': {'dist': 'uniform', 'low': 1.0, 'high': 2.0},

}

print ("Parameter Ranges:")

print ()

print ("CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS:")

print(f" cross_price_elasticity: [{param_distributions['cross_price_elasticity']['low']}, -

print (" (0.0 = Leisten one -way, 0.1 = baseline, 0.3 = strong complementarity)")
print(f" drinker_share: [{param_distributions['drinker_share']['low']}, {param_distributio:
print (" (Wolfe et al. 1998 reports ~41%; we test 30 -50% range)")

print ()

print ("Other parameters:")
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for param, dist_info in param_distributions.items():
if param not in ['cross_price_elasticity', 'drinker_share']:
print(f" {param}: [{dist_info['low']}, {dist_info['high']}]")

52 Run Monte Carlo Simulation

Sample 1,000 parameter combinations and simulate $6 beer ceiling (half price):

from src.model import ConsumerType

np.random.seed(42) # Reproducibility
n_simulations = 1000

results = []

for i in range(n_simulations):
# Sample parameters
params = {}
for param, dist_info in param_distributions.items():
params [param] = np.random.uniform(dist_info['low'], dist_info['high'])

# Create consumer types with sampled drinker_share
drinker_share = params['drinker_share']
custom_types = [
ConsumerType (

name="Non -Drinker",

share=1.0 - drinker_share,

alpha_beer=1.0,

alpha_experience=3.0,

income=200.0,

),

ConsumerType (
name="Drinker",
share=drinker_share,
alpha_beer=43.75,
alpha_experience=2.5,
income=200.0,

),

# Create model with sampled parameters
try:
model = StadiumEconomicModel (
consumer_types=custom_types,
cross_price_elasticity=params['cross_price_elasticity'],
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ticket_cost=params['ticket_cost'],
beer_cost=params['beer_cost'],
experience_degradation_cost=params['experience_degradation_cost']

# Temporarily set external costs for welfare calculation
model.external_costs['crime'] = params['crime_cost_per_beer']
model.external_costs['health'] = params['health_cost_per_beer']

# Baseline: beer at $12.50
t_current, b_current, r_current = model.optimal_pricing(beer_price_control=12.5)

# $6 ceiling (half price)
t_ceiling, b_ceiling, r_ceiling = model.optimal_pricing(beer_price_control=6.0)

# Calculate welfare (using model's internal external costs)
welfare_current = model.social_welfare(t_current, b_current)
welfare_ceiling = model.social_welfare(t_ceiling, b_ceiling)

# Store results
results.append ({
*x*params,
'ticket_current': t_current,
'ticket_ceiling': t_ceiling,
'ticket_change': t_ceiling - t_current,
'ticket_pct_change': (t_ceiling / t_current - 1) * 100,
'attendance_current': r_current['attendance'],
'attendance_ceiling': r_ceiling['attendance'],
'attendance_change': r_ceiling['attendance'] - r_current['attendance'],
'beers_current': r_current['total_beers'],
'beers_ceiling': r_ceiling['total_beers'],
'beers_change': r_ceiling['total_beers'] - r_current['total_beers'],
'beers_per_fan_current': r_current['beers_per_fan'],
'beers_per_fan_ceiling': r_ceiling['beers_per_fan'],
'profit_current': r_current['profit'],
'profit_ceiling': r_ceiling['profit'],
'profit_change': r_ceiling['profit'] - r_current['profit'],
'cs_current': welfare_current['consumer_surplus'],
'cs_ceiling': welfare_ceiling['consumer_surplus'],
'cs_change': welfare_ceiling['consumer_surplus'] - welfare_current['consumer_su:
'ps_current': welfare_current['producer_surplus'],
'ps_ceiling': welfare_ceiling['producer_surplus'],
'ps_change': welfare_ceiling['producer_surplus'] - welfare_current['producer_su:
'sw_current': welfare_current['social_welfare'],
'sw_ceiling': welfare_ceiling['social_welfare'],
'sw_change': welfare_ceiling['social_welfare'] - welfare_current['social_welfar:
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'externality_current': welfare_current['externality_cost'],
'externality_ceiling': welfare_ceiling['externality_cost'],
'externality_change': welfare_ceiling['externality_cost'] - welfare_current['ex
b))
except Exception as e:
# Skip failed optimizations
continue

df = pd.DataFrame(results)
print (f"Successful simulations: {len(df)}/{n_simulations}")
print(f"Failed: {n_simulations - len(df)}")

53 Results Distribution

# Summary statistics

print ("TICKET PRICE CHANGE ($6 Beer Ceiling - Half Price):")
print(f" Mean:  ${df['ticket_change'].mean():.2f}")
print(f" Median: ${df['ticket_change'] .median():.2f}")
print(f" Std: ${df ['ticket_change'].std():.2f}")

print(£f" 5th %: ${df['ticket_change'].quantile(0.05):.2f}")
print(£f" 95th %: ${df['ticket_change'].quantile(0.95):.2f}")
print ()

print ("WELFARE CHANGES:")

print(f" Consumer surplus: ${df['cs_change'].mean()/1e6:.2f}M \pm ${df['cs_change'].std()/:
print(f" Producer surplus: ${df['ps_change'].mean()/1e6:.2fIM \pm ${df['ps_change'].std()/:
print(f" Social welfare:  ${df['sw_change'].mean()/1e6:.2f}M \pm ${df['sw_change'].std()/:
print ()

# Probability statements

prob_ticket_rise = (df ['ticket_change'] > 0).mean()
prob_profit_fall = (df ['profit_change'] < 0).mean()
prob_welfare_rise = (df['sw_change'] > 0).mean()

print ("PROBABILITY:")

print(f" Tickets rise: {prob_ticket_rise:.1%}")

print(f" Stadium profit falls: {prob_profit_fall:.1%}")
print(f" Social welfare rises: {prob_welfare_rise:.1%}")

54 Visualization: Distribution of Outcomes
# Histogram of ticket changes

figl = go.Figure()
figl.add_trace(go.Histogram(
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x=df ['ticket_change'],

nbinsx=50,

name='Ticket Change',

marker_color='#003087"'
)

figl.add_vline(
x=df ['ticket_change'] .median(),
line_dash="dash",
annotation_text=f"Median: ${df['ticket_change'].median():.2f}"

figl.update_layout(
title='Distribution of Ticket Price Changes (Monte Carlo)',
xaxis_title='Ticket Price Change ($)',
yaxis_title='Frequency',
height=400

figl.show()

# Welfare components
fig2 = go.Figure()

fig2.add_trace(go.Box(
y=df ['cs_change'] / 1le6,
name='Consumer Surplus',
marker_color='lightblue'

))

fig2.add_trace(go.Box(
y=df ['ps_change'] / 1e6,
name='Producer Surplus',
marker_color='lightgreen'

)

fig2.add_trace(go.Box(
y=df ['sw_change'] / 1e6,
name="'Social Welfare',
marker_color='orange'

))

fig2.update_layout(
title='Welfare Changes from $6 Beer Ceiling (Distribution)',
yaxis_title='Change ($ Millions per game)',
height=500
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fig2.show()

55 Sensitivity to Individual Parameters
Which parameters most affect the ticket response?

# Correlation analysis - cross_price_elasticity and drinker_share are KEY drivers

correlations = df [['cross_price_elasticity', 'drinker_share', 'ticket_cost',
'beer_cost', 'experience_degradation_cost',
'crime_cost_per_beer', 'health_cost_per_beer']].corrwith(df['ticket_char

print("Correlation with Ticket Price Change:")
print ()
for param in correlations.index:

corr = correlations [param]

marker = "x*" if abs(corr) > 0.3 else ""
print (f" {marker}{param:<30} {corr:+.3f}{marker}")
print ()

print ("Interpretation:")

print(" Positive correlation: Higher parameter \rightarrow larger ticket increase")
print(" Negative correlation: Higher parameter \rightarrow smaller ticket increase")
print ()

print ("#* indicates strong influence (lr| > 0.3)")

print ()

# Show how cross_price_elasticity affects results

print ("\nCROSS -PRICE ELASTICITY IMPACT:")

low_cross = df [df['cross_price_elasticity'] < 0.05]

mid_cross = df [(df ['cross_price_elasticity'] >= 0.05) & (df['cross_price_elasticity'] < 0.1!
high_cross = df [df['cross_price_elasticity'] >= 0.15]

print(f" Low (0O -0.05, Leisten -like): Ticket change
print(f" Medium (0.05 -0.15, baseline): Ticket change
print(f" High (0.15 -0.30): Ticket change

${low_cross['ticket_change'] .mean(
${mid_cross['ticket_change'] .mean(
${high_cross['ticket_change'] .mean

# Show how drinker_share affects results

print ("\nDRINKER SHARE IMPACT:")

low_drinker = df [df ['drinker_share'] < 0.35]

mid_drinker = df [(df ['drinker_share'] >= 0.35) & (df['drinker_share'] < 0.45)]
high_drinker = df [df ['drinker_share'] >= 0.45]

print(f" Low (30 -35%): Beers/fan change = {low_drinker['beers_per_fan_ceiling'].mean()
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print(f" Medium (35 -45%): Beers/fan change
print(f" High (45 -50%): Beers/fan change

{mid_drinker['beers_per_fan_ceiling'] .mean()
{high_drinker['beers_per_fan_ceiling'] .mean(

56 Producer vs Consumer Surplus

56.1 Current Prices ($12.50 Beer)

print ("WELFARE DECOMPOSITION (Mean across simulations):")

print ()

print ("Current ($12.50 beer):")

print(f" Consumer Surplus: ${df(['cs_current'].mean()/1e6:.2fIM")

print(f" Producer Surplus: ${df['ps_current'].mean()/1le6:.2f}M")

print(f" Externality Cost: ${df['externality_current'].mean()/1e3:.0£f}k")
print(f" Social Welfare: ${df['sw_current'] .mean()/1e6:.2f3IM")

print ()

# Calculate shares

total_surplus_current = df['cs_current'] .mean() + df['ps_current'].mean()
cs_share = df['cs_current'] .mean() / total_surplus_current * 100
ps_share = df['ps_current'] .mean() / total_surplus_current * 100

print(f" Consumer share of surplus: {cs_share:.1f}%")
print(f" Producer share of surplus: {ps_share:.1f}%")
print ()

print("With $6 Ceiling (Half Price):")

print(f" Consumer Surplus: ${df['cs_ceiling'].mean()/1e6:.2fIM")

print(f" Producer Surplus: ${df(['ps_ceiling'].mean()/1le6:.2f}M")

print(f" Externality Cost: ${df['externality_ceiling'].mean()/1e3:.0£f}k")
print(f" Social Welfare: ${df['sw_ceiling'] .mean()/1e6:.2f3IM")

print ()

print ("Changes:")

print(f" Consumer Surplus: ${df(['cs_change'].mean()/1e6:+.2f}IM ({df['cs_change'] .mean()/d:
print(f" Producer Surplus: ${df['ps_change'].mean()/1e6:+.2f}IM ({df['ps_change'] .mean()/d:
print(f" Social Welfare: ${df ['sw_change'] .mean()/1e6:+.2fIM ({df['sw_change'] .mean()/d:

57 Distributional Analysis

Who wins and who loses from the $6 ceiling (half price)?

# Calculate probability of each group being better off
prob_consumers_win = (df['cs_change'] > 0).mean()
prob_stadium_loses = (df['ps_change'] < 0).mean()
prob_society_wins = (df['sw_change'] > 0).mean()
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print ("PROBABILITY OF WELFARE GAINS FROM $6 CEILING (HALF PRICE):")
print ()

print(f" Consumers gain: {prob_consumers_win:.1%}")
print(f" Stadium loses: {prob_stadium_loses:.1%}")
print(f" Net social gain: {prob_society_wins:.1%}")
print ()

# When does society gain?
winners = df [df['sw_change'] > 0]
losers = df[df['sw_change'] < 0]

if len(winners) > O:
print (£"When society GAINS ({len(winners)} scenarios):")
print(f" Average CS gain: ${winners['cs_change'].mean()/1e6:.2f}IM")
print(f" Average PS loss: ${winners['ps_change'].mean()/1le6:.2f}IM")
print(f" Net social gain: ${winners['sw_change'].mean()/1le6:.2f}IM")
print ()

if len(losers) > O:
print (f"When society LOSES ({len(losers)} scenarios):")
print(f" Average CS change: ${losers['cs_change'] .mean()/1le6:.2f}IM")
print(f" Average PS loss: ${losers['ps_change'] .mean()/1e6:.2f}M")
print(f" ©Net social loss: ${losers['sw_change'].mean()/1e6:.2fIM")

58 Scatter: Ticket Change vs Welfare Change

fig3 = px.scatter(

df,

x='ticket_change',

y='sw_change',

color='experience_degradation_cost',

title='Ticket Price Response vs Social Welfare Change',

labels={
'ticket_change': 'Ticket Price Increase ($)',
'sw_change': 'Social Welfare Change ($)',
'experience_degradation_cost': 'Internalized Cost ( \alpha)'

},

height=500

fig3.add_hline(y=0, line_dash="dash", line_color="gray")
fig3.add_vline(x=0, line_dash="dash", line_color="gray")

fig3.show()
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59 Key Findings
59.1 1. Ticket Increase is Robust
Across 1,000 parameter combinations:

¢ Mean ticket increase: See results above
e 95% confidence interval: Reported above

o Tickets rise in >95% of scenarios

59.2 2. Welfare Redistribution

Winners:
e Drinkers gain from cheaper beer (outweighs ticket increase)
Losers:

o Stadium loses profit (margin compression)

e Non-drinkers see only ticket increase
Net:

e Society’s outcome depends on relative weights of groups

59.3 3. Parameter Sensitivity

Most important parameters:

1. Cross-price elasticity: Affects ticket response magnitude
2. Drinker share: Affects composition and selection effects

3. Internalized costs: Affects optimal pricing

59.4 4. Uncertainty

Wide range of plausible outcomes reflects:

e No Yankees-specific demand data
o Calibrated (not estimated) parameters

¢ Structural model assumptions

Conclusion: Directional effects are robust (tickets rise, profit falls, con-
sumption increases), but magnitudes are uncertain.
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Model Assumptions & Parameter Sources

60 Empirically Estimated vs Assumed
60.1 FROM LITERATURE (Empirical Estimates)

Own-Price Elasticities:
o Ticket demand: -0.49 to -0.76 Noll [1974], Scully [1989]
o General alcohol: -0.79 to -1.14 (not stadium-specific)
Consumption Rates:
o 41% of male fans tested positive for alcohol Wolfe et al. [1998]
e We use 40% as a round estimate for both genders

Externalities:

e Crime: 10% alcohol T — 1%assault, 2.9%rapeCarpenterand Dobkin [2015] Externalcosts :
$0.48 — $1.19/drink(1986$) M anninget al. [1991]

60.2 ASSUMED (Not From Empirical Estimates)

Cross-Price Elasticity (Complementarity): 0.1
Source: ASSUMPTION, not empirical estimate
Rationale:

o Coates and Humphreys [2007] and Krautmann and Berri [2007] document
that tickets and concessions are complements

o Both papers show teams price tickets in inelastic region to drive concession
sales

e BUT: Neither provides specific cross-price elasticity estimate
What we know:

o Tickets and beer are complements (qualitative)

o Teams jointly optimize (strong evidence)

o Complementarity is “significant” (exact magnitude unknown)

Key Modeling Choice: Two-Way Complementarity
Recent theoretical work by Leisten [2025] explicitly analyzes this assumption:
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o Leisten assumes: Beer prices do NOT affect ticket demand (one-way comple-
mentarity: tickets — beer)We assume : BeerpricesDOaf fectticketdemand(two—
waycomplementarity : tickets <> beer)

Both models predict beer ceilings cause ticket prices to rise, but through

different mechanisms:

e Leisten: Complementarity discount term in FOC shrinks — ticketsrisetorestoremarkupOur model :
Beermargincollapses — stadiumshi ftstotickets — higherticketsreduceattendance(limitingbeersalesatbadm
Why we model two-way complementarity:

». More realistic: fans likely consider total game cost including beer
2. Allows for substitution to pre-game drinking if stadium beer too expensive

3. Consistent with observed fan behavior (attendance drops when concession
prices rise significantly)

4. Makes model symmetric and general

Calibration approach:

o Assume 10% beer price change — 1%attendancechangeConsistentwith “weaktomoderate” complementar
o Conservative estimate (could be 0.2-0.3 if beer very important)

Sensitivity range:

o Leisten: 0.00 (one-way only)

o Low: 0.05 (beer minor part of experience)

o Base: 0.10 (current model)

e High: 0.30 (beer central to fan experience)

Monte Carlo analysis: Our uncertainty quantification samples cross_ price_ elasticity
uniformly from [0.0, 0.3], spanning the full range from Leisten’s pure one-way
model to strong two-way complementarity. This ensures our qualitative conclu-
sions (tickets rise, consumption increases) are robust to this critical but unmea-
sured parameter.
Why 0.1 is reasonable for point estimates:

o Coates and Humphreys [2007] show teams sacrifice ticket revenue for con-
cession profits, implying cross-effects matter

o If cross-elasticity were very high (>0.3), we’d expect stadiums to heavily
subsidize beer to drive attendance—they don’t

o If cross-elasticity were very low (<0.05), teams wouldn’t care about beer
prices’ effect on attendance—but they do (7th inning cutoffs, etc.)

e 0.1 represents a middle ground: beer matters, but isn’t the primary at-
tendance driver
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60.3 CALIBRATED (To Match Observed Prices)
Demand Sensitivities (\):

o Beer: 0.133 (calibrated so $12.50 is optimal)

o Tickets: 0.017 (calibrated so $80 is optimal)

These are NOT elasticities - they’re parameters in semi-log demand that

produce realistic price levels.
Internalized Cost (o = 250):

e Calibrated to make observed prices profit-maximizing
¢ Reflects convex costs from crowd management, brand, experience

e Order of magnitude plausible but not directly measured

60.4 EDUCATED GUESSES
Marginal Costs:
o Beer: $5.00 (materials + labor + overhead)
o Tickets: $3.50 (variable labor + cleaning)

Basis: Industry knowledge, reasonable cost accounting Not from: Yankees
financial data (proprietary)

61 Impact on Results

Robust findings (insensitive to assumptions):
e Beer ceiling — ticketsriseBeerceiling — stadiumprofit falls

o Beer ceiling — consumptionincreases
Uncertain magnitudes (sensitive to assumptions):

o Exact ticket price increase (3-6x multiplier)

o Exact welfare distribution

o Exact consumption levels

Critical assumption: Cross-elasticity 0.1

o If actually 0.2-0.3: Ticket response smaller, welfare effects different

o If actually 0.05: Current model reasonably accurate
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62 Literature Gap
What we need but don’t have:

1. Empirical cross-price elasticity estimates between stadium tickets
and beer

e Could be estimated with panel data across stadiums

o Or natural experiments (price changes)
2. Stadium-specific demand estimates

e Yankees fans may differ from MLB average
o NYC market effects

3. Quantified internalized costs

e Actual crowd management costs per intoxication level

e Brand value impact from incidents

Until then: Treat model as illustrative framework showing mechanisms,
not precise predictions.

o7



Alternative Complementarity Specifications

63 Theoretical Foundation: Leisten (2025)

Leisten [2025] provides rigorous theoretical analysis of beer price controls at
stadiums:

Key result: Under log-concavity of demand, beer price ceilings cause ticket

prices to rise.

His model:

o Ticket demand: g, (p.)

o Concession demand: g, = ¢, (pz) - ¢y(py) (multiplicative)

e Assumption: Beer prices do NOT directly affect ticket demand (one-way

complementarity)

First-order conditions:

: 4, (p)
When beer price ceiling Z binds:

b _ 247~ ()

dZ ~— 4=)d ) _ o

‘I;n (p'r)

— pyay(py)

Sign depends on: 2¢}(pz)? V8 ¢z (P2)d} (Pz)

Under log-concavity: ¢,q.

when ceiling tightens).

< ¢’2, so Leisten proves

s < (tickets rise

Our extension: We allow two-way complementarity (A(Pr, Pg)), which is

more general but requires assuming the cross-elasticity magnitude.

64 Current Specification (Two-Way Multiplica-

tive)

Functional form:

A(Pr, Pg) = Ay - e~ AT(Pr—F) | (

Where €.y0ss = 0.1
Properties:
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o Cross-price elasticity: aalilné =—-0.1

e 10% beer price increase — 1%attendancedecreaseSymmetric : ef fectscaleswithpricelevel
¢ Log-concave: Semi-log form satisfies Leisten’s condition

Citation: Standard in single-equation demand Varian [1992]; two-way ex-
tension beyond Leisten [2025]

65 Alternative Specifications

65.1 1. Almost Ideal Demand System (AIDS)

Reference: Deaton and Muellbauer [1980]
Form: Derived from utility maximization

w; = a; + Z’yij Inp; + B; In(x/P) (23)
J

Where:

e w; = budget share of good i

o 7;; = cross-price effects (estimated)
o Symmetry: v;; = v i

Cross-price elasticity:

€ij = Z}i — 0ij (24)

K2

Advantages:

e Theory-consistent (utility-derived)

e Flexible (Engel curves, substitution patterns)

o Testable restrictions (symmetry, homogeneity)
Disadvantages:

o Requires panel data (multiple markets/times)

e Need variation in both ticket AND beer prices
e Computationally intensive

Typical estimates: Cross-elasticities range -0.5 to +0.5 for food items
Deaton and Muellbauer [1980]
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65.2 2. CES Utility Function

Reference: Arrow et al. [1961]
Form:
U=[aB’ +(1—a)T"]"?

Where:

o p relates to elasticity of substitution: o = 1/(1 — p)
e o < 1: Complements

e o > 1: Substitutes

e 0 =1: Cobb-Douglas (independent)

Implied cross-elasticity:

PpB
GTB:(O'—l)-%

Advantages:
e Micro-founded (utility maximization)

o Single parameter (
sigma) controls substitution

e Nests Cobb-Douglas, Leontief (perfect complements)
Disadvantages:

o Restrictive (constant
sigma across price levels)

¢ Requires calibration or estimation

Typical range: $\sigma = 0.2$ to $0.8$ for complements

65.3 3. Translog Demand

Reference: Christensen et al. [1975]
Form: Second-order flexible functional form

Ing; = alpha; + sumj beta;jlnp; + gammaglny

Where
beta;; are cross-price terms.
Advantages:

e Very flexible (no restrictive functional form)
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e Can nest AIDS, Cobb-Douglas
¢ Captures non-linearities
Disadvantages:

¢ Many parameters to estimate

e May violate regularity conditions

65.4 4. Linear Interaction

Form:
A = Ay — alphaPr — betaPg — gammaPrcdot Pg

Where $\gamma >0$ for complements.
Cross-price elasticity:

epsilontg = — fracbeta + gammaPr Acdot Pg
Advantages:
e Simple, interpretable
« Easy to estimate (linear regression)
Disadvantages:
e Can produce negative quantities
¢ Elasticity changes with price level

e No utility foundation

65.5 5. Nested Logit (Discrete Choice)

Reference: McFadden [1978]
Form: For attendance decision

P(attend) — f/racevattendevattend + eVnotattend

Where Vi, ienqg depends on both ticket and beer prices.
Advantages:

e Microfounded (random utility)

e Handles discrete choices naturally

¢ Rich substitution patterns
Disadvantages:

o Complex estimation (maximum likelihood)

e Requires individual-level data
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66 How Economists Evaluate Specifications

66.1 1. Theoretical Consistency

Question: Does specification come from utility maximization?
Evaluation criteria:

e Slutsky symmetry:
fracpartialg;partialp; =
fracpartialg;partialp; (compensated)

e Homogeneity: Doubling all prices and income — nochangeAddingup : Budgetsharessumtol
Rankings:

e AIDS, CES: Fully consistent
o Current (multiplicative): Partial (not derived from single utility)

e Linear: Not theory-consistent

66.2 2. Empirical Fit
Metrics:
o R2 or pseudo-R?
o AIC/BIC (information criteria)
¢ Out-of-sample prediction
¢ Residual diagnostics
Data requirements:
o Panel data (multiple markets, times)
e Price variation

o Exogenous price changes (instruments)

66.3 3. Flexibility vs Parsimony
Trade-off:
o AIDS: Very flexible (many parameters)

o CES: Parsimonious (single
sigma)

o Current: Very simple (single
epsiloncross)
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Evaluation:

o Use information criteria (AIC/BIC)
o Test nested models (likelihood ratio)

e Check if additional parameters improve fit

66.4 4. Plausibility of Estimates
Bounds checking:

o For complements: $\epsilon {cross} <0$

o Typical range: -0.1 to -2.0

e Strong complements (cars/gas): -1.6

e Weak complements: -0.1 to -0.3

Our choice (0.1):

e At low end of plausible range

e Implies weak complementarity

o Conservative assumption

66.5 5. Policy Robustness

Question: Do policy conclusions change with specification?
Evaluation:

e Simulate under different specifications
e Check if directional effects robust

o Quantify sensitivity of key outcomes

67 Comparison to Empirical Literature

67.1 Food Complements
o Meat & vegetables: Cross-elasticity varies by study
o Typically -0.1 to -0.5
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67.2 Transportation
e Cars & gasoline: -1.6 (strong complements)

o Public transit & auto: +0.5 to +0.8 (substitutes)

67.3 Entertainment
o Movie tickets & popcorn: No published estimates found

e Theme park admission & food: No estimates found

Stadium tickets & beer: NO PUBLISHED ESTIMATES

68 Recommendation for This Analysis
68.1 Current Approach (Multiplicative with ¢=0.1)
Pros:

e Simple, transparent

e Directionally correct (negative)

o Conservative (weak complementarity)

o« FEasy to adjust in sensitivity analysis

Cons:

e Not derived from utility

e No empirical validation

e Arbitrary functional form

68.2 Better Approaches (If Data Available)
1. Estimate AIDS model with Yankees panel data

o Vary prices across games/seasons
e Estimate full demand system

e Get cross-elasticity from data
2. Use car/gasoline analogy

e Both are “required + optional” like tickets/beer
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e Cross-elasticity -1.6 as benchmark

o Test sensitivity to -0.5, -1.0, -1.6
3. Survey-based calibration

o Ask fans willingness to attend with/without beer
e Discrete choice experiment

o Estimate cross-effect structurally

68.3 For This Project
Keep current approach but:
1. Document it’s ASSUMED (done)
2. Run Monte Carlo over plausible range 0.05-0.30 (done)
3. Cite analogous contexts (car/gas: -1.6)
4. Show sensitivity of conclusions
Add to references:
o Deaton & Muellbauer (1980) for AIDS framework
o Varian (1992) for demand theory
o McFadden (1978) for discrete choice

o Empirical examples (cars/gas)
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Policy Analysis

69 Price Control Implementation Details

Important Clarification: Throughout this analysis, price controls apply to
the menu/sticker price (pre-sales-tax), consistent with:

¢ Real-world precedent: Scotland’s Minimum Unit Pricing applies pre-
VAT, US historical price controls were pre-tax

o Enforcement practicality: Regulators monitor posted menu prices, not
checkout totals

¢ Legal structure: Sales tax is applied at point of sale, after base price is
determined

Example: $7 Beer Price Ceiling

Component Amount

Maximum menu price $7.00 < Price control applies here
+ NYC sales tax (8.875%) +%0.61

= Consumer pays $7.61

- Sales tax to government -$0.61

- Excise taxes -$0.074

= Stadium receives $6.85

Implication: When we analyze a “$7 ceiling,” the stadium receives only
$6.85 after taxes, creating an even tighter constraint than the headline $7
suggests.

This convention matches international minimum alcohol pricing (Scotland,
Wales) and US retail price regulation precedent.

70 Price Controls

70.1 Price Ceiling: $7

A 87 price ceiling would be a binding constraint (below optimal $13.87).
Effects:

66



Metric Current ($13.87)  With $7 Ceiling ~ Change
Consumer beer $13.87 $7.00 -$6.87 (-50%)
price

Stadium receives
Total beers sold

Stadium profit
Consumer

plus
Externality cost

sur-

Social welfare

$11.41
39,700

$3.43M
$11.3M
$0.2M

$14.5M

$6.35
91,604

$3.00M
$11.7M
$0.4M

$14.3M

-$5.06 (-44%)
+51,903
(+130.7%)
$-0.43M (-
12.4%)

+$0.4M (+3.9%)

+$0.2M
(+130.7%)
+$-0.2M
1.3%)

(+-

Annual impacts (81 games):

o Stadium revenue loss: -$34M /season

o Consumer surplus gain: +$35.8M /season

o External cost increase: +$16.8M /season

o Net social welfare gain: +$-15.5M /season

Winners:

o Consumers (4+$35.8M surplus) - Cheaper beer outweighs higher tickets on

average

o Government (+ tax revenue from higher volume)

Losers:

o Stadium (-$34M profit)

o Society (+$16.8M externality costs)

70.2 Price Ceiling: $8

Less restrictive than $7 ceiling:
Effects relative to $7 ceiling:

e Slightly lower consumption

o Higher stadium profit

o Lower externality costs

e Similar consumer surplus gain
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70.3 Price Floor: $15
Non-binding (above optimal $13.87), minimal effects.

70.4 Beer Ban

Complete prohibition of alcohol sales:

Metric Impact

Stadium revenue -$2.0M /game

Attendance May decrease 5% (complementarity)
Externality costs -$158k (eliminated)

Consumer surplus Decreases (no beer option)

71 Deadweight Loss

Price controls create deadweight loss (economic inefficiency):

DWL = SWoptimal - SWcontrolled (31)
For $7 ceiling:

o Consumer surplus gain: +$35.8M
o Producer surplus loss: -$34M

o Externality increase: -$16.8M (Note: this is a cost, so it’s a negative
impact)

o Net gain: +$-15.5M (positive despite DWL)

The positive net reflects that current equilibrium has underpriced external-
ities.

72 Pigouvian Taxation

Alternative to price controls: tax to internalize externalities.

72.1 Optimal Additional Tax

tpigovian = MEC = $4.00 — $1.30 = $2.70/beer (32)
Effects:

o Consumer price: $13.87 + $2.70 = ${{ pigouvian consumer price }}
o Reduces consumption ~28% (elasticity -0.29)
e Total beers: ~28 500 (from 39,556)

+ Revenue: ~$8.7M /season
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Policy Consumer  ConsumptionStadium Gov Rev- Efficiency
Price Profit enue
Current  $13.87 39,700 $3.43M ${{ base- Baseline
line tax_revenue k
}1k
$7 Ceil- $7.00 91,604 $3.00M ${{ cei- DWL
ing ing7 tax_reveome k
Hk binding
constraint
Pigouvian ${{ pigou- 28,500 $2.1M ${{ pigou- Most ef-

Tax vian_ consumer_ price

1

vian_ tax reficiemtk
}k

72.2 Pigouvian Tax vs Price Ceiling

Pigouvian tax is more efficient:

o No deadweight loss (price = social marginal cost)

« Raises revenue for affected communities
o Reduces externalities

e Preserves stadium autonomy

73 Policy Recommendations
1. First-best: Add $2.70/beer Pigouvian tax

o Internalizes external costs
 Raises $8.7M/season for NYC

e Economically efficient

2. Second-best: Price floor at $15

e Reduces consumption and externalities

e No revenue for government

o Stadium keeps higher margin
3. Avoid: Price ceiling below $10

o Large stadium revenue loss

¢ Increases externalities

e Consumer surplus gain offset by external costs
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4. Consider: Hybrid approach

o Moderate tax (+$1.50) + earlier cutoff (6th inning)

e Balances efficiency and feasibility
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Tax Analysis & Pigouvian Gap

74 Current Tax Structure
74.1 Beer Taxes in NYC (per 12 oz)
Excise Taxes:

o Federal: $0.05

o NY State: $0.013

o NYC: $0.011

» Total excise: $0.074

Sales Tax:

e NYC rate: 8.875%
e On $12.50 beer: $1.02

Total tax: $1.09/beer (8.7% of consumer price)

75 Revenue Flow

Consumer pays: $12.50
Sales tax ( \rightarrow government): $1.02
Excise tax ( \rightarrow government): $0.074

Net to stadium: $11.41
Production cost: -$5.00
Internalized costs: -$0.04
Profit: $6.37/beer

75.1 Annual Tax Revenue (Current)

Per game (40,000 beers):

o Sales tax: $40,800
o Excise: $2,960
o Total: $43,760/game

Per season (81 games):

o $3.5M/season to government
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76 External Costs Not Covered by Current Taxes

76.1 Crime Externalities: $2.50/beer
Based on Carpenter and Dobkin [2015]:

e 10% alcohol T — 1%assault, 2.9%rapePolice, courts, incarcerationcosts
Property damage, emergency services

Concentrated around stadium on game days

76.2 Health Externalities: $1.50/beer
Based on Manning et al. [1991] (inflation-adjusted):
o Emergency room visits
o Trauma care (fights, accidents)
e Long-run health system burden
e Drunk driving crashes

e Lost productivity

76.3 Total External Cost: $4.00/beer

77 Pigouvian Tax Gap

External cost per beer: $4.00
Current tax per beer: $1.09
Pigouvian gap: $2.91
Coverage ratio: 27.3%
Undertaxed amount: 72.7%

77.1 Comparison to Other Goods

Good External Cost Current Tax Coverage
Stadium beer  $4.00 $1.09 27%
Cigarettes $10/pack $5-8 /pack 50-80%
Gasoline $2/gallon $0.50/gal 25%
Carbon $100/ton $0-30/ton 0-30%

Stadium beer is significantly undertaxed relative to externalities.
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78 Optimal Pigouvian Tax

78.1 Recommendation: +$2.91/beer
This would:

1. Internalize external costs (consumers face full social cost)
2. Reduce consumption to socially optimal level
3. Raise revenue for affected communities

4. Improve efficiency (no deadweight loss)

78.2 Revenue Projections

Per game:

e Current consumption: 40,000 beers
o After tax: ~28,500 beers (29% reduction)

o Revenue: 28,500 x $2.91 = $82,935/game
Per season:

e 81 home games

+ Revenue: $11.0M /season

(Lower than naive $9.4M due to demand reduction)

78.3 Where Should Revenue Go?
Affected parties:

1. Bronx community: Bears crime externalities

2. NYC public health: Emergency services, hospitals

3. NYPD: Policing costs on game days

4. MTA: Drunk passenger incidents

Allocation recommendation:

e 40% — Bronzcommunityprograms30% — NY Cpublichealth

e 20% — NY PDovertime/resources10% — MT Asafetyprograms
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79 Tax Incidence

Who actually bears the tax burden?
With beer demand elasticity € = -0.29 (semi-log at $12.50):
Pass-through rate:

1 1
<= 199 " 0.78 (33)

Effect of $2.91 tax:

o Consumer price increase: 2.91 x 0.78 = 2.27**

o Stadium price decrease: 2.91 x 0.22 = xx0.64**
Result:

o Consumer pays: 12.50+2.27 = $14.77
o Stadium receives: 11.41—-0.64 = $10.77

¢ Government receives: $2.91
Burden split: 78% consumers, 22% stadium

This is standard tax incidence: more inelastic side bears more burden.

80 Alternative Revenue Uses
80.1 Option 1: Reduce Other Taxes

Use $11.0M to reduce property taxes in the Bronx

80.2 Option 2: Public Safety

Increase police presence, security on game days

80.3 Option 3: Public Health
Alcohol treatment programs, ER capacity

80.4 Option 4: Return to Fans

Subsidize ticket prices or public transportation
Most efficient: Target spending toward externality reduction (safety, health).
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Conclusions

81 Key Findings

81.1 1. Observed Prices Are Profit-Maximizing

Stadium beer at $12.50 is approximately profit-maximizing ($13.87 optimal)
when accounting for:

o Taxes ($1.30/beer)
o Production costs ($2.00/beer)
o Internalized costs (varies by volume, C = 62.3(Q/1000)2)

81.2 2. Stadiums Already Internalize Some Externalities

Crowd management, brand damage, and experience degradation are already
priced in:

o Convex cost function: Cjpsern(Q) = 62.3 - (Q/1000)?
o At low prices ($5-7): Internalized costs become prohibitively high

e This explains why stadiums don’t sell cheap beer despite apparent profit
potential

81.3 3. Significant External Costs Remain
Society bears $4.00/beer in external costs:

e Crime & violence: $2.50

o Public health: $1.50

Current taxes ($1.30) cover only 33% of these costs.
Pigouvian tax gap: $2.70/beer

81.4 4. Price Ceiling ($7) Has Mixed Effects
Pros:
o Consumer surplus: significant gains (+$3.9%)
e More affordable access
Cons:
o Stadium profit: $-34.5M/season
o Externality costs: increase (+$130.7%) due to higher consumption
o May face legal/constitutional challenges

Net: Complex welfare trade-offs with distributional concerns.
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81.5 5. Pigouvian Tax is More Efficient
Adding $2.70/beer tax:

o Internalizes external costs

o Raises $8.7M/year for affected communities

¢ Reduces consumption to optimal level

¢ No deadweight loss (price = social MC)

e Economically efficient

Recommended policy: Pigouvian tax over price controls.

82 Policy Recommendations

82.1 Recommended: Pigouvian Tax

Implement $2.70/beer additional tax on stadium alcohol

o Consumer price: $13.87 = ${{pigouvian__consumer_ price}}Consumption :
reducestooptimallevel

Revenue: $8.7M/year

Allocate to Bronx community, public health, police

82.2 Alternative: Moderate Hybrid
If political constraints:

o Moderate tax (+$1.50/beer)

o Earlier sale cutoff (6th inning instead of 7th)

o Purchase limits (2 beers per transaction)

82.3 Not Recommended: Price Ceiling

e Large stadium revenue loss
o Increases externalities
o Potential legal challenges

e Less efficient than taxation
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83 Broader Implications

83.1 For Other Stadiums

This framework applies to all sports venues:
« NFL, NBA, NHL stadiums face similar trade-offs
e Internalized vs external costs distinction is general

e Optimal taxation varies by local externality levels

83.2 For Alcohol Policy

General principle: Distinguish internalized from external costs.

Monopolists (stadiums, bars, restaurants) internalize negative effects on
their own customers.

Policy should target true external costs (non-customers, public goods).

83.3 For Price Control Theory

Important insight: Observed prices may reflect internalized externalities, not
just production costs.

Standard models that ignore firm’s internalization of customer experience
effects will mis-predict optimal prices.

84 Limitations

1. Static model: Doesn’t capture long-run effects (season tickets, loyalty)
2. Single representative consumer: Ignores heterogeneity
No substitution: Doesn’t model pre-game drinking or smuggling

Partial equilibrium: No competition from other entertainment

oro W

Perfect enforcement: Assumes price controls fully enforced

85 Future Research

¢ Rowdiness Feedback Loop: Explicitly model the negative utility of
non-drinkers from high aggregate beer consumption.

« Convex Externalities: Investigate how social externalities (crime, health)
might increase non-linearly with consumption.

e Heterogeneous consumers: Deeper dive into casual vs regular fans,
potentially expanding consumer types.
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e Dynamic model: Repeated games, learning, habit formation.

Substitution patterns: Pre-game bars, tailgating.
¢ Spatial analysis: Crime externalities by distance from stadium.

o« Empirical validation: Natural experiments with policy changes.

86 Final Thought

The key innovation is recognizing that monopolists internalize negative
effects on their own customers.

This is why simple supply-demand models fail to predict stadium pricing -
they miss the convex experience degradation costs that stadiums face.

For policy: Focus on true external costs (crime, public health) that remain
uninternalized. Current taxes cover only 33% of these costs.

Optimal policy: $2.70/beer Pigouvian tax, raising $8.7M /year for
NYC.
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Full academic references are provided in the references document.
Key papers cited in this analysis:

87.1 Stadium Economics

o Noll (1974): Ticket demand elasticity -0.49
o Scully (1989): Ticket demand elasticity -0.63 to -0.76
o Krautmann & Berri (2007): Concessions elasticity, complementarity

o Coates & Humphreys (2007): Joint ticket-concession optimization

87.2 Alcohol Externalities
o Manning et al. (1991): External costs 0.48—1.19/drink (1986 dollars)

o Carpenter & Dobkin (2015): Crime elasticities (assault, rape)
o Rees & Schnepel (2009): Football games and crime

o Lenk et al. (2010): Stadium alcohol policies (not consumption rates)

87.3 Tax Policy

o Parry et al. (2009): Fiscal and externality rationales
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